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CHAPTER 33

THE DOMESTIC BODY:
JOHN CHRYSOSTOM, SLAVERY AND THE ANCIENT DISCOURSE OF
OIKONOMIA

1 INTRODUCTION

From this point on the study will specifically focus on John Chrysostom’s views on oikonomia
and slave-management. It will use his homilies, which also serve as commentaries, on the New
Testament haustafeln as the basis, but will also examine other relevant texts. We have seen that
the New Testament haustafeln represented a very early and primitive move towards a pastoral
form of governmentality in which slave-management was a key discourse both literally and
metaphorically. There are two sides to this issue; in the first instance, the Christian bishops of the
later Roman Empire would use these texts as scriptural apparatus in their role as domestic
advisors and, secondly, their domestic advice would also be applied in a larger, more holistic
sense - ecclesiastical governmentality. The first part of this section will therefore aim to
understand this role of the bishop as domestic advisor and what the implications were for church
governance. Thereafter we will focus on Chrysostom’s comments on the haustafeln in his

homilies, specifically focussing on slave-management.

2 THE BISHOP AS DOMESTIC ADVISOR
The formation of the Christian household in late antiquity was directly related, as Sessa has

shown, to the formation of episcopal authority.*”* The family and household in this instance were

474K ristina Sessa, The Formation of Papal Authority in Late Antique Italy: Roman Bishops and the Domestic Sphere
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 1-34.
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used as a strategy for implanting certain matrices of power-knowledge and forms of authority

outside and within the church. Sessa states:

The household, however, also played a formative cultural role in
the making of episcopal authority. The ancient household was not
a marginal female space only obliquely relevant to the governing
of the city and state. It was a highly masculine institution, the
empire’s primary unit of production and wealth, and the most
morally revealing realm with respect to the character and

capacities of its leaders.*”

Sessa has convincingly linked the formation of the late Roman Christian household with
the formation of ecclesiastical modes of authority. In this process, we find that bishops act as
domestic advisors, instructing Christians how to govern their households, and at the same time,
having to govern their own ‘household,” namely the church. In the Christian period of the Roman
Empire, we find that the form of governmentality was pastoralism, with pastoral discourses
already permeating Christian formations of household codes, as we have seen. The holistic and
duplicatory nature of this type of government was not novel in ancient times, and we have seen
that the views of authors like Xenophon or Plato on holistic oikonomia certainly paved the way
for a holistic (not pastoral, though) type of governmentality. At this point, I want to reflect a bit
more on Michel Foucault’s discussion of the development of the Christian pastorate in late
antiquity as a form of government, and delineate its relevance for the study at hand.*’®

Notwithstanding the conceptual linkage with Hellenistic politicology, Foucault argues
that the shepherd-flock model of government was something that has its roots especially in the
ancient Near East, most notably from Egyptian, Assyrian and Israelite sources.*’” The history of

the Israelites is often seen as God’s flock’s ‘wanderings in search of its pasture.”*’® He has also

P 1bid., 1.

*"®Michel Foucault, Security, Territory, Population: Lectures Collége de France, 1977-1978 (Michel Senellart
(ed.); Graham Burchell (trans.); New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2009), 115-226.

7 1bid., 136.

7 1bid., 151.
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shown that pastoral governmentality was not a common theme in ancient Greek literature. The
Christian adoption of this metaphor and model for directing governance was directly related to
its Yahwehistic and Judaistic heritage. Although some Greek sources, like Homer’s /llias and
Odyssea, do use the term shepherd to refer to the king, its influence may have been from
Assyrian sources.*”’ There are then also the Neo-Pythagorean references to Zeus as god-
shepherd, but these are also limited and somewhat marginal. The metaphor is therefore quite rare.

The one important exception from Greek literature that Foucault points out is that of
Plato, specifically from his Respublica, Leges and Politicus.** The importance of these writings
has been discussed earlier in this study, and it is not surprising that their relevance resurfaces
here. According to Foucault, the Respublica and Leges exhibit three important features for
understanding the shepherd-flock model of governance. In the first instance, the metaphor has a
theological origin. The gods are considered as the original shepherds of humanity. In his Critias,

Plato states (Crit. 109-b-c):

...[T]hey [i.e., the gods] tended us, their nurselings and possessions,
as shepherds tend their flocks, excepting only that they did not use
blows or bodily force, as shepherds do, but governed us like pilots
from the stern of the vessel, which is an easy way of guiding
animals, holding our souls by the rudder of persuasion according to

their own pleasure; thus did they guide all mortal creatures.*®!

*1bid., 136. It was a metaphor that would also develop with the eschatology of Second Temple Judaism; cf. Zech.
11:4-17.

“Ibid., 136-43.

*! Translation: Benjamin Jowett, Dialogues of Plato: Translated Into English, With Analyses and Introduction
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 600; Greek text: Burnet [TLG]: ...dikng 1) kArjpois 10 PptAov
AayXAvovTes KATt@KILOV TAG XWOAS, KAl KATOKITAVTES, OlOV VOUNG Tolpvia, KTiuata Kot 0oépupata
éavtwv NUAg €teedov, MANV o cwuaol copata Pualopevol, kabdmeQ mMOWEVES KTHV) TANYR
vépovteg, dAA' 1) paAota evotgodov Lpov, €k mMEUUVNG amevBuvovteg, olov oiakt meBot Puxng

EPATTOUEVOL KATX TV ADTOV ddvolay, oLTws &yovtes To OvnTov mav eKvéQvwv.
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We see here an understanding of theological pastoralism functioning as the mythical and
archetypical model of governance, almost a prelapsarian, if we can use this term, or utopian form
of governance. There is no violence, but rather gentle yet stern rulership. The second feature
Foucault highlights is the instances in which the magistrates are seen as shepherds of the human
flock. The magistrate does not function as the founder-figure of the city, but rather its overseer,
as Foucault states: ‘The magistrate-shepherd - this is completely typical and entirely clear in The
Laws - is in fact a subordinate magistrate. He is something between a watchdog strictly speaking,
let’s say brutally, a policeman, and someone who is the real master or legislator of the city-
state.”*®? The third feature, as found in book 1 of Respublica is the notion that the shepherd is not
egoistic, but devotes himself entirely to the well-being of the sheep (Resp. 1.343b-344c). This
concept also became popular in the Gospel literature of the New Testament. Foucault then
continues to note Plato’s Politicus as an anomaly. Plato’s politician is someone who governs the
flock, who gives commands to a herd of people. Here the shepherd receives an emphasis of
imperativity that defines his being and essentially, his function. This would have a significant
impact on how we would understand mastery, since mastery is, after all, in its very basic form,
the giving of commands. Along with the shepherd metaphor, Foucault also highlights Plato’s use
of the metaphor of the weaver.*®® The image of the weaver is more related to oikonomia than that
of the shepherd. The weaver has several tasks that define his role: shearing, twisting the yarn etc.
In the same manner, the politician has tasks of governmentality, or political tasks, that define his
role. Foucault states: ‘In this way, with his specific art, very different from all the others, the
political weaver forms the most magnificent fabric and “the entire population of the state, both
slaves and free men,” Plato goes on to say, “are enveloped in the folds of this magnificent fabric™’
(cf. Plato, Pol. 311¢).**

But in terms of the history of the development of the pastorate, except for the Neo-
Pythagoreans and Plato, there are few other sources that show its prevalence in Greek thought.
Plato’s own concept also received much critique in Hellenistic literature. **° Despite its

prevalence in Israelite sources, Foucault concludes by saying:

2 Roucault, Security, Territory, Population, 139.
“1bid., 145-47.

**1bid., 146.

*1bid., 147.
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[T]he real history of the pastorate as the source of a specific type
of power over men, as a model and matrix of procedures for the
government of men, really only begins with Christianity...The
Church is a religion that thus lays claim to the daily government of
men in their real life on the grounds of their salvation and on the

scale of humanity...**

The rise and function of pastoral power in early Christianity was considered in itself an
art. Ambrose, in De officiis ministrorum and Chrysostom himself, in De sacerdotio, would write
long, emotional treatises on the subject. The governance and organization of the church is
therefore based on pastoral power. Although the church professes to remain separate and distinct
from political power, it was inevitably intertwined with state politics especially after the Edict of
Milan.*’

It also had direct implications for the formation of Christian morality in late antiquity,
and even earlier, as seen in the discussions on the haustafeln above. Most importantly, this new
Christian morality based on pastoral domestic rulership would, on the one hand, accept and
utilize Stoic and Epicurean notions of the mastery of the passions of the self, also called

anaBewx (literally, the absence of the passions), but would also transform them into, according

to Foucault, ‘the renunciation of egoism, of my own singular will.”**® This is a very important
observation - mastery now becomes something more complex, it is not only the renunciation of
the bodily passions, but it also transforms the notion of caring for the self into the caring for
others. This mutual curativity was already seen in the analyses of the haustafeln, the forerunners
of pastoralism, in that the husband should also take care of the wife as he does his own body. As
this thought developed further, the notion of what defined a bishop or priest would also develop.
Whereas Plato considered the magistrate as a shepherd, in late antiquity, the bishop would now

become the shepherd par excellence. The bishops defined their role and function in terms of

“1bid., 147-48.
7 Chris L. de Wet, “The Priestly Body: Power-Discourse and Identity in John Chrysostom’s De Sacerdotio,” R&T
18, no. 3—4 (2011): 351-79.

8 Foucault, Security, Territory, Population, 178.
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householding or oikonomia, somewhat similar to Plato’s notion of the weaver, but with subtle
differences. They also saw it, like Xenophon, as a holistic enterprise. In this instance, Sessa
points to a very important feature within the discourse of pastoral power, namely the notion of
oikonomia as stewardship.*® We now find a shift, according to Sessa, from domination to
dispensation and, as I will argue, reformation. It was more than simply the management of
wealth and distribution of goods to the poor. As demonstrated by Brown*”" and several others, "
wealth and poverty were especially important for the development of the pastorate in late
antiquity. But Sessa is correct in noting that it was not only expressed in these terms of wealth
and poverty, but in the management of subordinate bodies within the household.** It is here

where the notion of auctoritas/¢Eovoioc would be transformed by late ancient Christian

pastoralism. The pastor now also became the heavenly steward. Sessa remarks in this instance
that in late antiquity most vilici (or actores, managers who would oversee a number of estates)
were not slaves but free.*”> The evidence, especially that examined above, does not seem to be
adequate to support such a view for the fourth century. While Sessa’s statement, if applied to the
later fifth and sixth centuries (a period which she does cover), may have more merit, the late
fourth and early fifth century do not exactly reflect a preference for free persons for the steward
or manager despite the negativity seen with authors like Columella.** The prevalence of the

slave-metaphor in early Christian thinking, and the belief in the heteronomy of the body, at least

9 For a general discussion of theological or divine oikonomia in John Chrysostom, cf. Gerhard Richter, Oikonomia:
Der Gebrauch des Wortes Oikonomia im Neuen Testament, bei den Kirchenvatern und in der Theologischen
Literatur Bis Ins 20. Jahrhundert (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2005), 336-58.

Opeter R. L. Brown, Poverty and Leadership in the Later Roman Empire (London: University Press of New
England, 2002).

¥1Cf. Susan R. Holman, The Hungry Are Dying: Beggars and Bishops in Roman Cappadocia (Oxford: Oxford

i)

University Press, 2001); Wendy Mayer, “Poverty and Society in the World of John Chrysostom,” in Social and
Political Life in Late Antiquity (Late Ancient Archaeology 3.1; William Bowden, Adam Gutteridge, and Carlos
Machado (eds); Leiden: Brill, 2006), 465-86; Wendy Mayer, “Poverty and Generosity Toward the Poor in the Time
of John Chrysostom,” in Wealth and Poverty in Early Church and Society (Susan R. Holman (ed.); Grand Rapids:
Baker Academic, 2008), 140-58.

2 Sessa, Formation of Papal Authority, 1-2.

“1bid., 49-50.

*This uncertainty is also noted by Kyle Harper, Slavery in the Late Roman World AD 275-425 (Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press, 2011), 123.
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suggest that the concept of the steward of God is also like a slave is not totally implausible. In
Chrysostom’s thinking, the bishop as well as the pater familias seem to be considered as
metaphorical slaves, as he states (Hom. Heb. 24.6): ‘And I will make it clear to you by means of
an example; as in the case of [slaves] in large households, when any of those placed over the
household are very highly respected, and manage everything themselves, and can use great
freedom of speech toward their masters, the master is called after them, and anyone may find
many being called in this way.”*’” In the very next section of this homily, he discusses issues of
slaveholding, which we will return to at a later stage.

Whether most vilici and actores on late ancient estates were free or not does not really
make a difference, since the notion of the Christian being a slave of God was still very prevalent.
To continue, we have seen especially with the Roman agricultural treatises that the household
manager had a curative role, something that was even more stressed in the early Christian
writings. Sessa especially refers to the steward as a dispensator.**® How did this manifest in late
ancient Christianity?

In the first instance, bishops had to disseminate knowledge to ordinary Christians on how
to manage and run their own households. Preaching would have a profound effect on the process
of knowledge-transfer in late antiquity, unlike anything encountered in the previous centuries.*’’
Even though the audiences that could physically fit into the late ancient basilicas were small,*®
the effects still seemed to have been far-reaching. A bishop (or earlier in his life, a priest) like
Chrysostom would have substantial influence, both religious and political, within his see.
Bishops were highly political figures, even though their agenda was more social and religious.

Chrysostom also had a very specific agenda in mind - he wanted to promote a type of popular,

* Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 63.169.26-33: "Emti d¢ vmodelypatog DUiv adTd mMomow Gpavegov.
Olov émi TV &v talg peyaAals oikiatg, OTav TIveS €VDOKIHWOL TOV TEOECTNKOTWV TNG olkiag, kai
oPOdea EVOOKIPWOL, Kol MAVTA aDTOL JLETWOL, KAl TEOS TOLG deomOTAS MOAANV TV Ttapdnolov
Exwov, A’ avT@V 6 de0TOTNG KAAELTAL KAl TOAAOVS dv TIg e0goL 0VTW KAAOVHEVOUG.

4 Sessa, Formation of Papal Authority, 49.

7 Jaclyn L. Maxwell, Christianization and Communication in Late Antiquity: John Chrysostom and His
Congregation in Antioch (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 11-41.

4% Ramsay MacMullen, The Second Church: Popular Christianity A.D. 200—400 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2009), 1-32.
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everyday asceticism that people in the cities could live by, and in this way avoid the evils that
defined the city.*”” Regarding Chrysostom’s comments on slave-management, we see that most
of his comments are directed toward domestic slaveholding, rather than agricultural
slaveholding.’® Christianization affected urban slaves much more directly than rural slaves. He
had very specific views on Christian domesticity, with advice to everyone from the pater
familias to the lowly slave. We will examine these views more closely in the next section. Thus,
as shepherd or pastor, Chrysostom had to care for his flock by means of surveillance and
developing their skills as householders.”® He gave very specific guidelines for the conduct
between husbands and wives, parents and children, and of course, slaves and masters. By
understanding Chrysostom as the typical domestic advisor within the pastoral system of
governance, the next section will specifically examine his interpretation of the respective
deutero-Pauline household codes and focus on his comments on how to manage slaves within

this complex system.

3 JOHN CHRYSOSTOM ON EPHESIANS 6:5-9 (HOM. EPH. 22)

The entire Homilia in epistulam ad Ephesios 22 is dedicated to the statements directed to slaves
in the Ephesian haustafeln. While the provenance of the homilies is mostly difficult to determine,
it does seem that the homily may have been preached in Antioch at some point between 393-
397.°92 Quasten also confirms this on the grounds of the mention of Babylas in homily 9 and

Julian in homily 21.°%

49 peter R. L. Brown, The Body and Society: Men, Women & Sexual Renunciation in Early Christianity (New York:
Columbia University Press, 2008), 305-322.

3% He does comment quite critically about how some rich landowners employ thousands of slaves and on how some
peasants have to pay a very high rent on these landholdings (Hom. Matt. 61.3); cf. John H. W. G. Liebeschuetz,
Antioch: City and Imperial Administration in the Later Roman Empire (Oxford: Clarendon, 1972), 64-65.

% For a detailed discussion of Chrysostom’s pastoral theology, cf. Robert A. Krupp, Shepherding the Flock of God:
The Pastoral Theology of John Chrysostom (American University Studies: Theology and Religion; New York: Peter
Lang, 1991).

2 Wendy Mayer, The Homilies of St. John Chrysostom. Provenance: Reshaping the Foundations (OrChrAn 273;
Rome: Institutum Patristicum Orientalium Studiorum, 2005), 187-88.

3% Johannes Quasten, Patrology Volume 3: The Golden Age of Patristic Literature (Westminster: Christian Classics,

1990), 447.
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In the very beginning of the homily, Chrysostom acknowledges the common hierarchical
relationships and status indicators in the text. Like many of the other late ancient authors
discussed above, Chrysostom highlights the fact that simply addressing slaves directly in the text
is unique. They are mentioned last because of their inferior status as slaves, but they receive
lengthy instructions because, despite their social inferiority to children, they are still mentally
more advanced. What is also important is the fact that Chrysostom emphasizes that slaves should
be virtuous if they are to be useful in the organization of the house. These statements also show
how little the nucleus of the ancient Mediterranean household has changed in terms of status and
honour between the period of the New Testament and Chrysostom.”*

Furthermore, Chrysostom understands the Ephesian haustafeln to be typically Stoic, and
he interprets it in a very Stoic manner. In his exegesis of the phrase in Ephesians 6:5, namely
‘accoding to the flesh’, he provides a Stoic explanation. He states (Hom. Eph. 22.1): ‘Slavery is
nothing but a name. The domination is according to the flesh, brief and temporary; for whatever
is of the flesh, is not permanent.”*” Not in one instance in the homily does Chrysostom reject the
institution of slavery, he exhibits the same type of Stoic indifference we saw, for example, with
Seneca when it comes to institutional slavery. The metaphor of the slavery to the passions is also
very common in Chrysostom’s thinking.’*® Chrysostom seems to take up this Stoic stance since
it is also implied in the text of Ephesians. The typical Stoic thinking of the deutero-Pauline
author of Ephesians becomes highly contagious for the late ancient Christian authors,
Chrysostom included. Mitchell has explained the immense popularity of Paul with
Chrysostom;*"” he also then accepts Paul’s statements on slave-management in the haustafeln
without any questions.

The next phrase that Chrysostom chooses to focus on in Ephesians 6:5 is ‘with fear and

trembling.’ It is very interesting that Chrysostom initiates here an almost identical discussion on

% John N. D. Kelly, Golden Mouth: The Story of John Chrysostom - Ascetic, Preacher, Bishop (New York: Cornell
University Press, 1995), 99-100.

505 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.155.34-36: dvopa dovAeiag €0Ti HOVOV: KAt TAoKa E0TLV 1)
deomoteia, MEOOKALQOG Kal Poaxela- OTeQ YQ &V 1) OAQKIKOV, EMikNEOV é0TL

% Blake Leyerle, Theatrical Shows and Ascetic Lives: John Chrysostom’s Attack on Spiritual Marriage (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 2001), 48-51.

9" Margaret M. Mitchell, The Heavenly Trumpet: John Chrysostom and the Art of Pauline Interpretation (HUTh 40;
Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000).
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the topic found with both Origen and Jerome.’” His answers are also more or less the same. He
contrasts the fear of the slave with the fear that the wife is supposed to show the husband. As
Origen has remarked, the occurrence of the phrase ‘with trembling’ seems to point to a different
type of fear. Chrysostom then enters into a diatribe in which the tension between the Stoic and
early Christian considerations of slaves as kin and its imperative to fear the masters is discussed.
Since a slave is considered ‘a brother, he enjoys the same benefits, he belongs to the same body.
Even more, he is the brother, not of his own master only, but also of the son of God, he shares all
the same benefits’ (Hom. Eph. 22.1).°” This statement is almost ideologically identical to
Seneca’s arguments. The mutual kinship of slave and master, as well as their divine origin - for
Seneca, it was the divine universal seed, for Chrysostom, it is being a brother of Christ. The
diatribe in the homily seems to represent a response to or even an attack against Stoic
indifference from an imaginary opponent; perhaps to question its integrity and consistency. How
can there be equality along with fear and submission? Chrysostom retorts by stating that the
equality between husband and wife is also, perhaps shockingly, applicable to the slave and the
master, and then finishes: ‘It is no sign of common birth, rather it is real nobility, to understand
how to humble ourselves, to be modest and unpretentious, and to be courteous to our neighbor.
The free have also served the free with much fear and trembling’ (Hom. Eph. 22.1).°'° What we
have here is the redefinition and transformation of the concepts of submission and servitude.
This was mentioned earlier in the section when referring to the curative impetus of pastoral
leadership. Servitude is now positively grouped with the virtues of humility and modesty, and
now, in a reversal of traditional Roman values of mastery and masculinity, ‘real nobility’ are
marked by mutual submission and servitude. Freedom does not rule out the imperative to care for

and serve one another. The Stoic notion of the care of the self, which Foucault has so masterfully

%8 Cf. Ronald E. Heine, The Commentaries of Origen and Jerome on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians (Oxford
Early Christian Studies; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), 248-50.

59 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.155.43-46: adeAdOg 0T, TV avTOV AMéAavoEV, Elg TO aUTO
oWUo TEAEL HAAAOV OE AdeAPOC €yEéveTo oV TOD KLELOL TOU éauTov, AAAX Kkal ToL YioL oL Beov, TV
aVTOV ATOAXVEL TAVTWV ...

>'0 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.155.53-57: OV y&Q duoyéveia O mMQayud& 0Ty, GAA' 1) T
evyévela, T0 eldéval éAattovoOatl, kal petotdlewy, kat eikev @ mAnolov. Kal éAevOegol éAevBépolg

petax mMOAAOD GpOPou kal TEdpoL EdoVAEVOV.
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discussed,”"" is now expanded and transformed to include the care of the other. This concept is
found in the authentic Pauline Epistle to the Galatians, in chapter 5 verse 13b: ‘...[S]erve one
another in love.””'? In Chrysostom’s discussion of this verse we find very much the same
reasoning and the same terminology as in his Homilia in epistulam ad Ephesios 22. The will to
dominate, Chrysostom states, leads to arguments and strife (cf. Comm. Gal. 5.13). Through the
democratization of care, humility and servitude, Chrysostom introduces in the homily the new
requirements of nobility and honour. These are all the characteristics of the slave of God. He also
emphasizes that slaves should behave properly out of their own volition, and not from the
compulsion of the master. He then provides the same argumentation found in the Petrine
haustafeln, which may be alluded to here in the homily. By becoming humble, the possibility for
suffering is immediately present - as Christ lowered himself and suffered, so too may the slave of
God suffer in this. And then, predictably, Chrysostom promotes the virtue of endurance. We
have discussed the development of the notions of suffering and endurance in early Christianity
and Chrysostom is no exception when it comes to the proliferation of the virtue of endurance. He
refers to Matthew 5:39, in which Christians are advised to turn the other cheek, thus, accept
suffering and corporeal violation. It should be remembered, as Walters has shown, that nobility
and free citizenship in the Roman world were exactly defined by the trait of corporal

inviolability.”"* Chrysostom states (Hom. Eph. 22.1):

For the one who suffers wrong in abundance, claims an act for
himself which he did not initiate, by allowing himself to be beaten
on the other cheek as well, and not simply by enduring the first
blow. For this last act may perhaps resemble cowardice; but it is in
fact a mark of a high philosophy. In this way you will show that it

was for the sake of wisdom that you also endured the first blow.

"' Michel Foucault, The History of Sexuality Volume 3: The Care of the Self (Robert Hurley (trans.); New York:
Vintage, 1986), 40-64.
>'2 Translation: NIV; Greek text (UBS*): ...d1x Thg aydmmg dovAevete dAAAOLG.

13 Walters, “Invading the Roman Body.”
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And so in the case at hand [slavery], show here too, that you bear

slavery also willingly...”"*

What we see here is that by means of making the passive virtues of suffering and
endurance the norm, slavery becomes acceptable. Being able to bear slavery ‘willingly’, like
receiving a second blow to the cheek, raises the issue of agency, and Chrysostom wants to
illustrate in this point that having control of one’s (re-)actions and passions is a mark of true
freedom and not a symbol of weakness or cowardice. Moreover, when we examined Theodoret’s
remarks on slave-management, it was seen that he promotes institutional slavery subtly by
pointing to its similarity in lifestyle to asceticism. Chrysostom follows the same strategy here. To
be a noble Christian, according to Chrysostom, means to embody the passive virtues of suffering,
violability and endurance - but these are all identical to the characteristics of slavery. Thus, by
being a slave and accepting the state of slavery willingly, one partakes in the making of the
virtuous Christian. The other strategy Chrysostom incorporates is that through just suffering one
creates a type of rewards-account with God. This further promotes the passive virtues, especially
for the slave, since the reward now becomes heavenly, a type of spiritual capital. Chrysostom
acknowledges that Christian slaves may suffer under non-Christian masters, but this is in fact a
blessing, since it grows their eschatological reward with God: ‘For as they who receive a benefit,
when they make no return, make God a debtor to their benefactors; so too, I say, do masters, if,
when served well by you, they fail to repay you, repay you even more, by making God your

debtor’ (Hom. Eph. 22.1).°"> Concurrently with this imagery of euergetism, he states that when

314 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.156.31-38: ‘O Yoo Emdapirevodpevos ¢ TaBelv Kakws, kal
6mep oVK TV AVTOV, émoinoev éavtod TQ EAToON VAL Kal TV AAANV olrydva, T TG HOVOV EVEYKELV.
Tovto pév yap lowg 06&el kat poPov etvar ékelvo d¢ Pprrocoding MoAANG. OvikoLV €dellag, OTL Kal
ToUTO dx PprAoocodiav fveykags. ‘Qote kat vov del€ov évtavBa, OTL kal TavTNV EkOVTL (GEQELS TNV
dovAeiav...

°' Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.157.13-18: KaOdmeo yaQ of kaAdc maoxovtes, dtav i
apelPwvtal Tovg eveQyétag, Tov BOeov avTolg O0delétnv molovoty: oUtw dn Kal ol deomdtal Aav
nabovteg v moapx ocov U apelpwvtal og, paAdov Hueipavto, tOv BOeov Odedétnv oot

KATAOTNOAVTEG.
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earthly masters do not reward slaves, they in fact reward them even more since it forces God to
reward them. The socio-theological manipulative strategies become very clear. In the
eschatological sense, God’s judgement also then implies a correction of social inequalities and
the repaying of debts. The suffering slave is now the slave who will receive the most during the
final judgement.

In his comments on the slave-directed haustafeln, Chrysostom is squarely in line with the
early Christian tradition of the proliferation and promotion of passive virtues. Slavery, on the one
hand, is described in Stoic fashion as only a name, and thus not important. The Philonic slave of
God metaphor is then extensively utilized to approve and perhaps even promote the suffering of
slaves. He does not make any calls to social justice for suffering slaves, since they will be
rewarded in heaven. It does not imply that he encourages the persecution of slaves, but their fair
and just treatment is not a priority. It should be remembered in this instance, at least, that the
Roman agricultural authors Cato, Varro and especially Columella, promulgated quite intensely
the just and fair treatment of slaves. Chrysostom does not do this here, but rather advises slaves
to endure suffering with the hope of some heavenly reward. This is certainly one of the premises
that supports the view that early Christianity was in fact not ameliorative to the institution of
slavery; in fact, by the promotion of the passive virtues of suffering, endurance and servitude,
core values in both martyrdom and asceticism, along with the prevalent Stoic indifference, the
institution of slavery was perpetuated (perhaps even indirectly promoted) by Christian pastoral
governmentality and virtuosity.

He then provides his view on the slaveholder-directed comments in the Ephesian
haustafeln (Eph. 5:9). In this section of the homily, Chrysostom relies on the discourse of the
heteronomy of the body of the slaveholder as a slave of God: ‘For the master also presents
service like a slave. Not as people-pleasers, he means, and with fear and trembling; that is,
toward God, fearing that He may one day accuse you for your negligence toward your slaves’
(Hom. Eph. 22.2).°'° 1t is interesting that Chrysostom then builds on a theologico-juridical
argument in the homily. We have seen that this type of argumentation was common among other

late ancient Christian authors, for instance, with Peter of Alexandria or Basil the Great. The

>'¢ Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.157.21-25: dovAevel Y& kai 6 deomde. Mi) ¢ avOowmdoeokoy,
dnol, peta Gpopouv kat TOOUOV, TOLTEOTL, TOD TEOG TOV Beov, dedoLKdTEG UNTtoTE VULV éyKaAéorn UmeQ

TS elg ToLg dovAoVG dpeAelac.
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heteronomy of the body has eschatological implications. In terms of God’s judgement, offences
committed against slaves will count as offences committed against human beings. Chrysostom is
very aware and judgmental about those typical shameful duties slaves are compelled to perform
(Hom. Phim. 1.2): ‘In this way many have forced their domestics and slaves. Some have drawn
them into marriage against their will, and others have forced them to perform disgraceful
services, perverse sexual deeds, acts of theft, and financial fraud, and violence.”!” Since slaves
are body-surrogates, the punishment of such deeds is primarily enforced on the owner, yet, as we
have seen, the slave is not entirely acquitted. We also get a very important glimpse into the
‘underworld’ of slaveholding. Among the shameful acts, Chrysostom is fully aware of the sexual
abuse of slaves, as well as acts of robbery and fraud. As with the previous discussion on
suffering and punishment, social equality is only achieved in a later, eschatological dispensation.

Chrysostom interestingly remarks (Hom. Eph. 22.1):

Do not assume, he would say, that what is done to a slave will
simply be forgiven because it was done to a slave. For the laws of
other nations, typically being human laws, does acknowledge a
difference between these kinds of crimes. But the law of the
common Slaveholder of all, who does good towards all in common,
and conferring the same rights to all, does not acknowledge such a

difference.’'®

Chrysostom refers here to the typical Graeco-Roman laws of punishment based on social
status, very much like those seen with Plato in the previous chapter. While according to these

laws a slave may be ill treated and severely punished, God’s eschatological laws do not regard

17 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.706.36-40: TToAAoiL TOAAOVC olkéTac Nvaykaoav, kal maidag: ot
Hev elg yapoug eiAkvoav i BovAopévoug, ot d& vneetioacBal diaxkovialg aTémoLs, Kat £0wTL L@
Kal apmaryais kat mAgoveélalg kat Blats.

318 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.157.32-37: Mn) vopiong, ¢notv, 6Tt & €ig TOV dovAOV, WG &ig
dovAoV ywvopeva, oUtwe adrjoel. Ot pev yoap €Ewbev vopor duadooav (oaot ToVTWV TV YEVWV, ATE
avOownwv dvteg vopor 6 d¢ vOpog 6 TOL KOwoL AgomdTOL oLdepiay 0ide dxPooav, &Te KOLVT)

TAVTAG €V MOLWV, KAL TAOL TV ATV HETADLOOVG.
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social status. Although such a statement is certainly admirable, it does not do much good for the
treatment of institutional slaves while they are on earth. Like Stoic notions of indifference, the
concept of eschatological punishment and rewards of all the slaves of God, regardless of earthly
social status, draws attention away from the pressing inequalities and injustices of institutional
slavery.’” As a logical inference to the theologico-juridical argument, the issue of hamartiology
obviously comes to the fore, since sin is understood as disobedience from the slaves of God, and
hence, the reason for the eschatological punishment. Chrysostom explains the origins of sin to

his audience (Hom. Eph. 22.1):

But if anyone should ask, ‘Where does slavery come from? And,
‘Why it has it come into humanity?’ (And I know that many are
asking these questions, and desire to have them answered.) I will
tell you. Slavery is the result of greed, of degradation, of brutality,
since Noah, we know, had no slave, nor Abel, nor Seth, nor those
who came after them. The institution was the fruit of sin, of
rebellion against parents. Let children listen carefully to this, that
whenever they are disobedient to their parents, they deserve to be
slaves. A child such as this discards his nobility of birth; for he
who rebels against his father is no longer a son; and if he who
rebels against his father is not a son, how will he be a son who
rebels against our true Father? He has turned his back on his
nobility of birth, he has gone against nature. It is also the result of
people taken as prisoners of wars, and battles. Fine, but Abraham,

you will say, had slaves. True, but he did not use them as slaves.’*’

319 Gregory of Nyssa utilized his eschatology in a slightly different manner, which led to his outspoken rejection of
institutional slavery. The same cannot be said of Chrysostom since he never rejects slavery as an institution itself; cf.
David B. Hart, “The “Whole Humanity’: Gregory of Nyssa’s Critique of Slavery in the Light of His Eschatology,”
SJTh 54, no. 1 (2001): 51-69.

520 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.157.38-54: E{ 8¢ tic £oolto moOev 1) dovAeia, kal dwx Tl €ig TOV
Blov elonABe tov avOowmivov (kat Yoo olda mMoAAoLS Kal ¢pwT@VvTag T ToldTa 1)0€ws Kal pabelv

[BovAopévoug), éyw mEoOg vuag éow ‘H mAeoveia v dovAeiav Etekev, 1) favavoia, 1] anAnotia- émet
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Here we have a similar argument to that of Gregory of Nyssa in his homily on
Ecclesiastes. The subordination between slave and slaveholder is not natural, or prelapsarian, in
Chrysostom’s view. We have seen that most of the Christian authors of late antiquity held this
view. Even shortly after the fall with reference to Noah, Abel and Seth, Chrysostom intimates
that slaveholding was not present. In a different homily he would also state that Adam did not
have slaves (Hom. I Cor. 40.6). Slavery is therefore not natural, that is, natural in the patristic
sense of the word, as being part of God’s original order. Slavery is the result of greed,
covetousness and savagery, as Chrysostom states, as well as a consequence of war. The
conceptual linkages between slavery, eschatology and hamartiology are very important in this
instance, and we see what important place slavery occupies also in Chrysostom’s development of
Christian theology. The concept of slavery is, again, inseparable from Christian theology, and
late ancient Christian theological formations had very real, direct consequences for slaves - it did
not improve their situation at all.

Finally, one of the most important sections in the homily deserves to be cited and
explained, since it represents Chrysostom’s clearest statements regarding oikonomia and slave-

management (Hom. Eph. 22.2):

But if, before we examine the following verses, you have a mind to
listen, I will make the same remarks concerning slaves as I have
also made earlier concerning children. Teach them to be religious,
and everything else will follow from necessity. But now, when any
one is going to the theatre, or going off to the bath, he drags all his
slaves behind him; but when he goes to church, not for a moment;

nor does he admonish them to attend and listen. Now how will

Nae dovAov ovx eixev, ovde "ABeA, o0dE LNO, AAA' 0VdE ol peta tavTa. "ApaQTia TOUTO TO TEAY A
étexev, 1 elg Tovg matépac VPO, "Axovétwoav ol maieg, Tl a&lol eloL dovAoL eival, Otav eilg ToLg
MATEQAS AYVWUOVEG WOy, "AdeidleTo éavTov 6 TOlOVTOG TNV eVYEVeLav: O Yo VBoIlwv TOoV matéoa,
oLk éoTwv &L vioe. EL ¢ 6 matépa UPIlwv, ovk éoTiv LIOG, 0 TOV dvtws MUV [Matépa LPREIlwV, Twe
éotat vidg;, 'EENAOev amo g evyevelag, ¢£0Booev eig v Ppvowv. Eita kal moAepol kat pdyxat

atxpaAwrtovg EAaPov. "AAAN' 6 "APoadp eixev oikétacg, Pnotv. "AAA" ovx we olkétalg ékéxomnTo.
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your slave listen, when you, his master, are busy with other things?
You have purchased and acquired your slave? First of all make it
clear what God wants him to do, to be kind towards his fellow-
slaves, and to take virtue very seriously. Everyone's house is a city,
and every man is a prince in his own house. It is clear that this is
the character of the wealthy house, where there are both lands, and
overseers, and rulers over rulers. I also say that the house of the
poor is like a city. Since there are also offices of authority here; for
instance, the husband has authority over the wife, the wife over the
slaves, the slaves again over their own wives; again the wives and
the husbands over the children. Does he not appear to you to be, as
it were, a type of king, having so many authorities under his own
authority? And that it is crucial that he should be more skilled both
in domestic and civic government than all the rest? For the one
who knows how to manage these in their various relations, will
also know how to select the fittest people for offices, truly, and
will choose excellent ones. And in this way the wife will be a
second king in the house, lacking only the crown; and he who
knows how to choose this king, will excellently regulate all the

others.*?!

*2! Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.157.60-158.25: Ei d¢ BovAecOe dicodoa, Td aUTA €QODUEV TTeQl
TV OlKETWV, & Kal mMEOTEQOV TEPL TWV TadwV- dOAOKETE AVTOVS elvat eVAAPBELS, KAl TAVTWS TTAVTA
énetat NOv 8¢ elg pev 0éatpov aviwy, Kal elg Paravelov ATV TS, MAVTAS ETOVQETAL TOUG TTAOAG:
elg 0¢ éxkAnolav, ovkéty, ovdE avaykdlel mageivat kat dxkovew. Ilaog 8¢ 6 olkétng axovoetat, 0ob ToL
deomotov étépolc mooéxovtog;, 'Hyodoaoag, émpolw TOV doLAOV; €mitatte MEOTEQOV AVTQ TA KATX
Beov, oTe MEOG TOLG OLVOOVAOUG elval MmOV, AQeThs TMOALV moleloBal Adyov. TIOAG EoTiv 1)
éxdotov olikla, doxwv €otiv €kaotog TG éavtov oikiag. Kal 6Tt pév toxvtn 1) 1@V mAovTovvVIWY,
evdNAoV, EvOa kal aygol kal €mitoomol Kat &QXOVTeS €Ml AOXOVOLV: éYw O& KAl TNV TWV TeViTwV
olkiav Pt mMéAw eivar. Kat yo kat évtavBa elowv agxat: olov, Koatel T yuvatkog 0 aviQ, 1] YUV
TV OKETWV, Ol oléTal TV DIV Yuvamwv: MAAWY al yuvaikes kat ol avdoeg T@wv maidwv. "Apa ov

dokel ool kKabAmep TG PACIAEVS elval, TOOOUTOUS €XWV AQXOVTAG VUTMOTETAYUEVOLS £aVTQ, Kal
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From this section we see that Chrysostom, like Xenophon and Plato, subscribes to
holistic oikonomia. The previous discussions on oikonomia and slave-management make it
possible to understand the relevance of this statement in the ancient Mediterranean context. For
Chrysostom, the household slave must now, like children, be educated in ‘religion’ and ‘virtue’.
It is also interesting that when raising children virtuously, Chrysostom advises that the pater
familias use the slaves as a type of training ground for the virtue of the child (/nan. glor. 67-68).
This is a very subtle form of discipline directed toward slaves. Although Chrysostom reiterates
by noting that this is also applicable to children, the form and impetus of adult education
(assuming the slaves are adults) is reformation. The slaves are now not simply taught household
or even agricultural tasks, but the householder or even the vilicus (he uses the example of
overseers in the text) becomes directly responsible for the education of slaves in virtue. The
example of Paul and Onesimus, the slave of Philemon, is important in this regard as it serves as a
model and a justification for this practice. Since Paul took it upon himself to teach Onesimus, so
too should the pater familias teach the slave virtue. A virtuous slave becomes a marker of honour
according to Chrysostom (Hom. Phlm. Preface): ‘He [Paul] teaches us not to be ashamed of our
slaves, if they are virtuous.”** This pedagogy has several aspects to it that need to be delineated.

Firstly, this move toward the Christian pedagogy of slaves is the logical inference of the
development of the pastorate. Teaching, according to Chrysostom’s De sacerdotio, is a crucial
duty of the office of the clergy.’> While the pastors are responsible for teaching the heads of
households, the heads of households now need to teach the slaves who, Chrysostom admits, are
not always brought to church by their masters. The education of slaves is also hierarchical. He
later states that slave-husbands are the rulers of their wives, showing the prevalence of slave-

families in late antiquity, and this would imply that the slave men need to teach their wives and

MAVTIWY TEOONKELY AVTOV OLKOVOUIKWTEQOV elval kal ToArtikwtegov; ‘O yap eldws daxpoows
kexonobat TtovTolg, oide Tovg Erutndeiovg doxovtag alpetobay xat aigfoetal ye Aapmpovs. Ovkovv
éotal Pacdevg €tepog M Yuvi) €v olkla Xwolg ToL ddNpatog, kal 0 eldws oV PaciAéa TovTOV
aloetodat, mavTa T AAAa kKaAwg dOnoeL

522 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.704.23-24: Awddokel Nuag un énaoxvvecbat Tovg oikétag, €l
évagetol elev.

3 De Wet, “Priestly Body.”
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children. This type of dynamic is also seen in his entire homily De inani gloria, specifically on
the proper way to raise children. The comments herein also function in this system. The
haustafeln are now transformed into something more than codes of conduct or, as argued earlier,
social contracts. There is now a shift in emphasis from governance to education and pedagogy.
The eccentricity of Cato’s insistence on teaching his own children would not seem too strange to
Chrysostom in this instance. The impetus on the formation and maintenance of masculinity is
now amended, and the ‘man of the house’ should now also become a teacher of Christian
religion and virtue; if I may, a doctor familias. The pater familias becomes responsible for the
salvation of the slave and so becomes the pastor of his household. This is a very effective
strategy from the side of the pastorate. Since its influence may have been limited due to physical
space restrictions, the strategy of Christianizing the household would broaden their sphere of
influence. Chrysostom, after all, considers the household a microcosm for the church, as he states
in the same selection of homilies (Hom. Eph. 20.2): ‘If we manage our households in this way,
we will be also qualified for the management of the church. For surely a house is a little church.
So it is possible for us by becoming good husbands and wives, to surpass all others.”*** The art of
oikonomia 1is also teaching and preparation for the management of the church. The husband then
becomes the medium and catalyst through which pastoral power is mediated, especially by
means of education and psychagogy, as also seen in the discussions of the haustafeln. We
mentioned earlier that the soul of an individual was also a strategy in Stoicism and Christianity to
promote the care of the self and the mastery of oneself and others. The pastoral mastery of slaves
now becomes curative - the husband should also care for the slaves by educating and disciplining
them. It obviously assumes that slaves are in need of such discipline. The educational discipline
of other souls becomes crucial to the formation of Christian masculinity. Again, in a different
homily on Ephesians, while elaborating on the story of the jailor who had his whole family
baptised (cf. Acts 16:29-31), Chrysostom complains (Hom. Eph. 8.2): ‘Yes, not like most men

these days, who allow both slaves and wives and children to go unbaptized!”*** He implies that

524 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.143.6-10: "Av o0tw TS olkiac OLOKWUEV TAS £QVTOV, Kal TEOG
"ExkAnolag émotaoiav éodpeBa érutrdelor kat 1) oikla yao 'ExkAnoia éoti pikpd. O0twe évi avdooag
Kal yvvaikag yevopévoug ayadovg, mavtag Omegfaréodat

523 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.62.19-21: GAA' 0V WG VUV ol MAeloVg TTEQLOEWOL Kt dOVAOLS Kal

Yuvalkag Kol maidas AUUHTOVS TUYXAVOVTAG.
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the husband of the house is responsible for the governance of the souls of the house, including
having them baptised and taking them to church. Slaves were present sometimes in the services
along with their owners.”?® The Christian redomestication of masculinities relied especially on
transforming the husband not only into someone who could master his own bodily passions and
dominate subordinates, but, perhaps more importantly, someone who could be a teacher of virtue
and a teacher of religion. This notion of the care of others should be seen as being not only
curative in nature, which would especially be the case for children, but, in the case of slaves, it
may also be understood as corrective and thus a strategy, in Foucault’s terms, of creating docile
bodies through discipline.’”’

The assumption is that most slaves are delinquents and degenerates, as mentioned above -
abnormals in the true sense of the word. Social status and the position within the household
hierarchy becomes an indicator of where remedial action is necessary. On the one hand, it
assumes that the pater familias, the pastor, maintains strict surveillance in order to identify
degeneracy and treat it psychagogically. The pastoral model of government found with the rise
of Christianity, along with the strong focus on the household as catalytic space for distributing
pastoral power, had some radical effects on the very nature of the domus. The household, in the
first instance, becomes something of an ‘observatory.” Kate Cooper has convincingly argued for
the nature of households as being ‘closely-watched.”**® The household was not, strictly speaking,
a private space for individuals. It was a point of observation, in the first instance, for the husband
of the house over his subordinates. Of course, it does not necessarily have to be the husband.
Women also played a role in the government of households, and as mentioned earlier, Saller has

shown that, technically speaking, a female could also, ironically, be a pater familias.”*® The point

326 Cf. Wendy Mayer, “John Chrysostom: Extraordinary Preacher, Ordinary Audience,” in Preacher and Audience:
Studies in Early Christian and Byzantine Homiletics (A New History of the Sermon 1; Mary B. Cunningham and
Pauline Allen (eds); Leiden: Brill, 1998), 123-26; Sandwell, Religious Identity, 54, 192; Hartney, Transformation of
the City, 43.

32" Michel Foucault, Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison (Alan Sheridan (trans.); New York: Vintage,
1977), 135-55.

S8 Kate Cooper, “Closely-Watched Households: Visibility, Exposure and Private Power in the Roman Domus,”
P&P 197 (2007): 3-33.

52 Richard Saller, “Pater Familias, Mater Familias, and the Gendered Semantics of the Roman Household,” CP 94
(1999): 184-99.
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is then that the head of the household, the pater familias, had to closely monitor the behaviour of
the slaves, who are prone to degeneracy according to ancient stereotypes, to ensure they behave
virtuously and, if they do not, administer the appropriate corrective and disciplinary action. But it
also implies that the pater familias was strictly observed by the pastor, who, in turn, is highly
scrutinized by his superiors as well as society. Education and discipline presuppose technologies
of observation, since this makes the effects of power, pastoral power in this instance, visible and
the means of discipline also becomes visible. Most importantly, as we have mentioned, this is
hierarchized surveillance. This measure of controlled and hierarchized observation was also
present in the church architecture in late antiquity, with the rise of a simple yet effective spatial

technology: the Prjua. The typical theatre-like spatiality, where it is the speaker who is under

observation, now becomes inverted and reversed: in the basilicas it is the members who are
under surveillance, and the gaze of the pastor is the gaze that determines normalcy and
degeneracy. This word was also common in the juridical language of ancient courtrooms. The
strong spatial politics within the basilicas, including the churches of Chrysostom, support the rise
of a Christian culture of surveillance within its physical and socio-symbolic spaces and places.’*"

Not only is the gaze of the bishop, with the Pnua-spatiality, almost a social microscope of

conduct in terms of its function, it was also the point of representation - and becomes something
of a panopticon. The bishop functions as someone who interprets the observation of everyday
life. For instance, the way in which Chrysostom depicts the rich and the poor in the city is not
simply descriptive; he especially emphasizes the two extremes poles of the rich and poor in the
city, without focussing on the rest. This is of course a strategy for manipulating the thoughts and
emotions of the audience, especially since it is done via preaching. The point is that observation
also implies a control of the scopic politics of those being observed. They are told what to ‘see’
when looking. In terms of slavery, the strict mentality of observation was already present in the
Roman agricultural writers, but for a different purpose - they needed to monitor work progress to

ensure high profitability. In those writings especially, surveillance is an economic operator. Here,

339 Whether inside the basilica, or outside in the city-processions, interesting interplays of space and power-discourse
are present here; for more on this, cf. Christine C. Shepardson, “Controlling Contested Spaces: John Chrysostom’s
Adversus Tudacos Homilies and the Spatial Politics of Religious Controversy,” JECS 15 (2007): 483-516; Nathanael
Andrade, “The Processions of John Chrysostom and the Contested Spaces of Constantinople,” JECS 18, no. 2
(2010): 161-89.
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the surveillance is based on and directed towards psychosocial reform. This strategy of
observation was highly effective in maintaining the pastoral power of late ancient Christianity.
The fact that the surveillance is strictly hierarchized and functional means that the flow of power
and corrective discipline forms a large and complex network with very potent religious markers
of authority. This is what the pastorate would become: a complex and hierarchized network of
power-flows and knowledge-operations whose agents are duplicated in macro- and microcosmic
contexts. What does this mean? Although the priest is pastor in a macrocosmic context, the
larger church (which is in effect, a grouping of households); the husband becomes a duplicate or
surrogate of the pastor within his own household; one could also consider both Christic
duplications. The slave-husband, as Chrysostom states, then also becomes a duplication of the
pastor and husband in that the slave-husband should teach his wife, children and slaves.

Foucault’s remark on hierarchized surveillance becomes important in this instance:

The power in hierarchized surveillance of the disciplines is not
possessed as a thing, or transferred as a property; it functions like a
piece of machinery. And, although it is true that its pyramidal
organization gives it a ‘head’, it is the apparatus as a whole that
produces ‘power’ and distributes individuals in this permanent,
continuous field...Discipline makes possible the operation of a
relational power that sustains itself by its own mechanism and
which, for the spectacle of public events, substitutes the
uninterrupted play of calculated gazes. Thanks to techniques of
surveillance, the ‘physics’ of power, the hold over the body,
operate according to the laws of optics and mechanics, according
to a whole play of spaces, lines, screens, beams, degrees and
without recourse, in principle at least, to excess, force or violence.
It is a power that seems all the less ‘corporal’ in that it is more

subtly ‘physical’.”!

331 Foucault, Birth of the Prison, 177.
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Chrysostom’s comments on the teaching of slaves are thus part of a much larger network
or machinery of power we call pastoral governance. Like Plato’s weaver, this network directs
numerous actions and distributes bodies accordingly. The teaching of the slave by the pater
familias, and the teaching of slave-wives, slave-children and slaves of slaves by the slave-
husband are simply distributions of this complex network of pastoral power. Foucault’s final
remark above is important. We see that this form of observing and correcting behaviour, these
‘caluculated gazes,” in the curative and pastoral sense makes claims that it is not physically
violent. In truth that may not have been the case, but Chrysostom himself, and as seen above,
several other Christian and non-Christian authors of antiquity, state that slaves should not be
beaten or threatened. One of the most important technologies in this machine of observance-
based pastoral governance is fact that even when no one is looking, God, the eternal and al/l-
seeing slaveholder is watching. This was already present in the haustafeln. Hence the agreement
in the Ephesian and Colossian haustafeln that slaves (institutional and metaphorical, in my
opinion) should not base their conduct simply on the surveillance of humans (the notion of

0pRaApodovAeia - being enslaved to human eyes), but must remember that they are constantly

observed by the divine slaveholder. The aim of all this is to normalize and correct the underlings

in the hierarchized system of surveillance. Chrysostom remarks (Hom. I Cor. 34):

Furthermore, in order that the one may be subjected, and the other
rule; (for equality often results in quarrels) he did not allow it to be
a democracy, but a monarchy; and as in an army, this hierarchy
one may see in every family. In the rank of king, for instance, there
is the husband; and the wife in the rank of lieutenant and general,
and the children too are given a third position in command. Then
after these a fourth order, namely that of the slave. For slaves also
rule over their inferiors, and some one of them is often set over the
whole household, guarding the position of the master, but still as a
slave. And along with this again another command, and among the
children themselves again another, according to their age and
gender, since among the children the girl does not possess equal

influence. And God has made governments within a small area and
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densely grouped together everywhere, that all might be in

agreement and good order.”*?

Hierarchy and order become, in Chrysostom’s terms, natural, that is, by order of God. He
is very aware of the complex and strict hierarchical codes in the household, even among children,
and here too he applies it in a holistic sense. The notion of slaves governing other slaves, like the
vilicus, 1s also affirmed here in the urban context. In Chrysostom’s eyes, oikonomia is not
democratic but monarchic. This brings me to the second point on how the rise of Christian
pastoral governmentality changed the household and, essentially, slave-management. Since the
aim of surveillance and discipline is corrective and aimed at producing docile and obedient
bodies, the household also becomes a reformatory. This is especially the point behind
Chrysostom’s notion that they should be educated in virtue. In the earlier work of Philodemus,
we also saw this new focus on virtue and ethics (even though it has been argued that the
agricultural treatises are highly ethical documents laden with virtue-discourse). Philodemus
wanted to provide a type of oikonomia that was centred on Epicurean wealth ethics, and this was
also exhibited with the Stoics like Seneca and Dio Chrysostom. Unlike Philodemus, however,
and more in the line of Xenophon and Plato, the notion of providing universal principles of
governmentality is also implied by Chrysostom. By stating that ‘every man’s house is a city,’ the
implication is that he also subscribes to a holistic view of oeconomical governmentality, earlier
he stated that the household is a little church. The continuity and universality between

civic/political and ecclesiastical and domestic governance becomes apparent. The purpose,

>3 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 61.289.64-290.16: Eita tvat T0 pév vmotattntal, to d¢ &ox1 TO Y&
opoTIHOV 0lde TOAAGKIC HAXNV elodyewv: ok adrnie Onuokoatiav eival, aAAa Paocideiav, kal
KaBdmeQ év oTEaToTédW, TAVTNV &V TIS (Dot TNV ddtaly kal' ékaotnv oikiav. "Eott yovv év tael
uev PBaocidéwg 6 dvro, €v tafel d& VTMAEXOL 1] YUVI] Kal OTEATNYOU: Kal ol maideg d& AoxnVv
KeEKAT|QWVTAL TEITNV: ElTat HETA TAVTA AQXT] TETAQTI 1] TV OLKETWV: KAL YXQ KAl 00TOL KQATOVOL TV
EAattévav, Kat €lg TIc MOAAAKIC TOIC TACLY EHETTNKE, TNV TOD deTTOTOV TAELY DATNOWV, TTATNV WG
otkétng. Kal peta tavtng étépa maAw &oxr) Kat év avTolg 1] TV YUVAIKQV, 1] TOV aldwv, Kal €v
aVTOIG TOIG TtaALol MAALY ETépa KT TNV NAKIaV Kal kata v OoLv- 0VdE Yo €V Tolg madiols Opoiwg
0 ONAL koatel. Kat mavtayov dU' 0Atyov kal mukvag €moinoe tag doxas 6 Oeog, tva mavia €v

opovola pévn kal evtalia mMOAAT).
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however, is developed to include the correction and reformation of delinquent bodies, whether in
the city, church or household. He also intertwines civic spaces, like the theatre and the baths,
with the space of the church and the household. Since there are universal governing principles,
according to Chrysostom, it makes the flow of power within the network of the pastoral model of
government more accessible and easy. As with the magistrate of the city (we think again of
Plato’s comments on the magistrate as the shepherd), who was in charge of order, discipline and
punishment, so too the bishop and the pater familias, perhaps in a more limited role, receive the
same responsibilities. Close to the conclusion of a homily on Romans, Chrysostom advises his
audience to be shepherds over their families (Hom. Rom. 29.2): ‘For the one who is ruled may be
in the place of a shepherd to his family, to his friends, to his slaves, to his wife, to his
children’.”** The bishops were, by implication, also magistrates in many respects; this new
manifestation of power was especially evident in the phenomena of the episcopalis audientia and,
more implicitly, evident in the procedures of manumissio in ecclesia. Bishops could also grant
asylum to fugitives in certain instances.’>* The magistrate, bishop and pater familias were
responsible for corrective discipline. When Chrysostom refers to slaves who should be taught
virtue and religion by their owners, it implies discipline and also new modes of punishment.
Chrysostom intimates that both children and slaves should be educated, and the principle
provided in the haustafeln on disciplining children with the words ‘to bring them up in the
chastening and admonition of the Lord’ also becomes applicable to slaves. He states exactly this
in the homily that was cited above (Hom. Eph. 22.2): ‘I shall make the same recommendations
concerning slaves, as [ have also made previously concerning children.” Chrysostom assumes a
measure of chastisement and punishment with both slaves and children. We will discuss
Chrysostom’s comments on the punishment at the end of this section. What should be
remembered, however, in this instance is that teaching slaves to be virtuous and religious also
implies that the pater familias makes it clear what type of behaviour is expected from them. Here
the aspect of the social contractuality of the haustafeln becomes apparent again. By being slaves

of a Christian pater familias, slaves are also ‘expected’ to become Christians and give up their

>3 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 60.661.59-661.1: ££e0Tt y&Q Kl AQXOMEVQ &V HéQEL elval TIOLHEVOG,
TS olkiag, TV PAWYV, TOV OIKETWV, TS YLVALKOS, TWV TtadwV:

>3 Claudia Rapp, Holy Bishops in Late Antiquity: The Nature of Christian Leadership in an Age of Transition
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 2005), 239-59.
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own freedom of social and religious identity. The slaves and children are therefore provided with
an image of what a Christian should look like. Chrysostom seems to indicate that the pater
familias should lead by example, and not only drag his or her slaves to civic spaces like the
theatres and the baths, but also bring them to church. This statement in itself gives us an
interesting bit of data, which should be read carefully, but still taken into consideration. Since
slaves were status-markers, it seems that taking them to church was not very popular. The first
level of education and correction, in fact, starts with the slaveholders, by having them bring their
slaves to church and compel them to listen. These technologies then construct the levels of
observances a slave should adhere to, and it also then provides a technology of measurement as
to when a slave is not compliant. These were most certainly the issues raised, inter alios, by Peter
of Alexandria and Basil the Great. Owners had to know something about the sexual history of
their slaves, control and regulate their conjugal and sexual relationships, and also guide them in
religious matters. Peter of Alexandria canonized the punishment for slaves who sacrificed to
non-Christian deities on behalf of their owners. Thus, by means of psychagogy, the specifics of
non-observances and transgressions (all labelled as ‘sin’) are also spelled out, and this creates a
space and dynamic for disciplinary penality. The previous outlines of transgression found in the
Graeco-Roman household codes were both replaced in some instances, and/or supplemented in
others, by the new Christianized guidelines for acceptable slave behaviour, which would be
based on ethical principles interpreted from biblical texts. The biblical texts serve as scriptural
apparatuses for authorizing the new codes of conduct, and also provide a rationale for
punishment and reward, as we have seen above. If the slave therefore does not conform to the
principles by which a slave should act according to Roman standards, as well as the new
Christian domain of ethical behaviour for slaves (found in the haustafeln), it is equal to non-
conformance and thus punishable. These could be minor infractions, but in most instances, in the
context of slavery in antiquity, it would probably be related to the inability of the slave to carry
out his or her task. When it comes to the punishment of slaves it seems that Chrysostom prefers
disciplinary and corrective exercises rather than violent and corporeal signs. As with all the
authors discussed above, both Christian and non-Christian, the pater familias, whether he is the
manager of an agricultural estate or a Christian psychagogue, should preferably avoid violent
punishment and rather use psychological manipulation to regulate the behaviour of the slave-

bodies. In the case of the Christian psychagogue/pater familias, Chrysostom advises the
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avoidance of harsh punishments in the homily, since the owners should remember that they too
are slaves of God. This view is very common in disciplinary dynamics. Foucault cites the

eighteenth-century author and teacher Charles Demia, saying:

The teacher must avoid as far as possible, the use of punishment;
on the contrary, he must endeavour to make rewards more frequent
than penalties, the lazy being more encouraged by the desire to be
rewarded in the same way as the diligent than by the fear of
punishment; that is why it will be very beneficial, when the teacher
is obliged to use punishment, to win the heart of the child if he can

before doing so.’*’

This statement coming from the context of eighteenth-century French didactics, almost
replicates the statements made by Xenophon, Cato, Varro and Columella on the punishment of
slaves. Therefore, there cannot be punishment if there are no rewards - this is why Chrysostom
especially focuses on eschatological punishments and rewards. Ranks, of course, can also serve
as technologies of penality. As a reward, we have seen that slaves may be manumitted if they
conform to Christian codes of virtuous behaviour; Chrysostom himself states (Hom. I Cor. 40.6)
‘...[W]hen you have purchased them [slaves] and have taught them trades whereby to support
themselves, let them go free. But when you whip them, when you put them in chains, it is no
more an act of philanthropy.”*® If a slave therefore measures up to what is expected of him or
her, they may be set free as a form of reward. In the same homily, in a wider sense, Chrysostom
also reminds his audience that the institution of slavery itself is a punishment due to sin (Hom. I
Cor. 40.6): ‘Since the class of slaves did not at all originate out of necessity, otherwise a slave

would have been formed along with Adam; but it is the penalty of sin and the punishment of

535 Foucault, Birth of the Prison, 180.

536 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 61.354.16-18: ayopaoac, Kat téxvag d&Ens wWote AQKELV EXVTOLG,

adeg éAevBépovc. ‘Otav d¢ paotilng, étav deopetng, ovkéTt PAavOpwTiag To €gyov.
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disobedience.””*” The fact that institutional slavery exists is because God, the great slaveholder,
is punishing his slaves for their sin or disobedience. Discipline therefore functions especially on
the basis of its ability to give awards, or to reserve them. The scholar should be attentive to this
development with Chrysostom, and in late ancient Christianity in general. The disciplining of
slaves by means of psychagogy with punishment and reward serves again as new yet subtle
differentiators of normality and abnormality. The very essence of this disciplinary process is that
it forms a field of comparison. The ideal figure is postulated in the process of teaching, and the
individual is then evaluated and compared on these grounds. In my opinion, the danger of this is
that this ideal figure of Christian virtue is often, especially in late antiquity, still based on Roman
standards of free masculinity, despite the proliferation of passive and feminine virtues. The bar is
set high for slaves, women and children, since the standards that they are measured against are
the standards of what made Roman men - namely the control and domination of the bodily
passions. These women and slaves had to become ‘men’. In Chrysostom’s homilies on the
Maccabean martyrs, when discussing the figure of the martyr-mother, who willingly sacrificed
her children, he stated that she became the epitome of masculine virtue, leaving her weaker,
maternal nature behind her. Normalizing judgement is now based on their level of the emulation
of free masculinity. The martyr-mother of the Maccabees is judged positively because, according
to Chrysostom, she surpassed her naturally weak feminine and maternal instincts, and became
like a man.”*® In Gillian Cloke’s convincing and aptly named study This Female Man of God
(1995), she has shown that the feminine had to be escaped via the masculine; this is how virtue
for women was constructed.”*® The slave would now have to escape the stereotypes of slavery by
embodying the virtues of free, Christian/Roman masculinity. In this manner, the household
functions as a reformatory - its aim is not simply to dominate and master, but to correct and to

reshape.

7 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 61.354.1-4: OUdE yao xoelag évekev TO TV doVAWV émetorxOn
Yévog, émel peta tov 'Adap EmMA&GoON v xkal dovAog AAA' apaptiag éoTl TO Erutipov, kal THG
TAQAKOT|G 1] KOAAOILG.

538 Chris L. de Wet, “Claiming Corporeal Capital: John Chrysostom’s Homilies on the Maccabean Martyrs,” JECH 2,
no. 1 (2012): 3-21.

539 Gillian Cloke, This Female Man of God: Women and Spiritual Power in the Patristic Age, 350-450 AD (London:
Routledge, 1995), 214-16.
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Furthermore, all of these technologies of the Christian pastoral household serve in
providing the pater familias, and indirectly, the ecclesiastical authorities, with knowledge about
individuals, in service of making it a docile body. As virtue and aptitude is increased, so too is
domination increased. The somatosocial coagulation, defragmentation and refragmentation that

occur when the act of discipline produces a docile body, is masterfully described by Foucault:

The historical moment of the disciplines was the moment when an
art of the human body was born, which was directed not only at the
growth of its skills, not at the intensification of its subjection, but
at the formation of a relation that in the mechanism itself makes it
more obedient as it becomes more useful, and conversely. What
was then being formed was a policy of coercions that act upon the
body, a calculated manipulation of its elements, its gestures, its
behaviour. The human body was entering a machinery of power
that explores it, breaks it down and rearranges it. A ‘political
anatomy’, which was also a ‘mechanics of power’, was being born;
it defined how one may have a hold over others’ bodies, not only
so that they may do what one wishes, but so that they may operate
as one wishes, with the techniques, the speed and the efficiency
that one determines. Thus discipline produces subjected and
practised bodies, ‘docile’ bodies. Discipline increases the forces of
the body (in economic terms of utility) and diminishes the same
forces (in political terms of obedience)...If economic exploitation
separates the force and the product of labour, let us say that
disciplinary coercion establishes in the body the constricting link

between an increased aptitude and an increased domination.>*°

I have provided the entire citation, quite lengthy, yet so extremely important for the
chapters of this dissertation that lie ahead, and for the rest of the current chapter. Foucault’s

notion of the production of docile and ‘practised’ bodies could be well compared to Bourdieu’s

540 Foucault, Birth of the Prison, 137-38.
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fields of cultural and social reproduction and the dynamics of the habitus.>*' Foucault makes this
statement in the light of the rise of disciplinary institutions during the eighteenth century,
especially in France. Shortly before providing this discussion, Foucault also states that ascetic
and monastic discipline differ from what is stated above since it is based on renunciation rather
than the increase of utility. Here I tend to differ with Foucault. The discipline of monasticism
was also based on utility, and renunciation itself becomes a utility or technology of monasticism.
Although renunciation, as Elizabeth Clark®** and Peter Brown* have both convincingly shown,
was a crucial discourse in the making of late ancient Christianity, from what has been seen above
with regards to slave-management and the oikonomia of the late ancient Christian household, I
think Foucault’s remarks in the citation above are also applicable, since slave-bodies, more than
any other, are also economic or, as I will argue in a later chapter, commodified bodies —
economic and symbolic capital in the Bourdieuian sense. The mechanistic functioning of power
in the pastoral model of governance I have already illustrated, along with its very distinct nature
as a ‘political anatomy’, highly hierarchized and based on surveillance, with the curative and
corrective impetus producing docile slave-bodies that need to measure up according to the
standards of Roman-Christian masculinities in late antiquity. The hold of pastoral power over
slave-bodies cannot be underestimated: on the one hand, these slaves are measured against the
high standards of free Roman-Christian masculinity, while on the other hand, motivated to
remain in their difficult state of institutional slavery via the strategy of proliferating passive,
feminine virtues, especially those of suffering and endurance. Moreover, the close corporeal
resemblance between the slave life and the ascetic life also increased the pastoral hold over
slavery. Finally, as the piece de résistance, the Stoic-Philonic metaphor of moral slavery and
being slaves of God not only promoted attitudes of indifference to institutional slavery, but the
very conceptual and symbolic dependence of Christian theology on the very concept of slavery
ensured the survival and perpetuation of institutional slavery, and, even more importantly and
dangerously, the discourses and discursivities that function behind slavery that are present even

today.

! Pierre Bourdieu, The Field of Cultural Production (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993).
342 Elizabeth A. Clark, Reading Renunciation (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999).

3 Brown, Body and Society.
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Chrysostom’s homilies on the haustafeln, in my opinion, fit squarely into this ‘political
anatomy’ that function for the production of docile slave-bodies. We now proceed to his

homiletic commentary on the Colossian haustafeln.

4 JOHN CHRYSOSTOM ON COLOSSIANS 3:22-41 (HOM. COL. 10)

Chrysostom’s series of homilies on Colossians was most certainly delivered in Constantinople.
In the third homily Chrysostom refers to his position in the episcopate (Hom. Col. 3.4) with the
allusions to the fall of Eutropius and the foolishness of earthly power supporting this point. He
also mentions recent earthquakes that hit the capital in the second homily, which took place at
the end of 398 and the Eutropius affair happening in August of the following year. It would then
point to the possibility of the series being preached in the beginning of 399, possibly in the
autumn season.”**

The comments in homily 22 regarding slave-management was certainly more detailed
than those in this homily and in this homily Chrysostom refrains from elaborating on slave-
management principles for Christians. The similarities between this homily and the previous one
is that in both Chrysostom makes the regular Stoic references to metaphorical slavery, with the
accompanying focus on not aiming to please people but to please God. The major difference
between this homily and the previous is Chrysostom’s lack of comments directly related to the
governance of slaves in the household; in fact, the homily seems to be quite rushed. The reasons
for this will forever elude us. Surprisingly, the codes given to husbands and wives are very brief,
unlike the previous series of homilies.

While the homilies on the Ephesian haustafeln were built around the theme of the
household, this one short homily devoted to the entire Colossian haustafeln is not built around
that theme. Here the central theme and structure of the homily are based on authority. This is
perhaps fitting considering the Constantinopolitan context in which Chrysostom was quite active
in civic politics. He does provide the same arguments as in the previous homily on the character
of the authorities in the haustafeln. The authority functioning between husband and wife is
natural, while that between slave and owner is not natural. The theme of love is perhaps more

prevalent in this homily. Chrysostom makes a strong link between nature and love; this would be

** Mayer, Homilies of St. John Chrysostom, 191-92.
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the affection rising from biological kinship. The authority existing between slave and slaveholder

is somewhat different from what Chrysostom envisages since he states (Hom. Col. 10.1):

Next he comes to the third kind of authority, saying that slaves
must obey their masters according to the flesh. Here there is also a
certain love, but no more resulting from nature, as in the one above,
but from social custom, and from the authority itself, and the
works done. Since the range of love is more limited here,
obedience is increased, and he elaborates on this, desiring to give
to these from their obedience, what the first have from nature.
Thus, that which he discusses solely with the slaves is not for the
sake of their masters, but also for their own sake, so that they may

become desirable on their own for their masters. >*

Whereas the relationships between the pater familias and his wife and children put an
emphasis on love, here the emphasis in on obedience and labour. The love/authority between
husband and wife is natural, but that between slave and master is based on social custom

(ovvnOeia). The theme of loving slaves is also quite Stoic, as we have seen it in Seneca’s

epistle. Unlike Seneca, however, Chrysostom does not use an argument of mutual origin to
encourage love between slaves and masters. Rather, it is by means of good work that a slave
should win the love of his or her master. Fear remains an important factor of manipulation here,
and the obvious discrepancy between fear and love, surprisingly, does not feature here as it did in

the previous homily and in the commentaries of Origen and Jerome. Along with the technology

>* Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.367.11-23: Eita émi toitnv AAOev aoxiv, Oi dovAoy, Aéywv,
UmakoveTe TOlC Kata odoka kvplog. 'EvtavOa €ott pév Tt xat Ppidtgov, &AA' ovkétL Gpuokov,
kaOameQ dvw, AAAd ovvnOeiag, kal AT avTg TS &EXNG, Kal &nod Twv éoywv. 'Emel odv évtavOa to
Hev Tov Gpidtoov DmotéTunTal, TO d¢ TG LTTAKOTG ETTéTATAL TOVTW EVOTOPEL, BovAduEVOS, Emep ol
nowToL éXovov &mod TG PLOEWS, TOLTO dovval ToVTOS Ao Thg Umakong. “Qote ov) UTEQ TV
DETTIOTWV TOIG OlKéTALS HOVOLS dlaAéyetal, dAAX kal UeQ avT@V, tva moBevovg éavtovg épydlwvtatl

TOlG deoTOTALG.
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of fear comes the usual emphasis on surveillance. Here, however, the ever-present panopticism
of the divine slaveholder is more elaborately and explicitly stated. Slaves should fear Christ in
the first instance despite the earthly socio-juridical regulations (Hom. Col. 10.1): ‘Make, he says,
your service which is required by the law, to come from the fear of Christ. Since, when your
master does not see you, and if you perform your duty and what is necessary for his honor, it is
clear that you do it because of the sleepless Eye.””*® God’s surveillance is called the ‘sleepless

eye’ (0 dxoipntog 0@SaAuog). Fear of God means that one does not do evil when no one is

looking. The love that owners ought to show to slaves, and the strong emphasis on teaching them
virtue, points to the fact that slaves should no longer be considered merely as possessions and,
more importantly, status indicators.

In this homily Chrysostom brings out a different emphasis on Stoic moral slavery.
Although he does state that slavery is only temporal, ‘Your better part, the soul, is free, he says;
your enslavement is temporary’ (Hom. Col. 10.1).>*’ Chrysostom stresses the freedom of the soul
in this instance, and he now explains moral freedom (rather than moral slavery). The moral
freedom metaphor, however, has some very practical implications for slaves according to
Chrysostom (Hom. Col. 10.1): ‘He wants to have them freed not only from hypocrisy, but also
from laziness. He has made them free instead of being slaves, when they do not need the
dominion of their master; for the expression ‘from the heart’ means, with good intentions, not
with a slavish necessity, but with freedom and choice.”>* Freedom from hypocrisy and laziness

would certainly have direct advantages to the slaveholder regarding the labour of the slave. The

dominion (émiotaciag) of the master is now downplayed since a higher economy of

>* Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.367.31-35: TToinoov, ¢not, TV &mo To0 VOHoL dovAeiav &Ttd ToD
$opov yiveoOat tov Xptotov. K&v yap pur) 00@vtog ékeivou modTng T déovTa Katl ta TEOG TIUTV TOU
deomoTOoU, dNAOVOTL dLX TOV dKOlpNTOV OPOAAUOV TTOLELS.

>*7 Translation: NPNF; Greek text: PG 62.367.28-29: To 1Qelttdv cou 1) huxn) éAevBégwrtat, dnoi- medo-
Kapog 1) dovAeia.

%8 Translation: NPNF; Greek text: PG 62.367.50-56: Ov HOVOV VMoKQioews, AAAX kal agylag avTovg
armAAaxOat BovAetal EAevBépovg avtolg émoilnoev avtl dovAwv, 6tav urn déwvtal TG TV
deomotwv émotaciag T yag, 'Ex Puxng, TovTtd €0t TO HET evvolag, U] HETX DOVAIKTG AVAYKNG,

GAAQ pet' éAevOeplacg kal mpoalpéoews.
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surveillance is at work and the slave is now a docile body. We have seen above that many late
ancient Christian authors believed that Christian slaves were better workers than non-Christian
slaves; or at least, they ought to be better. The argument here is related to this, and implies that a
Christian slave, having renounced laziness and hypocrisy (two very stereotypical vices for
slaves), is obviously a more productive slave. We see again here how Chrysostom utilizes the

Pauline psychic expression ‘ 'Ex {uxng’ as a strategy to produce a docile body. As mentioned,

the soul is a corporeal strategy, used to manipulate corporeal behaviour.

He then discusses the rewards for good Christian slaves and, as expected, makes
reference to eschatological reward and punishment. In the Colossian haustafeln however,
Chrysostom seems to read a more ethnocentric argument from Paul than in the other (Hom. Col.
10.1):

Here he confirms his former guidelines. In order that his words
may not seem to be flattery, he will receive, he says, the wrong he
has done, that is, he will also be punished, for there is no partiality
here. So what if you are a slave? It is not a shame. And truly he
might have said this to the masters, as he did in the Epistle to the
Ephesians. But here he appears to me to be hinting at the Greek
masters. So what if he is a Greek and you are a Christian? The
actions are scrutinized, not the persons, so that even in this case
you ought to render service with good intentions and from the

heart.>*

Chrysostom addresses the problem of Christian slaves under non-Christian, specifically

Greek, slaveholders. In this passage Chrysostom seems to understand that Greek (and thereby we

>* Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.368.2-13: "Evtad0a Bepatot 1oV medtegov Adyov. Tva yaQ ur
00&n woAakelag eival ta onuata, Afpetatl, ¢notv, 0 Ndiknoe: TovtéoTy, kal TiHwWElaY ddwotv: OV Yoo
éotL mpoowmoANYPia mapx tw Oe. Tl Yoo, el dobAog el; ovk aloyxvvn. Kal unv tovto meog tolg
deomotag €del eimelv, womeQ Kat &év 11 meog 'Edeociovc. "AAA" évtavBd pot dokel tovg ‘EAANvag
atvitteoOat deomodtac. Tl yao, et éxetvog pev "EAANV, ov d¢ Xplotiavog; Ov ta mpdowTra, AAAX T

nodypata é€etdletat “Qote kat obtw pet’ evvolag, kait €k Puxng del DovAegveLy.
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can add, I would say, Roman) principles of oikonomia and slave-management differ from
Christian methods. I have said before that such a statement seems to be rather propagandistic and
conjectural; although the contents of Christian slave-management principles differed from Greek
and Roman principles and manifestations of slaveholding, their practical manifestations were
more or less the same. We would find similar reasoning in his commentary on the haustafeln in
Titus. Christian slaves, according to Chrysostom, should obey their owners despite their religion
and socio-cultural practices. This is related to the notion of God not showing any favouritism of
persons. Not much advice is given to slaveholders in this homily and, in fact, in the entire homily
the most detail is devoted to slave behaviour, even more than to the behaviour between husband
and wife.

The dynamics of authority in this homily become quite evident then, and it is also here
based on the pastoral model of governance. Authority is effective because of surveillance, the
divine shepherd and slaveholder is always watching, his eye is ‘sleepless.” There is also love,
that is, curativity, at work here, but the emphasis now is on the production of the practised,
disciplined and docile body of the slave. It should also be noted here, with Chrysostom’s
emphasis on the freedom of the soul, that the punishment and reward are also directed against the
body as well as the soul; hence the strict disciplinary impetus between body and soul.
Furthermore, the scopic economy proposed by Chrysostom here has two sides: since God shows
no favouritism of persons, the slave and/or the master should do the same. Thus Christian slaves,
who ought to work harder and better, should also show no favouritism in their behaviour if their
owner is not a Christian. The control of the passion of hypocrisy, as stated in this homily, relates
not only to correct behaviour before God, but also to proper behaviour before those who are not
Christians. In his commentary on Titus Chrysostom would state that this type of behaviour has a
kerygmatic function, and promotes Christianity. Good slave behaviour now becomes an informal
policy of Christianity: ‘our slaves work better.” This statement is of course built on the common
and degrading stereotypes of slaves being hypocritical and lazy: two passions Chrysostom urges
them to control in this homily. In the next homilies on the Timothean and Titan haustafeln, we

will see this negative stereotype from Chrysostom more clearly.
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5 JOHN CHRYSOSTOM ON 1 TIMOTHY 6:1-2 (HOM. I TIM. 16)
The provenance of this series of homilies is a bit more problematic. The majority of homilies in
the series seems to point to them being preached in Antioch, but the evidence is not entirely
conclusive. The homily does provide much discussion on the topic of slaveholding. In this
homily Chrysostom emphasizes the mutual fictive kinship between slaves and slaveholders. This
is also a typically Stoic concept. These are the reasons for good relations between the slave and
the slaveholder. It is a theme that is also very prevalent in Chrysostom’s series of homilies on the
Epistle to Philemon. He re-articulates Paul’s words in Philemon 16 thus (Hom. Phim. 2): ‘You
have lost a slave for a short time, but you will find a brother for ever, not only your brother, but
also mine. There is much virtue here. But if he is my brother, you also will not be ashamed of
him.”>*

Chrysostom especially focuses on the relations between slaves of God and God as
slaveholder in the homily on the Timothean haustafeln. Chrysostom uses the image of the hard-
working, busy slave as metaphor for what the attitude of Christians should be towards God. Like

slaves, who spend most of their time doing the work of the slaveholder, so too the work of the

divine slaveholder should take precedence (Hom. I Tim. 16.2):

But if he admonishes slaves to show such obedience, think of what
ought to be our attitude towards our master, who brought us into
existence out of nothing, and who feeds and clothes us. If in no
other way then, let us at least serve him as our slaves serve us. Do
they not structure their whole lives to ease the life of their masters,
and is it not their duty and their life to take care of the masters’
concerns? Are they not busy with their masters’ work all day long,
and only a small part of the evening busy with their own? But we,
on the contrary, are always tending to our own affairs, in our
master's hardly at all, and that too, although he does not need our

services, as masters need those of their slaves, but those very

550 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.711.27-32: AobAov &mdAeoac mEOG OAlyov, kal &deAdpov
eVENOoELS €lg TO dINVEKES, ADEAPOV OV 00V HUOVOV, AAAX Kat Epov. 'EvtavOa kal 1) doetn) MoAAr. Ei &

€uog adeAdog, ovk ématoxvvOnon kat ov.
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services are to our own benefit. In their case the ministry of the
slave benefits the master, but in our case the ministry of the slave

shows no profit to the master, but is rather to the benefit of the

slave.>!

Chrysostom’s teaching on the Christian lifestyle, here, is based on institutional slavery. It
again demonstrates that if we were to totally remove the phenomenon of slavery from history,
Christian theology and ethics would take on an entirely different shape. Here God becomes the
epitome of the fair and virtuous slaveholder, who cares for slaves by supplying in their corporeal
needs. Since God shows such providence, it is only fair that slaves of God serve him entirely.
The difference between God and the earthly slaveholder is that unlike the earthly one, God is in
no need of slaves. It is explained as a mutually beneficial relationship. God is also greater in that
the rewards he gives to his slaves are far greater. A very interesting statement is here made by
Chrysostom regarding manumission. The freedom of the soul, and salvation, is much greater
than institutional manumission according to Chrysostom. He goes so far as to say (Hom. I Tim.
16.2): ‘Freedom here is often worse than enslavement since it is often embittered by famine

beyond slavery itself.”>>* Here we see how complex manumission is, and as seen above with

5! Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.589.11-29: Ei 8¢ Ttoic dovAowc oUtwe émétatte TooavT)
Kkexonobatl ) vmaxor), évvorjoate s NUAS TEOS TOV AeomdTNV dilakeloBat XOr), TOV €K ToL 1) 6VTog
elg TO elval NUAG Magayayovta, Tov TeéPovta, Tov évddvokovta. El kal undapwc odv étépws, kav
w¢ ot oikétat ol Nuétepot, dovAevowpev avT@. OVXL Taoav TV LwnV €l¢ TOVTO KATECTHOAVTO EKELVOL
elg 0 avamavecbal Tovg deTTOTAC AVTAV, Kol TOUTO €Qyov avToic €0t kal o0Tog O Plog o
DECTIOTIKA HEQLUVAV; OVXL TX TOU deOMOTOL MACAV TNV NHEQAV UEQLUVOOL, TA O& aUTWV TOAALKIS
oV éoTtépag pépog; ‘Hueig ¢ tovvavtiov, to pev NUéTeQa dDATAVTOC, T O& TOD AeomOTOL OVdE
HKQOV HEQOG, KAl TADTA 0V deOpéVOL TV NHETEQWY, Kabdamep ol deomdtal Twv dovAwV, dAAX xal
TOUTWV AVTOV TIAALWY €lg NUETEQOV TTOOXWEOVVTWV KkKédoG. 'Exel pév yap 1) dakovia Tob oikétov ToV
deomOTNV wPeAel: EviavBa d¢ 1) dlarkovia ToL dOVAOL TOV HEV AeoTOTNV 0VDEVY, TMAALY OE aVTOV TOV
olkétnv ovivnot

552 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.589.46-49: GAAX ti; EAevOeplav v évtavOa, TV MOAALKIS TG

dovAeiag xaAemtwtéoav. TToAAdkIc yao katéAafe Alpog, kal mikpotépa dovAelag altn 1) éAevOepia
Yéyove:
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many of the other authors, manumission was not necessarily something sought by all slaves. It
also relates to the previous statements from Libanius, Chrysostom and Theodoret, stating that
being institutionally free also implies great anxiety in providing for one’s everyday needs and the
needs of slaves.

Finally, Chrysostom admonishes the audience to imitate slaves in the metaphorical sense,
with the main focus on fear. As earthly slaves fear their masters, so too the heavenly slaves must
fear God. It becomes a blueprint for proper, Christian behaviour. Here, Chrysostom shows how
effective the technology of fear is for controlling slave-bodies. Fear teaches slaves patience and

endurance, those important passive virtues promulgated by ancient Christian authors (Hom. I Tim.

16.2):

But I especially encourage you to imitate slaves; only in that they
work out of fear of their masters, let us do the same out of the fear
of God. For I do not find that you even do this! They receive many
insults from fear of us, and silently endure them with the patience
of philosophers. They are subjected to our violence justly or
unjustly, and they do not resist, but entreat us, even though they
have often done nothing wrong. They are satisfied to receive no
more than they need and often less; with straw for their bed, and
only bread for their food, they do not complain or murmur at their
hard life, but because of their fear of us they are restrained from
impatience. When they are entrusted with money, they return all of
it. For I am not speaking of the bad [slaves], but of those that are
moderately good. If we threaten them, they are immediately

humbled.>?

> Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.589.65-590.16: "Eyc d¢ kdv ToUG oikétag Hipoaodal magava:
doa éxetvol dLx TOV POPOV TOV TUETEQOV TEATTOVOL, KAV TOOADTA O TOV ToL Oeob PoOfov MHeElS
MOATTWHEV: OV Yo evolokouev modttoviag Opag. 'Exelvol dix tov muétegov Gpopov vpotlovat
HLOLAKILS, Kkal tavtog Priooddov paAdov éotikaot orywvrtes: DPpilovTal Kat dukaiwg kal adlkwe, Kol
OVK AVTIAEYOLOLV, AAAX TTAQAKAAODOLV, AdKODVTES 0VDEV TOAALKIG. OVdEV Ekelvol MAéoV TRS xoelag

Aaupdvovteg, moAAdKIC 0¢ kal EAatTov oTépyovot kal €Tt oTiBAdog kKabevdovTes, Kal AQTOL HOVOV
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The fear of slaves towards their masters also defines the fear Christians should have of
God. It is because of the fear of eternal judgement and punishment that Christians rightly fear
God; again, we see the interplays of eschatology and slavery. The problem Chrysostom also
addresses quite briefly in the homily is that slaveholders tend to keep score of slave offenses, and
punish accordingly. Yet they forget about God and their offences against him. Christians should

have the mentality of good slaves when it comes to their relationship with God.

6 JOHN CHRYSOSTOM ON TITUS 2:9-10 (HOM. TIT. 4)

Regarding the provenance of the series of homilies on Titus, Mayer remarks: ‘The provenance of
the series on Titus (CPG 4438) has never been disputed. The references in In Titum hom. 3 to
those who fast with the Jews and to Daphne, the cave of Matrona and a location dedicated to
Kronos in Cilicia, all provide incontrovertible proof that it was delivered at Antioch.”>>* It is then
also the fourth homily in this series that serves as our source for Chrysostom’s comments on
slave-management. This homily is very developed in terms of the discussion on slave-
management, and it shows some important resemblances with Homilia in epistulam ad Ephesios
22.

As with the other two homilies discussed above, also in this homily Chrysostom starts
immediately with the reference to Stoic moral slavery, and as in the homily on the Colossian
haustafeln, he makes a distinction between the behaviour of Christian and non-Christian slaves
and slaveholders. Again, Christian slaves, out of their fear for Christ, should not only be better

workers, but exempla of virtue (Hom. Tit. 4):

For if you serve your master with good intentions, yet the cause of
this service commences from your fear, so the one who serves with
such great fear, will receive the greater reward. For if he does not

control his hand, or his undisciplined tongue, how will the gentile

mATNpOVHEVOL Kal TNV AAANV maoav diattav €xovteg eVTEAT, OVK €yKaAovOLv, o0dE duoxepatvovaLy
€Kelvol Ol TOV Ta' NUWV POPOV: EUTLOTEVOUEVOL XONUATA, TIAVTA ATodWOaoL (U1 YAQ HOL TOLG
pHox0npovg elmng TV olketwv, AAAX TOLG Ut Alav kakovg): &v amelAjowpey, eVBEws ovoTéAdovTat

> Mayer, Homilies of St. John Chrysostom, 186.
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admire the doctrine that is among us? But if they see their slave,
who has been taught the philosophy of Christ, showing more self-
mastery than their own philosophers, and serving with all
meekness and good intentions, he will admire the power of the
gospel in every way. For the Greeks do not judge doctrines by the
doctrine itself, but they make the practice and lifestyle the test of

the doctrines.’>

He again refers to Greek slaveholders in this section. He utilizes another stereotype that
the Greeks place a high regard on practical philosophy. We have seen this issue also in the works
of Philodemus on the issue of oikonomia. He therefore refers to Christian theology as the
philosophy of Christ, which in this instance, aims to highlight Christian principles of self-
mastery and virtuosity. Now the Christian slave is not merely someone who works better, but
someone who lives a virtuous life. We have seen above in the discussion on the homily to the
Ephesians that the disciplinary standards of virtue that slaves and women were measured with
were in essence, standards of free masculinity. Here, this discourse becomes explicit. He states

above that Christian slaves should exhibit more ‘self-mastery’ (éykodteia) than the

philosophers, and just after saying this, he states (Hom. Tit. 4.1): ‘Therefore, let women and
slaves be their teachers by [their] domestic lifestyle.”>>® Chrysostom’s construction of the
Christian slave becomes much more apparent. It is via this type of masculine domestic conduct

(‘Owx ¢ oikelag dvaoteodnc’) that women and slaves can serve a pedagogical function in

> Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.685.11-23: K&v yaQ 16 deomdtn dakovig pet’ evvoiag, dAA' 1
nEOdaoIc ATO ToL POBov TNV &oxnV éxeL "Qote 6 peta TooovTov POBov Ekeivw dlakovay, peyiotwv
érutevéetal tov pobav. EL yao xelpog un koatel, undé yAwttng dkoAdotov, moOev Oavpaoetatl 6
‘EAANV 10 d6ypa T0 Mo’ Muiv; El 0¢ tov dovAov Oedoorvto tov év Xolote Pprlocodovvia, tov mag'
avtoic Gprrocodnodvtwv pellova TV EyKoATElaV EMIDEKVUIEVOY, Kal HeTd TMOAANG Thg émieucelog
Kal TG evvolag dakovovpevov, mavti Todmw Oavpdoetal TV dUva LY ToL Knevypatos. Ov yao amo
doypatog ddypata, AAA' o moaypdtwy Kat Blov ta doyuata kotvovowy ‘EAANvec.

3Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.685.23-25: "Eotwoav o0v avToic Kol Yuvaikes kai dovAot

dATKAAOL DX TNG OlKElAG AVATTQOPTG.
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the eyes of outsiders. In order to facilitate this construction, Chrysostom has to also adopt the

traditional, negative stereotype of the ancient slave-body (Hom. Tit. 4.1):

For both among themselves, and everywhere, it is admitted that the
race of slaves is inordinate, not open to impression, stubborn, and
does not show much aptitude for being taught virtue, not from their
nature, it cannot be, but from their [bad] upbringing, and the
neglect of their masters. For those who rule over them care about
nothing but their own service, and if they do give attention to their
morals, they do it only to avoid the distress that would be their part
when they fornicate, rob, or become drunk; and since they are so
neglected and having no one to care about about them, they
obviously descend to the depths of wickedness. For if they were
under the tutelage of a father and mother, a guardian, a master, and
teacher, with suitable companions, with the honor of a free
condition, and many other advantages, it is difficult to depart from
doing evil things, what can we expect from those who are bereft of
all these, and are mixed up with wicked people, and associate
fearlessly with whomever they want to, with no one concerned
about their friendships? What type of people do we expect them to
be? Because of this it is difficult for any slave to be good,
especially when they do not have the advantage of being taught
either from those outside or from ourselves. They do not enage in
conversation with free persons who behave appropriately, who
have a great regard for their reputation. For all these reasons it is a
difficult and surprising thing that there should ever be a good

slave.>’

557 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.685.25-52: Kal Yoo Kal maQ' avTolg, Kol TAVTaXoL TOUTO
dlwpoAdYNTAL OTL TO TWV dOVAWY YEVOS ITapdV mMwe €0TL, dLOdDATVTIWTOV, DLOTEATIEAOV, OV TPHdOA
EmTNOELOV TTEOC TV THS AQETNG daoKkaAiav, ov dx TV GvoLy, pr) Yévolto, AAAX dx TV AvATQOPT|V

Kal TV ApéAELaV TNV T TV de0moT@WV. 'EMELdN YO MAVTAXOU 0VOEVOS ETEQOV, AAANX TS AVTWYV
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Chrysostom here concedes to the negative stereotypes of ancient slaves in much detail.
What makes slaves prone to vice, not able to control their passions, according to Chrysostom?
He states that it is certainly not due to nature (as Aristotle has it), but from bad upbringing

(&vatpodrn)) and neglect (péAeix) on the part of their owners. This tends to point to a link in

Chrysostom’s mind to bad behaviour and the way slaves are raised, not by nature he explicitly
states; and also because of their masters who do not teach them virtue. We again see the
emphasis on the curative and didactic role of the slaveholder. He then starts to criticize the
slaveholders interestingly enough. The problem Chrysostom has, which bears resemblance to the
problems forwarded by Philodemus, is that slaveholders are simply concerned about the labour
of slaves and the quality of the work they do. The value of the slave-body, for Chrysostom then,
does not simply lie in the quality of its service and labour, but in its conforming to the norms of
virtuosity - this is now what defines good bodily practice. He continues to intimate that when
slaveholders are concerned about the good behaviour of slaves, it is in order to spare them the
embarrassment of bad slave behaviour. This is fully in line with Greek and Roman constructions
of masculinity again. A man that cannot control and master his slave is a shameful sight. The
only value of good slave behaviour in this instance is that it adds to the honour of the slaveholder.
In another homily, Chrysostom states (Hom. Heb. 24.6): ‘For if we refuse to be called the

masters of our bad slaves, and give up on them; and if any one comes to us and says, ‘so-and-so

dlakoviag ol kpatovvTeg avTWV GppovtiCovov: el ¢ mov Kal TV TEdTwV éTipeAnOeiev, kat ToLTO

n

TAALY OLX TNV AUTOV AVATIAVOLY TTEATTOVOLY, (OTE UT) TTOAYHATX AVTOIS TAQEXELV T) TTOEVEVOVTAG, T
KAEémTovTag, 1) peBvoviac: elkdtws NUeANUEVOL, Kal OVOEVA TV TOALTIOAYHOVOUVTWVY €XOVTES, €1G
avta ¢ Kaking T PBhoabpoa katamovrtiCovtat Eil yoao, &vOa mat)o épéotnke wkal prno kal
MALAYWYOS Kal Toodevg kal dO&TKAAOS kal NAKIOTAL, Kol avTh) 1 TG EéAevOepiag dOE TeQIKELEVT),
Kal ToAA étepa, HOALS AV TIC dLAPUYOL TG TV TIOVIE@WV oLVoLCiag: Ti olel TOUG MAVTIWY TOVTWYV
€01JHOUG OVTAG, Kol ULAQOLS AVAULYVUHEVOUS, kal HeTd adelag ol av é0€Awol ouyYvopévoug,
0VOEVOC BVTOG TOL Tag PLAing avtwv MOALTIOAYHOVODUVTOG; Tl oleL Tovg TolovTovg éoecbat Awx TovTO
dVoKOAOV dOVAOV YevéoDal ayaBov. "AAAwg d¢ o0dE daokaAlag dmoAavovoty, oUte TV EEwbOev
oUTe TV TaQ' MUV 0V ovvavaoteépovtal avdodoty EAev0£pols, KoopioLs, TMOAANV TG avtwv dOENG

molovévols poovtda. At TavTa TdvTa dVoKoAOV Kal OavpaoTov, xoNoLov olikétnv yevéoOat moTé.
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does countless evils, he is your slave, is he not?’>>* We immediately say, ‘certainly not!” In order
to spare us the shame, for a slave has a close relationship with his master, and the disgrace passes
from the one to the other.” Honour and shame become contagious and transferable in this
instance. Chrysostom states that people in general are prone to generate bad behaviour and the
enslaved all the more. He makes an important statement here. He admits that degenerate slave
behaviour in antiquity is due to social inequalities and discrepancies; he identifies the root of the
problem as being socio-psychological developmental issues. Upbringing, education and
mentoring are not available to the slave, and even having these present, it is still difficult to live a
virtuous life. These are the typical features used to classify abnormality and degeneracy in
societies, even today. The slave as an abnormal is so because of several reasons then, according
to Chrysostom, as well as many other ancient authors. The issue of bad upbringing is raised
twice in the citation above. We have seen in the previous discussion on the homily on the
Ephesian haustafeln, that in terms of discipline, in Chrysostom’s view, slaves are grouped in the

same category as children. Puerile terms were often used to designate slaves, like puer/mais. In

his Homily on Hebrews 28.9, for instance, Chrysostom uses this same Greek term above and
calls slaves ‘serving boys’.” This is not simply a term of offense and disrespect, but it exhibits
something more pervasive when it comes to the identity of the slave. Using this type of language
and applying the same rules of discipline on slaves as on children, we see the notion of puerility
being transferred onto the image of the slave as an abnormal. The slave is not only regarded as a
child in knowledge and experience (in fact, in the previous homily, Chrysostom used this as a
distinction between slaves and children), but the slave is regarded as morally and socially
underdeveloped in terms of behaviour. It also had sexual connotations; slave-traders are
infamously known for using all kinds of techniques to make slaves look younger in order to

boost their value.>®

> Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 63.169.60-170.5: Ei yaQ mueic magaitovpeda kaAeioOat deomdtal
TOVNEWV MUV doVAwV, Kal adlepev avTovs: kKav einn g mpooeABwv, ‘O detva pvpla éoydletat
KK, doa 00 D0VAGS €0TLv; eVOEws Papev, OTL oLdAUWS, ATOTOROUEVOL TO OVELDOG: OXEOLS YAQ €0TL
T DOVAW TEOC TOV deoTOTNV, Katl dxfatvel 1) ddolia kal eig TovTOV AT €KElVOL-

% Cf. PG 63.197.56.

560 Harrill, Slaves in the New Testament, 129-133.
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For Chrysostom, discipline and virtue-teaching become technologies of normalization;
we must remember that free Christian masculinity is seen as the norm here. This is well before
the rise of psychiatry and psychopharmacology, where normalization was mechanized by means
of medical and juridicial power - the hospital/asylum and the courtroom. The dynamics are
slightly different in the model of pastoralism. The technologies here, especially with Chrysostom,
are now psychotheological, with the juridicial dimension remaining. Normalization (equal to
masculinization) is done by means of the teaching of virtue and also practical skills, as
Chrysostom states (cf. Hom. Eph. 22.1-2; Hom. I Cor. 40.6). In this way, slaves are now ready to
be ‘released’ into society - this is the ideal manumission in Chrysostom’s thinking. Not only
should slaves be virtuous citizens, but they should also have a trade so that they would not be a
burden on society. There is now a shift from domination to reformation and rehabilitation. When
I say rehabilitation, I do not mean it in the strictly technical sense that it received with the rise of
the prison system. For the slave it implies that, after being isolated in the realm of slave-
carcerality and under constant surveillance and supervision, the Christian household and pater
familias now rehabilitates the slave as a free, social individual, training the slave to act according
to virtue (that is, against the stereotypical slave-vices) and also making the slave an economic
contributor to society. Instead of the courtroom, the institution of manumissio in ecclesia now
becomes the authorizing body confirming that normalization has taken place. In Christian
pastoral governmentality, and in Chrysostom’s ideal society, the essential function of slave-
carcerality is now the rehabilitation of the slave, and not merely to perform labour (which can
and should still be done under the status of being freed). The limitations still applied to the status
of freed persons make the supervision and prevention of non-rehabilitation easy to facilitate and
maintain.

Another strategy Chrysostom applies to facilitate discipline and rehabilitation within
slave-management and oikonomia is his radical reduction of the number of slaves a Christian
slaveholder is supposed to have. These statements fit in squarely with Chrysostom’s ascetic
views on the renunciation of wealth. Slaves are here seen as commodified and disposable bodies.
This will be discussed in more detail in the final chapter. The important point here is that
reducing the number of slaves also makes it easier for the pater familias to discipline, instruct
and punish them. One of the most popular instances where Chrysostom speaks of slaves and

slaveholding, one that will surface many more times in this dissertation, is found in his Homilia
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in epistulam I ad Corinthios 40. Here, regarding the number of slaves, Chrysostom famously

states (Hom. I Cor. 40.6):

...]O]ne master only needs to employ one slave; or rather two or
three masters one slave...We will allow you to keep a second slave.
But if you collect many, you no longer do it for the sake of
philanthropy, but to indulge yourself...when you have purchased
them [slaves] and have taught them trades whereby to support

themselves, let them go free.”®!

In another, very important source mentioned above, Chrysostom states (Hom. Heb.
28.10): ‘Let there also be, if you do not mind, two serving boys.”>*> We will get back to this
argument several times during the course of this study, since it bears so many important
dimensions regarding slaveholding in the late Roman world. For our present discussion we need
to ask: what relevance does this argument have for Chrysostom’s views on slave-management
and slave-rehabilitation? We have seen above in the homily on the Ephesian haustafeln that even
the poor households in Antioch would have had some slaves. The admonition to only have two
slaves is not simply a rule based on the ascetic renunciation of property; by reducing the number
of slaves, it becomes easier to educate and discipline slaves in the household. As we have
mentioned above, Chrysostom’s remarks are almost always applied to smaller-scale, domestic
slavery (even though the numbers of slaves in a wealthy, large domestic household would have
been quite high). At this point I want to propose that the type of slaveholding Chrysostom wants
his audience to adopt could be termed ‘tactical slaveholding.” Michel de Certeau has utilized the

563

military theorist Carl von Clausewitz™”” to show how strategic power is transformed into tactical

*%! Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 61.353-354: Kai yoQ évi tov éva xoioOat deamdtnv oikétn povov
xonVv: HaAAov d¢ kol dVO Kal TElS deoTdtag £Vl oliérn...el ¢ Kal dvaykalov, éva Tov Hovov, 1) To
TOAD OeVTEQOV...£1 D& MOAAOVG oLVAYELS, 0V PLAavOpwmiag Evexev TOUTO MOLELS, AAAX OpumTopEVOS:

32 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 63.197.56: "Eotwoav 8¢, €l [BovAel, kal maldeg dvo.

363 Carl P. G. von Clausewitz, De la Guerre (Pierre Naville (trans.); Paris: Minuit, 1955).
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power: ‘Power is bound by its very visibility,” thus, its representation.’®* The reduction of the
number of slaves reduces and limits the channels of mastery and the exhibition of wealth and
status; thus it reduces the visibility of power. In military terms, when one’s forces or resources
are visibly reduced, the more strategy is transformed into tactics. De Certeau states: ‘[A] tactic is
determined by the absence of power [his italics] just as a strategy is organized by the postulation
of power.”*® In antiquity, we can consider slaves as nodes of power; that is, modulations through
which the slaveholder can make his or her power visible. Strategic power, in the thinking of De
Certeau, is based on the utilization of space, since resources are abundant. Tactics, due to the
lack of visible resources, must cleverly utilize time. Strategy is then the utilization of spatial
requirements while tactics involve the utilization of temporal requirements. Once the numbers-
based view of slaveholding is negated, that is, strategic slaveholding, tactical slaveholding is
born. It must be remembered that Chrysostom still allows for a slaveholder to have ‘one or two’
slaves. Now, the small amount of slaves should be utilized to the most efficient extent, and

according to Chrysostom’s ascetic thinking, only for necessity (&vdyxn) and need (xoelax). The

terms here would imply those shameful servile duties specifically related to sewerage and other
hygienic services, and according to another homily, cooking (/nan. glor. 70). Chrysostom, for
instance, believes that a priest is allowed to have at least one slave so that he does not have to
perform ‘shameful’ duties. This is stated as a contra-argument to shame those wealthy
individuals who employ slaves for every possible type of material and social spatiality, whether
it is aiding the owner at the baths, at the market or at the theatre, even at the foot of the bed or in
the kitchen. It is interesting that in the case of cohabitation, Chrysostom advises the man who is
sharing the house to also acquire those ‘feminine’ skills needed for certain domestic chores
despite having slaves to perform them.’*® While he advises slaveholders to perform their own
duties, slaves are still implied. This is a direct assault on strategic slaveholding. While it is easier

to discipline and teach a small number of slaves, their duties would, by implication, become

3% Michel de Certeau, The Practice of Everyday Life (Steven F. Rendall (trans.); Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1984), 37.

% Ibid., 38.

366 Cf. Gillian Clark, Women in Late Antiquity: Pagan and Christian Lifestyles (Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), 99-101;
John H. W. G. Liebeschuetz, Ambrose and John Chrysostom: Clerics Between Desert and Empire (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2011), 157.
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more intense since the practice of everyday life is now tactical, based on optimum utilization of
time rather than space. This creates the impression of weakness and poverty, one that is
preferential for asceticism. Owning only two slaves would be a representation of extreme
poverty.”®” In the homily on Ephesians above Chrysostom stated that even poor households
sometimes owned entire slave families (cf. Hom. Eph. 22.2).>®* It is in line with the strong
emphasis on the renunciation of material wealth, and more importantly, in line with the move to
promote passive, feminine (in this case, almost Cynic) values of weakness. Both Von Clausewitz
and De Certeau note tactics as an ‘art of the weak’; that is, as a tactical polemology of the
weak.”® What are the effects of this shift from strategic to tactical slaveholding? Initially, it
would seem to be ameliorative to institutional slaveholding, since fewer people are enslaved.
While it is true that fewer people would be slaves in this system, one should not regard tactical
slaveholding as being ameliorative. In fact, I would argue that it makes institutional slavery,
firstly, more pervasive than before and, secondly, that tactical slaveholding would dramatically
worsen the conditions of institutional slaves. Why does it make institutional slavery more
pervasive? Because it bears the deception of being ameliorative. Just in terms of numbers,
institutional slavery ‘appears’ to no longer be such a big problem, and the power-dynamics of
slaveholding become less visible. It removes the critical eye from slavery possibly to other issues.
Why would it worsen conditions for the slaves themselves? Because labour, surveillance and
discipline become much more intense. Fewer slaves now need to do the same amount of work.
Chrysostom, in this case, does advise slaveholders to tend to their tasks and duties themselves,
but this would not always be practically applicable.”” In his homily De inani gloria he advises
fathers to teach their children to take care of their own needs. Slaves should not hand them their
cloaks, wash their feet or serve them at the baths — cooking, however, should be done by the

slave since there are more important things to do with the time (/nan. glor. 70). The character of

%67 Ramsay MacMullen, “Late Roman Slavery,” Historia 36, no. 3 (1987): 363—64.

368 Cf. also: Harper, Slavery in the Late Roman World, 49-50.

% De Certeau, Practice of Everyday Life, 37.

370 Chrysostom refers to the example of Sarah, who had hundreds of servants, but still ‘this woman kneaded the flour,

and did all the other slaves’ duties, and stood by them as they feasted also in the rank of a slave’ (Hom. Rom. 30.2).

Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 60.666.40-42: ...a0Tr) édue T dAevoa, kal ta dAAax mdvTa dinkoveito,

Kol E0TIWHEVOLS TTaReloTHKEL TTAALY év taEel Oepamarvidog.
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slave-labour also becomes much worse, with more slaves doing the terrible tasks usually
reserved for the lowliest of slaves. Tactical slaveholding makes slaves work harder, due to the
emphasis on temporal utility (of both slave and slaveholder), and the work they do would be so
much more unpleasant. Fewer slaves to monitor means that those who are present can also be
more strictly monitored, in terms of labour, and observed, in terms of correct, non-degenerate
behaviour. Discipline can also become more focussed, and it creates a more intense, enclosed
space where discipline happens. Discipline and punishment shift from the public spectacle to the
domestic observatory/reformatory. Signs are replaced by exercises in this new mode of
slaveholding; discipline is no longer enforced (i.e. punishment) by means of violent, external
signs on the body (whippings or tattooing), but by means of exercises such as the study of
scripture, the singing of hymns and, very importantly, service to the slaveholder. This is also one
of the conclusions Chrysostom reaches in his Homilia in epistulam ad Philemonem 2. Since God
also forgives his slaves, so too should earthly slaveholders practice forgiveness rather than resort
to punitive violence (Hom. Phlm. 2): *...[So] that we masters may not give up on our slaves, nor
press them too hard, but may learn to forgive the errors of such slaves, so that we may not
always be severe, that we may not, due to their enslavement, be ashamed to make them share in
all things with us when they are good.”””" Chrysostom does not rule out punishment however. In

the very next homily on the series on Philemon he states (Hom. Phlm. 3):

But why do I speak of slaves, who easily fall into these sins? But
let a man have sons, and let him allow them to do everything they
want, and let him not punish them; will they not be worse than
anything? Tell me, in the case of men then, it is a sign of goodness
to punish, and of cruelty not to punish, and is it not so in the case

of God? Since he is good, he has therefore prepared a hell.””

*"! Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.711.36-42: ...{va 1) AMOYIVOOKWUEV TOV OlKET@V of deomdTa,
undé opodoa avtols ruTlfwpeda, AAAX HABWUEV OLYXWOEV TX AUAQTIUATA TOLS OLKETALS TOIG
TolovToLS, tva Ut Ael ToaxXels wpev, tva un amno g dovAelag émaloxvvapeda Kal Kowvovg avTovg
&v maoL Aapupdvery, 6tav oo ayoadot.

S Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.718.27-34: Kai ti Aéyw oikétac tovg TEOXEROTEQOV €mL T

AUAQTHUATA TADTA EQXOHEVOLS; "AAA' éxétw Tig viovg, Kal Tdvta émTEemétw TOAUQV ékelvolg, Kal
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The development of late ancient Christian pedagogy and eschatology went hand in hand.
Punishment is still very necessary, and here hell is seen as the most extreme, and violent form of
punishment. Not punishing is therefore in fact a cruelty, as Chrysostom states. We find here a
divine justification of violence and punishment, which now serves as a technology that not only
enforces the masculinity of the pater familias, but also appears to be an act of ‘kindness,’ since
God also punishes his slaves (cf. Hom. Eph. 16). There is no shame in the punishment of slaves.
This is an aspect Foucault notes very early in his Discipline and Punish, where he states that the
punishment of criminals in the modern period has moved into a hidden sphere since the brutal,
public spectacles of punishment also shamed those who dealt out the punishment.’”® For
Chrysostom, however, there is no shame in punishing a slave, since God also punishes.
Chrysostom does opt for controlled domesticated violence against slaves. In a discussion of
domestic violence in general, he refers to men losing their tempers, removing their slave-girl’s
head covering, dragging her by the hair and beating her. Chrysostom is bothered equally by the
concept of a slave-girl with her head uncovered and the inability of the owner to control his
temper (cf. Hom. Eph. 15.4).”” Discipline, he affirms, should be gentle and fair, yet a physical
beating with a rod is permissible, but at the same time, the slaveholder should be conscious of his
own sins before God. He also gives guidance to the mater familias (Hom. Eph. 15.4): ‘If you will
learn this lesson in your household in dealing with your slave-girl, and not be severe but gentle
and patient, with this behaviour you will be in the goodwill of your husband.””” Again, in
another homily he states (Hab. eun. spir. 3.7): ‘To teach or punish foolish slaves is a great

honour, and not a simple praise, when one is able to expel wickedness using private violence

un koAalétw, Tlvog oOv ovk Eoovtal xelpovg, eimé pou Eita émi pév avBowmwv 10 kwoAdlewv
ayabdtnrog, 10 0¢ i koAdalewv @pOTNTOG, €Tl 0 Oeob ovkéty "“Qote €meldn Ayadog 0Tl dLX TOLTO
Yéevvav moomnTtoluace.

373 Foucault, Birth of the Prison, 3-31.

3™ Just prior to this discussion Chrysostom states that women are prone to losing their tempers, shouting and

publicly harassing their slave-girls, which is very shameful conduct; cf. Hom. Eph. 15.3-4.

375 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.110.41-43: "Edawv év olkia tabTa TawevONG €mt ¢ Bepamavidog,

Kol TEOOM VNG 1)S KAl 1) XaAeT), TOAAQ paAAov émti tod avdEog ot TotavTn.
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against those who are the most evil.”>’® The point here is that slaveholders should not apply
punitive violence hastily, such as putting their slaves in chains or beating them excessively; this
is after all a loss of self-control and is considered shameful.””’ The mastering of the passions of
the slaveholder is just as important as the mastering of the slave. Punitive violence, therefore,
should also contribute to the self-fashioning of the slaveholder, and always be directed to
installing virtue to the slave. As then stated above, the preference of punitivity shifts from violent,
public displays to domestic, spiritual exercises.

Hence, the move to tactical slaveholding is the logical step in favour of a better
mechanism of rehabilitation. The process of rehabilitating the slave is, for Chrysostom,
essentially a psychotheological process. The ‘soul’ of the slave is now manipulated by means of
new strategies and new mechanisms of fear: doctrinal precepts. Chrysostom states (Hom. Tit.

4.1):

When it is therefore seen that the power of religion, imposing a
restraint upon a class naturally so self-willed, has rendered them
singularly well behaved and gentle, their masters, however
unreasonable they may be, will form a high opinion of our
doctrines. For it is manifest, that having previously instilled in their
souls a fear of the resurrection, of the judgment, and of all those
things which we are taught by our philosophy to expect after death,
they have been able to resist wickedness, having in their souls a
settled principle to counterbalance the pleasures of sin. So that it is
not by chance or without reason, that Paul shows so much
consideration for this class of people: since the more wicked they

are, the more admirable is the power of that preaching which

37 Translation: Harper, Slavery in the Late Roman World, 331; Greek text: PG 51.287.4-8: ...xaOdmeo olkétag
ayvopovag nadevey kal cwdoviCev, AAAX Kal éyKOULoV HEYLIOTOV, Kal oUX O TuxwV ématvog, 6Tl
ToUG TEOG TooAVTNV katevexOévtag kaklav ndvvnon dux ¢ olkelag oPodEOTNTOC ATAAA&EAL TG
novnoelag...

>"T Chrysostom states clearly that under no circumstances should a free man physically abuse or beat his wife or a

slave-girl; cf. Hom. I Cor. 26.8.
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reforms them. For we then most admire a physician, when he
restores to a healthy and sane state one who was despaired of,
whom nothing benefited, who was unable to command his
unreasonable desires, and wallowed in them. And observe what he
most requires of them; the qualities which contribute most to their

masters' ease.’’"

It is the indoctrinization of the slave-body as a form of discipline that makes it a docile
body. The formation of late ancient Christian eschatology, in particular, has bonds with the
institution of slavery, and I would argue, that ancient Christian eschatology was directly related
to slavery. Eschatology, as a technology of fear, becomes a very powerful social and rhetorical
strategy. Chrysostom now plays one of his most important cards, and compels us to make a
crucial and critical observation. When speaking about this process of disciplining and
rehabilitating a slave, he uses a medical discourse. I have mentioned above that unlike the
modern psychiatrization of normal and abnormal conduct, the process in Chrysostom’s context is
psychotheological and finally also juridical in terms of manumissio in ecclesia. But this does not
rule out the discourse of medicality in this larger, discursive formation of the rehabilitated
Christian slave. Despite their prepsychiatrical context, medical metaphors are very common in

Chrysostom’s rhetoric. Slave-management, which now also becomes slave-rehabilitation, is like

378 Translation: NPNF (I prefer to keep the NPNF translation here due to its clarity); Greek text: PG 62.685.53-
686.10: “Otav ovv wowv, 6tL 10 yévog 10 o0tws abBadeg 1) TOL KNEUYHATOS dVVAULS XAALVOV
meQlOeloa MAVTWV EIQYATATO KOOULWTEQOV Kol ETUEKETTEQOV, KAV 0PODQAX MAVTWV WOV AAOYWTEQOL
ol deomodtal, AfjPovtal évvolav HeYAANV TEQL TV DOYHATWV TV maQ' NUiv. AfAov yap 4Tt kal Tov
meQl TG avaotaoews GoPov kal TOV TG kploews kal TOV TV dAAWV aTdvTwv peta Tov Bdvatov
drrocopovpévav a' ULV EOTEQOV eykaTabévtes avtv 1) Puxi, oVtws loxvoav anokgovoaobatl
TV Kakiav, avTipeomov Tiva GOBov TG ATO TV KakwV NOOVS el TNV éavtv évidpvoavtes Puxnv.
‘Qote oK ek 0VOE ATAGWG TOAVV DTEQ TOVTWV TTAVTAXOD ToLelTaL TOV AdYov: 60w YXQ &V WOl KAKOL,
T000UTW HAaAoTa Oavpaletal oL knovypatog 1) toxvs. Kat yap latoov tote Oavualopev, dtav tov
ATEYVWOoHévov kal oLdeuag Ponbelag dmoAavovia oVdE kpathoal TV dkaipwv Embvuiv
duvapevov, dAA" év tavtals EykaAtvdovuevoy, evaydyn meog Uyelav kat dopbwontat Kat épa tiva

maQ' AVTWV AMALTEL & HAALOTA TAVTOWV &vaTtaveL TOV deomOTNV:
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a medical practice. Of course, a morally healthy slave has many benefits for the slaveholder and
the household, as he states (Hom. II Thess. 5.3): ‘And virtue is so exceptional, that even a slave
often benefits a whole family together with the master.”>””

In concluding his discussions on slaves, Chrysostom summarizes the main point he has
made again. Slave conduct should be directed to God and not the owner. Chrysostom uses the
example of Joseph who served a non-Israelite king as a slave. It was the good and sound
behaviour of Joseph, his accumulated knowledge of the king’s domestic affairs, and the trust he
had won thereby, that saved him from being executed after Potiphar’s wife attempted to seduce
him. He concludes again by referring to the holistic nature of oeconmical government, citing 1
Timothy 3:5, that a man who can govern his house can also govern the church.

Finally, it is also interesting to see that the discourse of domesticity was also related to
life in the monastery. Chrysostom had a programme of social transformation in mind regarding
his vision for the city in which he ministered.”® This transformation had at its core a type of
popular asceticism that was viable in the households of urban Christians. The promulgation of
popular asceticism was always explained in the light of its pinnacle, the monastery. The problem
here is the fact that very little research has gone into the position, function and status of slaves in
the late antique monastery.”®' Furthermore, there is no literary or archaeological evidence from
monasteries in the East from late antiquity that described their position on slavery. The only
witnesses are the official church canons. Much of this issue is thus left open to speculation. How
can the principles of monasticism, especially as understood by Chrysostom, inform scholars on
this issue?

One of the important principles in monasticism is that of necessity (dvdykn). Monks

were meant to care for themselves and only use what is necessary. In an interesting passage,

Chrysostom describes the very nature of the monastery (Hom. I Tim. 14.2):

°” Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.498.54-58: il Tooadtn Thg dQeTig 1) UmegBoAT), dote kai dovAog
TOAAAKIG OAOKANQ0V WPEANOEV OlKlay peTd TOD deomOTOL.
80 ¢f. Hartney, Transformation of the City, 90-94; Maxwell, Christianization and Communication, 130-33;

Liebeschuetz, Ambrose and John Chrysostom, 34—42.
¥ Glancy, “Slavery and the Rise of Christianity,” 462—63.
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To go to the monastery of a holy man is to pass, as it were, from
earth to heaven. You do not see there what is seen in a private
house. That company is free from all impurity...No one calls for

his slave, for each person serves himself...”®

For Chrysostom, the monastery is a piece of heaven on earth. In this place there is no
concept of private and personal property. These two principles, namely that of necessity and the
lack of personal property, would seem to indicate that slave-status was not considered relevant in
the monastery. There is also evidence that some poor monks were originally slaves,” and it also
seems that monasteries were used as asylum for runaway slaves.”® The legislation surviving
from antiquity for the latter, however, is only evident from the Council of Chalcedon in 451
CE.™® There is also an important shift during the mid-fifth-century, after Chalcedon, when the
monastery became legally independent of lay ownership.”™ It is therefore problematic to apply
fifth century developments to monasteries earlier than this period. Moreover, the issue of
providing asylum to slaves all but negates their status. It is exactly their status as being fugitive
slaves that causes asylum in monasteries and churches to be a problem. The councils and canons
before Chalcedon are notoriously difficult to interpret regarding the issue of slave-status and
asylum. There is, in the first instance, the mid-fourth century Council of Gangra that condemned
the Eustathians that seemed to have either promoted slaves to leave their masters or act

insolently toward them.’®” The silence of some other councils and canons are deafening, such as

582 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.575.30-33, 37-38: WOTEQ ATO YNG €lG TOV 0VEAVOV, 0UTWG £0TLV
€lg HOVaOTNELOV avdQOg ayiov Kataduyetv. OUX 00ag exel TavTa ATeQ €V ) oikiq: TavTwv Kabaog
0 X000¢ &xetvog-.... Kat ovk €otv, womep émi g olkiag, 0é¢yxovow ol oikétat...

8 Cf. Gervase Corcoran, St. Augustine on Slavery (Studia Ephemeridis Augustinianum; Rome: Patristic Institute
Augustinianum, 1985); Pauline Allen and Edward Morgan, “Augustine on Poverty,” in Preaching Poverty in Late
Antiquity: Perceptions and Realities (Pauline Allen, Bronwen Neil, and Wendy Mayer (eds); Leipzig: Evangelische
Verlaganstalt, 2009), 148.

¥ Youval Rotman, Byzantine Slavery and the Mediterranean World (Jane M. Todd (trans.); London: Harvard
University Press, 2009), 144-50.

% Glancy, Slavery in Early Christianity, 90.

¥ Kate Cooper, The Fall of the Roman Household (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 236.

%87 Glancy, Slavery in Early Christianity, 90-91.
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canon 7 of the Council of Sardica (346-347 CE) that gave the bishop power to intervene in cases
of widows, orphans, and those that are subject to deportation who were treated violently or
unjustly. Nothing of slaves who have suffered the same is present here.’®® The Council of
Carthage (401 CE) is equally ambiguous, and only refers to manumissio in ecclesia. It must also
be remembered that Chalcedon rejected the asylum offered to slaves, and stipulated that such
slaves be returned to their masters. It is only in the late fifth century during the period of
Justinian that a shift in policy becomes more or less evident. During this period, the church or
monastery received permission to accept slaves who wanted to become clergymen or monks on
the condition that they did not commit any crime prior to their flight. But masters still had a
claim on these slaves. Their owners could still reclaim slaves who became clerics within a year
of their service, and for slaves who became monks the owner had three years to reclaim the slave.
What is more, the higoumenos of the monastery could not free slaves; this right was still reserved
for the church and state authorities.”® Cases of slaves in monasteries and their manumission
were therefore still rerouted to the channels of manumissio in ecclesia, which still assumed status
boundaries between slave and master.’”® None of these instances above shows a tendency
towards a negation of status in the monastery, even when the slave has become part of its
community. Finally, Chrysostom himself, in his commentary on the Epistle to Philemon,
admonishes runaway slaves, or any slave for that matter, to return or remain with their legal
owners (Hom. Phlm. Preface).”’

Furthermore, the passage quoted above from Chrysostom does not necessarily signify the
absence of non-clerical slaves in the monastery; it simply means that the individual monks in the
monastery did not use slaves for their own purposes. It is a fact that the churches and clergymen
of late antiquity owned slaves, and there is no reason to doubt that the monastery, which was in
itself a staunchly hierarchical entity, also collectively owned slaves. If one reads Chrysostom’s
discussions of slavery and necessity, especially the section in Homilia in epistulam ad I
Corinthios 40.5, it is clear that the communal owning of a slave, that is, one slave for two or

three masters, was not out of the question. Chrysostom also states that priests are allowed to own

388 Rotman, Byzantine Slavery, 144.

*Ibid., 145.

% Harper, Slavery in the Late Roman World, 465-85.

S Cf. Glancy, Slavery in Early Christianity, 91; De Wet, “Honour Discourse”.
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a slave in order to perform those shameful duties, especially related to sewerage-management,
cooking, etc (Hom. Phil. 9.4; Inan. glor. 70). If a priest could own a slave, one slave to a monk
or two would not oppose the monastic concept of necessity in Chrysostom’s eyes. The notion of
the monastery as a household would also support rather than oppose the notion that slave-status
was recognized in monasteries.””

The spatiality of the monastery is therefore not a socially neutral zone. The hierarchical
dynamics of slave-domesticity were still present. The strong collectivism found in monastic
communities allowed for slaves to be owned and used. The issue of slavery and monastic
spatiality is not related to the principle of owning slaves, but rather the principle of self-
sufficiency. An individual monk living in a monastery would have no need of a slave while he
was at the monastery at least, but the community, like the church, would need slaves for their
day-to-day operations.

There is then no reason, either from official ecclesiastical documents or from
Chrysostom’s homilies, to understand the monastery as a socially neutral zone. The principle of
Christ not recognizing slave or free as found in Galatians 3:28 was not realized in the most
sacred of ecclesiastical spaces - the monastery.

In this section we have examined Chrysostom’s main arguments in terms of slave-
management. We have used his homilies on the haustafeln as a framework, but evidence from
other homilies on the Pauline Epistles and Hebrews were also considered. We will now
summarize Chrysostom’s main points on slave-management in a more systematized way while

concluding this chapter.

7 CONCLUSION

At the commencement of this chapter the question was asked as to how Chrysostom negotiates
and reconstructs the Roman habitus of domestic slaveholding. We have viewed the development
of the discourse in order to understand the complex habitus itself. After this, we have examined

Chrysostom’s own guidelines on how slaves are to be managed as domestic bodies.

S2Else M. W. Pedersen, “The Monastery as a Household Within the Universal Household,” in Household, Women,
and Christianities in Late Antiquity and the Middle Ages (Anneke B. Mulder-Bakker and Jocelyn Wogan-Browne
(eds); Turnhout: Brepols, 2005), 167-90.
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To conclude, we have seen three very important features in Chrysostom’s discussions on
slave-management. I will present these in this summary and conclusion of Chrysostom’s
thinking on slave-management as discursive shifts in the traditional Roman understanding of
slaveholding. To articulate it differently, with reference to Jennifer Glancy’s statement of
habituation and slavery above, these discursivities would represent Chrysostom’s somatic
negotiations with the Roman/Christian habitus of slaveholding.’”® He provides a rather complex
framework in which the habit of slaveholding is adjusted; the medium by which he does this is
preaching. Preaching, as Maxwell has illustrated, was a powerful tool in the Christianization of
daily life.”"*

From strategic to tactical slaveholding: One of the most important discursive shifts we
have seen with Chrysostom is that he promotes tactical rather than strategic slaveholding. The
inference here is that by reducing the number of slaves Christians ought to have, as seen with
several other late ancient Christian authors, slaveholding becomes reliant on the most clever and
optimal utilization of time. Tactical slaveholding has temporality at its core; this was not good
news for slaves, since it meant that their tasks would probably become both more intense and
more shameful. The reason for this new prompt in Roman slaveholding was the notion that
slaves could serve as adornment as well as representing high-status (symbolic capital) and thus,
wealth (economic capital). In Chrysostom’s potent ascetic theology and ethics, there would be no
room for strategic slaveholding, which implies high numbers of slaves for all sorts of tasks,
occupying them in many spatial contexts. This shift would have a substantial effect on the role
and relational dynamics of the slave within the late ancient Christian household.

From domination to reformation: While the concept of domination occupied a central
place in the Roman habitus of slaveholding, especially in formations of masculinity and master,
we now find with Chrysostom a shift to a more reformatory impetus. The slave is not simply
someone that should be dominated, but the slave also needs to be educated and disciplined in
virtue and Christian religious observance. Domination still played an important role in this
process. The stereotype of the suffering Christian slave (normally suffering under a non-
Christian slaveholder) strategically utilizes the discourse of domination to promote and

proliferate passive, feminine virtues - virtues that should also be embodied by some Christians

%% Glancy, “Christian Slavery in Late Antiquity,” 70-75.

94 Maxwell, Christianization and Communication, 144—68.
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despite a counter-discourse of Christian androcentrism being present. The emphasis, however, is
on reformation, and the pater familias must now become a doctor familias in the
psychopedagogical sense. The context of this process of education and discipline is the
household. But for Chrysostom the household is also the duplication of the church. The discourse
therefore also has an element of pastoral governance in it. The most prominent continuity of
pastoral governance between the church and the household is that of surveillance and observance.
The household, like the church, therefore becomes in the first instance an observatory. Since the
number of slaves has been (ideally) reduced, observation is easier and also becomes more intense.
Slaves now need to partake in Christian pedagogy and spiritual exercises. The discipline of the
soul, as a corporeal strategy, lies at the center of this discourse. In the second instance, in the
light of the previous statement, the household also serves as a reformatory - an institution of
technologies of discipline and reform to produce docile, normalized bodies fit for society. Since
slaves are considered degenerate, abnormal and prone to violence, they need to be reformed.
This reformation carries with it an element of masculinization, since the standards slaves (and
women for that matter) are measured by are masculine virtues and modes of behaviour. The
common, age-old stereotype of the unruly, degenerate slave is therefore assumed in this
discourse. Punishment also plays an important role here. Although Chrysostom recommends
punitive violence against slave-bodies under certain circumstances, there is a preferential option
for exercises rather than signs; that is, spiritual disciplining rather than corporal punishment. The
end of this process is envisioned in manumissio in ecclesia. It serves not only as a means by
which slaves receive a different social status, namely that of freed persons, but it also serves to
judge what is normal. Manumission was of course not the fate of all slaves even if they had been
‘rehabilitated’.

Slavery and the making of Christian theology and ethics: We have also seen with
Chrysostom, as well as all the other Christian authors of late antiquity, that slavery and its
accompanying Stoic-Philonic metaphorical elaborations occupied a central role in the expression
of Christian theology and ethics. It was also argued that if institutional slavery, by some miracle,
might be removed from the history of late antiquity, Christianity would look dramatically
different than it does today. Whether it is Christology or eschatology, the concept of slavery was
used to express, explain and formulate these doctrines. Even the monastic developments and the

rise of the monastery were not exempt from slaveholding discourses. From an ethical point of
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view, slaveholding practices were interwoven with the ethics of marriage and parenting. With the
development of the Christian tradition, new guidelines had to be formulated for old problems

concerning slavery.
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