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Abstract

| argue that 1 Corinthians is a unified compositioat exhibitskerygmatic rhetoric That

is, Jewish and Greco-Roman resources are brouighthie service of an overall
arrangement that is creatively suggested by Pkehggmaof the Messiah who died, rose,
and awaits cosmic manifestation. In particulateimonstrate that the Jewish motif of dual
reversal, wherebloastful rulersare destined for destruction whiighteous suffererare
destined for vindication, serves as an influerd@iceptual motif in the formulation of
Christiankerygma and as such may be seen as an interpretativevark and rhetorical

resource available to Paul.

In 1 Corinthians 1-4 Paul evaluates struggles tagtership in the Corinthian
congregation as an implicit expression of humaom@uty, and responds by summoning
the Corinthians to identify with Christ, by forggithe role of thédoastful rulerand
adopting the role of theruciform sufferer This identification with the cruciform Christ
consequently gives shape to Paul’s ethical indtrmdéh 1 Corinthians 5-14, a section that
draws on Jewish and Greco-Roman resources, wHilibigrg apattern of Pauline ethical
argumentation expressive of Palterygmaof identification with the embodied Christ.

In the final chapter of the main body of the lefteiCorinthians 15), Paul utilises the
Corinthian denial of “the resurrection of the dead"the ultimate paradigm of their
refusal to adopt a cruciform orientation, and uripagthe dead in Chriswill be raised to

immortal glory, while present powers will be brotigt nothing.

| suggest that this attention to the creative erfice of Paul’erygmaon the form of his
argumentation represents an important additiohéddols of the Pauline rhetorical
analyst. Such an approach results in an histtyiattentive and exegetically persuasive
account of the letter’s arrangement that also for@st harmony with the perspective of

the fourth century preacher John Chrysostom.
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Introduction

The unity, arrangement, and central theme of 1r@lidns are not viewed with consensus
in New Testament scholarship. In this dissertatiaim to present a coherent and
satisfying account of the arrangement of the letterdoing so | will be exhibiting an
approach to the study of Pauline rhetoric that askaedges Paul's ease with Greco-
Roman communicative devices and Jewish conceptotdsnyet views these resources as
subservient to the decisive influence of Pakésygmaon epistolary arrangement and
ethical formulation. | suggest that this resulisin analysis that does better justice both to
the historical Paul and to the flow of the lettearticularly the placement of the
resurrection discussion) than the application gémaeric classical rhetorical macro-

structure.

My contention is that the varied issues of 1 Cdiarts, which can be elucidated fruitfully
by socio-historical studies, have been pastoralaliated by Paul as collectively
exhibiting the theologically presumptuous purs@iihboman autonomyPaul counters this
perceived situation by allowing the pattern of késygmato give overall shape to his
epistolary response. The Corinthians are summtmédd their identity and status in
Christ, who remains especially known in the shafrth@cross until the day that he will
finally be revealed in resurrected glory. Thusrien body of the letter (1:10-15:58)
proceeds fronerossto resurrection This overalkerygmaticmovement draws on the
Jewish conceptual motif of dual reversal, in whichse who are boastful rulers in the
present are destined for destruction, while tholse are righteous sufferers in the present

are destined for divinely-granted vindication.

My argument proceeds in five chapters:

In chapter 11 presenthe rhetoric of reversall argue thatlivinely accomplished dual

reversalwas an important cultural conceptualisation ofyedndaism, and was significant

11



in early Christian interpretation of Jesus. | gjghat this was a viable rhetorical
resource for Paul in the construction of 1 Coriatisi. Paul is summoning those who are
effectively playing the role ahe boastful rule{who will be destroyed) to rather take the

role of thecruciform suffere(who will be vindicated).

In chapter 21 step back to situate my interpretation withinamst scholarship on the letter.
| investigate arguments against the compositiondy wf the letter and survey different
models of the letter’'s coherence. | go on to aarsthe exegetical tensions that have

provoked such a variety of perspectives on therstunity and coherence.

In chapter 31 focus on 1 Corinthians 1-4. | consider the @iian “problems”
introduced in this section, and find John Chryswsto be a valuable model in giving
consideration both to theocial and historical backgrounaf the issues as well &aul’s
pastoral evaluatiorof those issues. In terms of background, | comgtir Chrysostom
that the problems arise from a situation in whiollg leaders were being undermined
and pushed aside as a result of the believerstmmete for polished orators. In terms of
pastoral evaluation, | agree with Chrysostom thit $ituation representmastful,
present-obsessed human autonpasythe believers attach their status to humahserra
than to Christ. This pastorally conceived problésuggest, is precisely the sort of issue
penetratingly addressed by the motif of reversalther examples of Jewish/Christian

literature.

In chapter 41 examine 1 Corinthians 5-14 and suggest thatajbies of these chapters
follow an observable pattern of Pauline ethicsorpare ethical sections within the
Pauline Corpus and find that they generally prodesu a corrective to passionate desire
for bodily taboos (especially sexual immoralityegd and impurity) to a commendation of
inter-personal service and love within the bodybfist. | investigate possible
backgrounds to this progression of issues, andesidiat it echoes Jewish encapsulations

of the themes of the Torah in the Hellenistic-Rorpariod. For Paul, however, this

12



general progression of issues implicitly contintleschristocentric corrective of chapters

1-4, as Paul insists that the Corinthians ideribfydily” with the cruciform Christ.

In chapter 51 consider the rhetorical function and historibatkground of the

resurrection discussion in 1 Corinthians 15. mmteof rhetorical function | argue that the
resurrection-denial is presented as the epitont&ooifhthian refusal to accept the
significance othe deadand thus the cruciform). In terms of historibackground |
suggest that the situation may be illuminated leydhlturally recognisable themes of
disregard for the bodgnddisregard for the deadChapter 15 brings the main body of the
letter to a rhetorical crescendo as Paul insistsitlisthe deadn Christ who will receive

resurrected vindication from God.

Of course, there have been others who have pettaimeovement frorarossto
resurrectionin 1 Corinthians (as | will note in chapter 2pdéed, my argument would be
suspect if such an arrangement had not been ndigfede. It has not yet, however, been
rigorously demonstrated that tkerygmatigpattern of dual reversal can be viewed as a
credible rhetorical resource for Paul as a firgiteegy writer. This study seeks to
demonstrate that this is in fact the case; anthéunore, that such a reading of the letter

carries substantial explanatory power for all pafthe letter.
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Chapter 1

The Rhetoric of Reversal
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1. The Concept of Reversal as a Rhetorical Resource

The question of the arrangement of 1 Corinthiarcessarily raises the question of
rhetorical resources What resources might Paul reasonably have degen in forming
the macro-structure of the letter? This need ntdikthe search for a particular “form”
that rigidly controls the arrangement and contérthe letter. It may more broadly entail
the exploration of models, motifs, andnceptghat were at Paul’'s disposal, and which

appear to have been adopted or adapted in the lette

Peter Lampe has recently urged that the spectruth@fthetorical landscape of
antiquity” must be understood in more radical tethan has traditionally been the case in

the study of Paul’s rhetoric:

When comparing ancient rhetoric with early Christigerature, we need to have
in mind not only the pagan Greco-Roman culture abst theJewishrhetorical
(and epistolary) practice, both in its Hellenistiganfluenced and its apocalyptic
specifications.... [W]e mainly need to observe theide rhetorical and
epistolarypraxis trying to systematize it and then compare it \ilith New

Testament.... There might still be a lot to discover

In the same volume, Duane F. Watson issues fuctietenges to those who would study

the rhetoric of Paul's epistles:

! Peter Lampe, “Rhetorical Analysis of Pauline Texuo Vadit? Methodological
Reflections,” inPaul and Rhetorig¢ed. J. Paul Sampley and Peter Lampe; New York:
T&T Clark, 2010), 3-21; 19; emphasis original. §hinbalance has been recognised for
some time. In 1994, Yeo commented, “In rhetoritatly of the NT, the traditional,
predominant approach is to read the NT in the lgfhhe Greco-Roman tradition. So far,
few have employed the Jewish rhetorical traditmstudy the NT. That shortcoming may
be attributed to the following two conditions: {E)e absence of Jewish rhetorical
handbooks; and (b) the tendency to see the disjumet opposition between Hellenism
and Hebraism, or generally between Greco-Romanlawish cultures”. Khiok-Khng
Yeo, Rhetorical Interaction in 1 Corinthians 8 and 10Farmal Analysis with
Preliminary Suggestions for a Chinese, Cross-Caltttermeneuti¢Leiden: Brill, 1995),
64.
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Studies of Romans illustrate that linking a Pauépéstle to a particular
rhetorical species [i.e. forensic, deliberativegpideictic] is unwise and looking

toward aChristian rhetoricmay [be] a better solution.

[M]ore study is needed, for it is in the intersentof Jewish and Greco-Roman
rhetoric that we may discover the unique contridmsiof Paul to the style of his

epistles’

It is my contention that although Paul employsaierGreco-Roman oratorical and
literary devices, the overall movement of the keigenot sufficiently explained by the
conventions of Greco-Roman speech or letter cortipndi Rather, | propose that the
macro-structure of the letter evidences what miightalled kerygmaticrhetoric’. The
movement of the letter body from “cross” to “resation” exemplifies the early Christian
interest in identifying believers with the narratiof Christ's passion, which was itself

interpreted with the Jewistonceptual motibf divine reversaf

2. Reversal as Jewish Motif

It is important to establish that the concept efriily arranged dual reversal was a

pervasive motif in early Jewish liturgy, literatused historical interpretation.

2 Duane F. Watson, “The Three Species of Rhetorictaa Study of the Pauline
Epistles,” inPaul and Rhetori¢ed. J. Paul Sampley and Peter Lampe; New Yorkt T&
Clark, 2010), 25-47; 47; emphasis mine.

% Duane F. Watson, “The Role of Style in PaulinesBips: From Ornamentation to
Argumentative Strategies,” Baul and Rhetori¢ed. J. Paul Sampley and Peter Lampe;
New York: T&T Clark, 2010), 119-139; 122.

* | address this in some detail in chapter 2.

® It is worth pointing out here that | view “the thec of reversal” as a subset of
“kerygmaticrhetoric”. That is, there may be various waysvhich thekerygmaresources
the formulation and arrangement of early Christammunication; but 1 Corinthians in
particular evidenceslkerygmaticrhetoric of dual reversal.
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The Condemned Boaster and the Vindicated Suffereliturgical Figures

Recital and Participation

G. Ernest Wright maintains that:

the Bible relates a certain history in a confesgionanner, because the
recounting of this history is the central religicact of the worshipping
community. Hence it is here maintained that Bédliheology ighe

confessional recital of the redemptive acts of @od particular history, because

history is the chief medium of revelatién.

Successive generations of God’s people who shaexiting the songs and stories of
what God has done in the past are able to entethinse narratives and see themselves as

their heirs, as is expressed by Anthony C. Thiselto

These communities, even if separated in time areplperceive themselves as
taking their stand and as staking their identitptiyhsharing in the same

narrative, and through the recital and retelling of the sdoumding events.

This is what occurs when believing communitiesteettie Psalms. Jutta Leonhardt has
shown that, according to Philo, recitation of biblihymns and psalms was an integral

part of Jewish worship. Leonhardt reasons thdbRhilescription of psalmic antiphonal
singing (in particular, of Exodus 15) is plausibkefirst century liturgical practice, given

supplementary evidence from Qumran and rabbiniegygal liturgy?

® G. Ernest WrightGod Who Acts: Biblical Theology as Recitabndon: SCM, 1952),
13; emphasis original.

" Anthony C. ThiseltonThe Hermeneutics of Doctrif&rand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans,
2007), 43; emphasis original. See also Anthonyl@selton, “Knowledge, Myth and
Corporate Memory,” iBBelieving in the Church: The Corporate Nature oftkgDCCE;
London: SPCK, 1981), 45-78.

8 Jutta Leonhardtlewish Worship in Philo of Alexandr{@iibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2001), 165.
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From the 1950s with Eduard Schwei2étrhas been increasingly noted that the
development of early Christology occurred in aisgtin which the canonical Psalms
played an important community-defining rdfelt is worth considering, then, the ways in
which the dual motif of theondemned boastand thevindicated sufferefunctioned as

liturgical figures

Psalms

In Psalms the figures of the boastful enemy andigigeous sufferer find hyperbolic
liturgical expressiort* So the enemies of the king — the “rulers” — agously pictured

as “devious”, “evildoers”, “arrogant”, “haughty”’pbastful’, and merelfpuman(e.g.

Psalm 9:20-21, GreekvOpwroi iowv). In Psalm 2 we read:

Psalm 2:2
The kings of the earth stand in resistance, andullees conspire together against

the LORD and against his anointed.
Correspondingly, the righteous sufferer is presbateexemplary of innocent, dependent
trust. The sufferer is called “meek”, “righteou$aithful”. In the first century BCE

Psalms of Solomon, we read:

Psalms of Solomoh:2

° Eduard Schweizet,ordship and DiscipleshifgSBT 28; London: SCM, 1960); trans. of
Erniedrigung und Erhéhung bei Jesus und seinen fdgbrn (Zurich: Zwingli-Verlag,
1955).

9 Richard B. Hays comments “The interpretation cud2death and resurrection, as far
back as we can trace it, grows organically ouhefrnatrix of the psalms of the Righteous
Sufferer. These psalms may be the ‘Scripture’ hictvthe confessional formula of 1 Cor
15:3-4 refers”. Richard B. HayShe Conversion of the Imagination: Paul as Intetpre
of Israel's ScripturegGrand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2005), 118.

" Indeed, Yehoshua Gitay points out that the Psaltiroduced and summarised in
Psalm 1 with a provocative exploration of the “tiahi theme of the reward of the
righteous versus the fate of the wicked”. YehodBitay, “Psalm 1 and the Rhetoric of
Religious Argumentation,” ifuiterary Structure and Rhetorical Strategies in tebrew
Bible (ed. L.J. de Regt, J. de Waard, and J.P. Fokkelinfsssen: Van Gorcum, 1996),
232-240; 232.
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The shouts of war were heard in front of me. [Tbed] will hear me because |

am filled with righteousness!

Thus there appears in the lyrics of Jewish worhie boastfuhumanenemy,
juxtaposed with the righteous sufferer who apptateelLord for help. And, as hinted in
the citation above, these figures can usually expame sort ofeversal The boastful
enemy, being merely human, eventually receivesahoondemnation, while the

righteous sufferer, being dependent on the Lokives or looks forward to vindication.

The Qumran community similarly utilise this sortrb&toric in their own psalms,
thanking God for reversal that has already beereaet, and expecting God to act as the
great Reverser. The following psalm exhibits thetarian self-understanding of the
Qumran community. They are the righteous few, gpddy evildoers in the last times.

They look to God as the one who brings down thigleers and vindicates the rightedds:

1QH Column 2, Lines 20-30:

| thank you Lord, for you have placed my life amdhg living
And you have protected me from all the traps offiite

For the violent have sought my life,

While | have held onto your covenant.

But these people are a council of wickedness arabsembly of Belial.
They did not know that my standing comes from you,

And that, in your mercy, you saved my life —

12 Although note Karl-Wilhelm Niebuhr's estimation ble Psalms of Solomon: “Wir
haben keine Sammlung von Kultgesdngen der Gemesndéegrn ein Erbauungsbuch vor
uns”. Karl-Wilhelm NiebuhrGesetz und Paranese: Katechismusartige Weisungsreih
in der frihjudischen LiteratufTtibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1987), 223.

13 Eileen Schuller discusses a similar thanksgivisgm from Qumran in which it is
emphasised that God reveals mysteries to his peaple, and casts down the haughty.
Schuller notes the importance of this motif of msat in liturgy: “The reversal motif of
casting down and raising up is well attested in hynsee 2 Sam 2:6-8; Ps 145:14; Sir
10:14; 11:5-6; Luke 1:52; 1QM xiv 11,15 (=41 8-10i 8,12). Eileen Schuller, “A
Hymn from a Cave Four Hodayot Manuscript: 4Q427A1ij” JBL 112/4 (1993): 605-
628; 616.
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For my steps come from you.

And these people have fought against my life bezafigou,
So that you might be glorified in the judgementhe ungodly,
And, in me, you might be shown to be mighty, befiwe children of men.

For my standing is in your mercy.

And as for me, | said, “Mighty men have encampeairesi me,
They have surrounded me with all their weaponsarf w
And arrows have broken without healing,

And the flaming spear has consumed the trees.

And like the roar of many waters is the commotiétheir voice;
A rainstorm that destroys many.
Crushing through the cosmos, they bring about grsktedness

With the dashing of the waves”.

And as for me, when my heart had melted like water,

You strengthened my life in your covenant.

But as for these people, the net that they spreraché will capture their own
feet,

And they have fallen into the traps that they setfie.

But my feet stand in uprightness. In the assembhgill bless your name.

This reversal in the canonical Psalms and othemjital literature is not always clear-
cut* but is a prominent pattern nonetheless, inforntiregworldview of those who share

in its recitation. The boastful enemy, being mgtaiman, eventually receives mortal

1 Indeed, sometimes there is no evident reversal,movement from praise to lament.
See Federico G. Villanuevihe Uncertainty of a Hearing’: A Study of the Sudden
Change of Mood in the Psalms of Lamgrsiden: Brill, 2008).
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condemnation, while the righteous sufferer, beiegeshdent on the Lord, looks forward to

vindication, sometimes from the grip of death ftsel

The Condemned Boaster and the Vindicated SufferelLiterary Figures

Deutero-Isaiah

In my reading of Isaiah, the servant is the one vepoesents Israel in opening the eyes of
the blind, yet becomes rejected, eventually beindigated by God in the sight of his

enemies.

The servant is introduced in Isaiah 42:1-9 as tieio relation to whom Yhwh's
prophetic ability is especially displayed. In a@st to the noisy (41:1r% ¥ox wmnn)
caretakers of blind idols (41:22), the servant bfwi is seen as the calm (42:2) locus of

divine illumination (42:6-7). The mention of calj and taking the hand in these verses

can reasonably be said to conjure the image ddllatibn; but importantly reminds the

reader strongly of 41:8-10, in whid¢srael was pictured asay, called and upheld by God

himself. Given this obvious connection, thereas@ason to understand the identity of

the servant in 42:1-9 as anything other than Isr&éus, in the face of the blindness and

silence and inability of the idols/nations, who emnothing but “wait” {tn», 42:4) for

the Torah, the servant Israel embodies and dispieyslumination of the only living
God. The servant is a “covenant for the peoplealight for the nations”, in the sense
arguably envisaged in Exodus 19:5-6, where thelisegacovenant bears witness to the

nations that the God of the whole earth is comuhittelsrael:®

However, for the hearer already steeped in theétimadf Isaiah, this raises the

uncomfortable recollection that Israel itself hagib pictured as being just as blind and

%1t is in a parallel, but more obviously positigense that, in Genesis 12, Abraham is
promised tde a blessingi{273), in whom the nations themselves will be blessed.
Similarly, Servant Isrags a covenant to be witnessed by the nations.
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ignorant as the natiotf6:9-13; 29:9, 18; 35:5). And indeed, this irdiscomes explicit

in 42:18-22, where the servant is pictured as bdind deaf. This paradox immediately
offers a vocational challenge to the recipientBetitero-Isaiah’s message: How will they
fulfil their calling to be the ideal servant? Tparadox appears to be further developed as
Deutero-Isaiah progresses, such that by 52:13-5&h&Xervant may in fact be an
ostracised righteous representative of Israelictdfl, but eventually vindicated in the

presence of those by whom he had been rejétted.

In this latter section, then, the dual motif of thendemned boaster” and the “vindicated
sufferer” is clearly visible, as the shocked forrheasters express their repentance in their

description of the servant’s persecution and viaiitho:

Isaiah 53:3,4,9 (NRSV)

He had no form or majesty that we should look at, hi

nothing in his appearance that we should desire.him

he was despised, and we held him of no account.

Surely he has borne our infirmities and carrieddiseases;

yet we accounted him stricken, struck down by Guu afflicted....
They made his grave with the wicked and his tont #ie rich,

although he had done no violence, and there wakeoeit in his mouth.

Isaiah 53:10,11,12a (NRSV)

When you make his life an offering for sin,

he shall see his offspring, and shall prolong laigscl
through him the will of the LORD shall propser.

Out of his anguish he shall see light;

'® Thus the Targum makes an explicit applicatiorsta¢l here: “To open the eyes of the
house of Israel who are as it were blind to the'lgited in Klaus BaltzerDeutero-

Isaiah: A Commentary on Isaiah 40-&Bans. Margaret Kohl; Hermen; Minneapolis,
Minn., Fortress Press, 2001), 132.

" The identities of the figures in this section hieg been the subjects of debate. See,
for example, D.A. Clined, He, We and They: A Literary Approach to Isai@d(3SOT
Supplement 1; Sheffield: Continuum, 1976).
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he shall find satisfaction through his knowledge.

The righteous one, my servant, shall make manyeals,
and he shall bear their iniquities.

Therefore | will allot him a portion with the great

and he shall divide the spoil with the strong

In Deutero-Isaiah, then, Israel — or Israel’'s repreative — is presented as experiencing
divine vindication, while those who had judged adaarg to human appearance

experience shocked repentance.

Daniel

The book of Daniel repeatedly features the motifeakrsal, developing both the image of

the boastful ruler and that of the righteous seffer

In chapter 2, the king (2:BuoiAetc'®) demands something that is impossible for mortal
humans (v11rdong capkdg) to accomplish, and orders execution when it s no
accomplished. The “God of heaven” grants the ediagnl of a mystery (2:1Qtotrpiov)

to Daniel and his companions, and their execusaaverted. Daniel himself is promoted

and honoured.

In chapter 3, the king perceives that Shadrachhislels and Abednego refuse to worship
him, and he threatens to have them executed ifuthace. They entrust themselves to
“God whom we serve” (3:17), and, indeed, this Godhiown to miraculously save his
servants (3:28toug naidag avtod). Shadrach, Meshach and Abednego are vindicatgd a

promoted.

In chapter 4, the ruler Nebuchadnezzar is depasedfusing to acknowledge that “the

Most High rules over the kingdom of humadsfpwnwv] and he gives it to whomever

18| draw attention to the Septuagint terms her¢hase will be significant when looking
at the terminology of reversal in Paul's Greek.
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he chooses” (4:32). He is punished for this urgilicknowledges the sovereignty of God,

as opposed to his own humanity.

This story is rehearsed in the presence of Nebuwrdr's son Belshazzar in chapter 5,
who is similarly presented as refusing to humblgramwledge God: “You have exalted
yourself against the Lord God of heaven!” (5:2Bglshazzar’s rule is brought to an end,

whereas Daniel is honoured.

In chapter 6, those in positions of royal influecoaspire against Daniel, resulting in a
sentence of execution. God is depicted as mirasljcsaving Daniel, and his accusers

are executed in his place.

These pictures of individual reversal (of boastfuérs to condemnation, and righteous
sufferers to honot¥) are paradigmatic of the book of Daniel’s expéotat for Israel as a
whole. The book utilises the promise of apocatyptiversal as a means of providing
comfort, security, and hope for those who weregmtyg experiencing the insecurity and

uncertainty of foreign domination:

The deferral of eschatological hope is part ofategy for maintaining Jewish

life in a Gentile environment, even in the sendé&entile kings

Indeed, the book ends in chapter 12 with the egpiect of the resurrected vindication of

the righteous dead, and the final condemnatioredf others. Nickelsburg comments:

19 Similar examples of individual reversal occurlie Greek additions to the book,
Susanna and Bel and the Dragon.

20 John J. CollinsSeers, Sybils and Sages in Hellenistic-Roman Jondaisiden: Brill,
1997), 137. That the hope of apocalyptic revarsalgs comfort and security need not
imply that the literature expressing such hopewvesrirom a particularly downtrodden
group within Judaism. Such literature may repreaarfestablishment” theological
reflection on the possibility or nature of theogramder foreign domination. Philip R.
Davies considers, “There is absolutely no hint thaniel is the product of a fringe; its
opposition is only to the Seleucid monarchy; itievs are most probably aristocratic,
even priestly, scribes”. Philip R. Davies, “Thecd World of Apocalyptic Writings,” in
The World of Ancient Israel: Sociological, Anthréggical, and Political Perspectives:
Essays by Members of the Society for Old Testa8tady(ed. Ronald Ernest Clements;
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), 2b4:-258.
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For Daniel resurrection B meansy which both the righteous and the wicked
dead are enabled to receive their respective \atidic or condemnation. Thus
Daniel has gone beyond Isaiah. There will be gument for the wicked who are

already dead"

The figures of the condemned boastful ruler ands/thdicated righteous sufferer receive

continued utilisation and development in deuterat aon-canonical Jewish literature.

Wisdom of Solomon

The Wisdom of Solomon chides “the ungodly” whosearkiation that no one returns
from death leads them to reason that they shoultbleeto enjoy a dissolute life. They
play the role of what | have called the “boastfuer”, blind to God’s “mysteries”, and

boldly triumphant?

Wisdom of Solomon 2:21-22
For they were blinded by their own wickedness, diddnot know the mysteries
[nvothpua] of God, or hope for the reward of holiness, arcdin the prize for

blameless souls.

In chapter 5, the vindication of the suffering tiglhus is envisaged, involving the shocked
repentance of the onlooking former boasters (4saiiah 53%, who conclude that they

“did not know the way of the Lord":

L George W. E. Nickelsbur@esurrection, Immortality, and Eternal Life in
Intertestamental Judaism and Early Christian(iéxp. ed.; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 2006), 33; emphasis originalckdisburg has since come to doubt the
hint at chronological development here (cf. page 5)

2 Kolarcik correctly perceives that “death” is ultitely viewed positively for the
righteous, for whom it results in union with Goditlmegatively for the wicked, for whom
it means the final confirmation of their distanceni God. Michael KolarcikThe
Ambiguity of Death in the Book of Wisdom 1-6: Ad$tof Literary Structure and
Interpretation(AnB 127; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 190

% The similarity has not gone unnoticed: M. Jack@ygWisdom of Solomon;g5: A
Homily Based on the Fourth Servant SontBL 76/1 (1957): 26-33.
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Wisdom of Solomon 5:1-8

Then the righteous one will stand with much boldné&s view of those who had
oppressed him, and those who had disregardedbusis. Seeing him, they will
be stirred up with severe fear. And they will lmeaaed by the unexpectedness of
his salvation. They will speak to one anotherepentance, and from a spirit of
distress they will groan and say, “This is the af®m we once held to be a
laughingstock and an insulting byword — we fool®e considered his life to be
madness and his death to be dishonourable. Hihist such a person has been
counted among the sons of God, with an inheritameeng the saints? So we
had strayed from the way of truth, and the lightigfiteousness did not shine on
us, and the sun did not rise for us. We weredfilléth lawless and destructive
ways and travelled through inaccessible desertsybuwid not know the way of
the Lord. Of what benefit to us was arrogangegpneavia]? And of what help

to us was wealth with boastingNaloveiag]?”

The “way of the Lord” includes his ability to dedivto Hades androm Hades (16:13, cf.
Deuteronomy 32:39; Isaiah 10:14; 43:13; Tobit 13*2) direct application is made to
the boastful rulers of the earth, in chapter 6.irABaniel, they are called to humble

themselves and acknowledge the “Most High”, or &se his judgement:

Wisdom of Solomon 6:1-5

Listen then, kings, and understand! Learn, judgeke ends of the earth! Give
ear, you who rule over many and boasyfupwuévor] over the multitudes of
the nations! Your rule was given to you by thed,@and your power from the

Most High. He will examine your works and will sel out your plans, because

4 Samuel Cheon observes that the exodus is a dyupiagrammatic story lying behind
such material in the Wisdom of Solomon, and (alaity other literature) influences this
identification of God as the one who brings lifelateath. It seems likely to me that the
story of the exodus (and the song of Moses in Egzddi) is extremely influential on
depictions of “the way” of God as the divine Reegmnore broadly. See Samuel Cheon,
The Exodus Story in the Wisdom of Solomon: A SituBiplical Interpretation(Sheffield:
Sheffied Academic Press, 1997), 63.
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as assistants of his kingdom you did not judgetiyghr keep his law, or go along
with his purposes. Shockingly and hastily, he wilime upon you, because

severe judgement comes to those in positions dbaity.

In chapter 9, it is reiterated that (as in Danile “reasonings” of earthly “wise men” are
worthless; and genuine revelation necessarily cdrmes God. Thus there is a sharp

distinction between that which is “human” and taich is divine.

Wisdom of Solomon 9:13-14, 17

For what humandvBpwmnog] can know the counsel of God? Or who can discern
what the Lord wills? For the reasonings of morféis|t®v] are worthless....

But who has known your counsel, except the oneltonwvyou have given

wisdom, and to whom you have sent your holy sfrioitn above?

The Wisdom of Solomon thus continues and develogsitial motif of the condemned
boastful ruler and the vindicated righteous suffeusing these figures as respective
representatives dfumanwisdom andlivine wisdom. Hearers are urged to rely on God’s

wisdom, and so look forward to divine vindication.

Nickelsburg suggests that the “story of the persstand vindicated righteous man” in
the Wisdom of Solomon expresses a common ancieistiom tale”, with parallels in the
story of Joseph (Genesis 37-45), the story of Ahittee book of Esther, Daniel 3 and 6,

and the story of Susanna:

[A]lthough the Danielic stories are considerablgsér, they are in many points
similar in technique to Joseph, Ahikar, and Estttes:interweaving of narrative

and dialogue; similar structural elements (conspir#&ial, rescue, vindication,

% Both God's honour and the sufferer’s righteousiciibn receive vindication, as the
postmortal fate of God’s people is tied to thehfit justice of God. This emphasis on the
necessity of postmortal vindication is often vievesda decisive development in Jewish
wisdom literature. See, for example, John J. 68JlfThe Root of Immortality: Death in
the Context of Jewish WisdomFTR71/3 (1978): 177-192; Jack T. Sanders, “Wisdom,
Theodicy, Death, and the Evolution of Intellectiedditions,”JSJ36/3 (2005): 263-277.
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acclamation, etc.); observations about the charsi@enotions. These basic
similarities in theme, setting, characters, naveatechnique, and structure are
not likely the result of literary interdependencihe five stories are examples of

a commorGattung— the wisdom talé®

My own argument is not dependent on the discernmwieatparticular literary genre.
Nevertheless, Nickelsburg’s suggestion helpfulognises the culturally-recognisable
motifs in the Wisdom of Solomon’s portrayal of tiadication of the one suffering under

the persecution of rulers.

Epistle of Enoch

Loren T. Stuckenbruck’s introduction to the EpisifeEnoch immediately recalls the dual
motif of the condemned boastful ruler and the \éatkd righteous sufferer as it has been

seen so far:

Throughout these three sections [of the Epistlik sinners” are often described
as socially elite, wealthy, idolators and as pr@pas of false teaching; in stark
contrast, the “righteous”, with whom the writer idiéies, are oppressed, without

social influence and recipients of revealed Enoelistiom?’

The souls of the “righteous dead” are directly added, comforting them with the

assurance that divinely granted reversal is inblata

% Nickelsburg,Resurrection75. The suggestion is not new. W. Lee Humphrepsrts,
“From early Jewish tradition through modern schglatudy of the biblical materials,
similarities and connections have been suggestizeeba the tales of Joseph, Esther and
Mordecai, and Daniel and his companions.... Whertdle of Ahigar is considered in this
context, it becomes clear that we are dealing witbhmmon literary type that was quite
popular in the Near East of this period: the tdlthe courtier.... The tale concludes with
a notice of his [the courtier’s] exaltation to héghrank and reward and a comparable
punishment of his foe if such is appropriate.” Mge Humphreys, “A Life-Style for
Diaspora: A Study of the Tales of Esther and Dahi#BL 92/2 (1973): 211-223; 217.

" Loren T. Stuckenbrucld, Enoch 91-108CEJL; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2007), 3.
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1 Enoch 102:4-5

Be courageous, souls of the righteous who have-dmalils of the righteous and
godly — and do not grieve that your souls have eleded into Hades with grief
and your body of flesh has not been treated inrdleswe with your holy ways in

your life.

This encouragement is followed by a depiction ef tppressive sinners as those who

mock the idea of future post-mortal vindicationdaather choose to “eat, drink and be

merry” in the present, in 102:6-9.

As in Daniel and the Wisdom of Solomon, the “rigiue” trust in the God who reveals his

“mysteries” to his persecuted people:

1 Enoch 103:1-3
| swear to you.... | understand this mystery.... Traidness and joy and honour

have been prepared and written down for the sdutsose who have died while

godly.

Stuckenbruck reads this as a promise of reversal:

In the passage [103:1-4] the Enochic author prosrtise righteous a reversal of
the hard circumstances they have endured on ewmtlonly will they be restored
to life (v.4), they will be given an existence tlmeven better than “the lot of the

living” %

The motif of reversal thus pervades this work, envites hearers to patiently endure the

role of the righteous sufferer, as post-mortal idation is awaited.

28 Stuckenbruckl Enoch 518.
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2 Maccabees

In 2 Maccabees, as in Daniel, the situation ofgmrson under a king is depicted. The
evil ruler who has “authority amori@giman3 ("Eéovaiav év avBpinoig £xwv) is explicitly
denied resurrection (7:14-16), while those whoesufiir God under the king’s reign
expect to experience resurrected vindication. sdimktion is thus made between the

mortal (7:16:p8aptéc) king and the divine “king of the world*

2 Maccabees 7:7-9

And after the first brother had died in this wayey led the second up for their
mockery. And, having torn off the skin of his heasith the hair, they asked him,
“Will you eat rather than have your body punishaake part at a time?” But he
replied in the language of his father and said,™Nbherefore this brother also
received mistreatment as had the first. And whrewas at his last breath, he

said, “You accursed wretch! You destroy our lifehe present, but the king of

29 As Collins points out, the contrast betwérmananddivine kingship is pervasive in
Jewish works of this period that hold to an expmteof eschatological reversal: “The
common denominator of all eschatological formulagiof the kingdom... in addition to
the postulate of divine sovereignty, was rejectibforeign rule. The implementation of
the kingdom of God, whether by a messiah or a tiireavenly intervention, implied the
destruction of the kings and the mighty of this laftar Collins, Seers, Sybils and Sages
114. Martin Hengel’s work on the Zealots indicatest the theme of divine war in
apocalyptic literature was also taken up by thashé Maccabean/Zealot tradition as part
of an expectation of a future involvimgrthly fighters against foreign rulers: Martin
Hengel, The Zealots: Investigations Into the Jewish Freedlbomement in the Period
From Herod | Until 70A.Otrans. David Smith; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1989ans of
Die Zeloten. Untersuchungen zur jidischen Freibeitgeegung in der Zeit von Herodes |I.
bis 70 n. Chr(AGAJU 1; 2% ed.; Brill: Leiden, 1976). David M. Goodblatt hidy
cautions that a defiant emphasis on dikimgship did nonormally (apart from the
Sicarii) entail the rejection of every form of pees human rule: “Neither the belief that
God is the ruler of the universe nor resistandeteign domination entails rejection of all
human lords”. David M. Goodblatlements of Ancient Jewish Nationali@@ambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2006), 90. Christofdrgan helpfully characterises a
“stream of biblical voices” in which divine and #gn kingship are accepted
concurrently, as a reality for the present age:cxding to a consistent stream of biblical
voices, Gocthooseghat there shall be empires. Thus, Egypt (Gerv-40), Assyria (Isa.
10.5-6, 37:26-27), Babylon (Jer. 25.9, 27.5-6; Dhfh7-34), and Persia (Isa. 44.24-45.7)
are all, in their time and place, said (in the cafsSEgypt) to be blessed and to prosper, and
(in the case of Assyria, Babylon, and Persia) te ower other nations by God’s mandate.
Early postbiblical voices speak in a similar waytleé Greeks under Ptolemy Il
Philadelphusl(etter of Aristead5b, 19-21). But always such power is grantethiwithe
limits of God’s sovereignty. Those who exercisehspower are called to obey God’s
command, for the Lord alone is truly king”. Chogher BryanRender to Caesar: Jesus,
the Early Church, and the Roman Superpo{@:xford: Oxford University Press, 2005),
13.
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the world will raise us up and give us eternal, Ifecause we have died for his

laws”.

The mother of the seven martyrs urges her son®rietrr the mortal ruler, but to accept

death and look forward to resurrection:

2 Maccabees 7:28-29

| beg you, child! Look up to heaven and to thelgand see everything that is in
them, and know that God did not create them oeixidting things — and so it is
also with the human race. Do not fear this exeoesti, but be worthy of your
brothers in also accepting death, in order thétinmercy, | might receive you

back along with your brothers.

Jan Willem Van Henten points out that this refeeettcGod as creator indicates the
ground of the mother’s hope for resurrection: ther@n ultimate distinction between

human and divine capability:

As creator of the material world... and of humankitie Lord is able to recreate
the martyrs after their violent deaths. This isadaptation of a tradition which
can be found in the book of Psalms as well asdiaks(e.g. 44:2, 24), where the
promise of a future deliverance of Israel or ofradividual Israelite is confirmed
by a reference to the Lord’s creation of individhaman beings and of the

heaven and eartfi.

%0 Jan Willem Van Henterfhe Maccabean Martyrs as Saviours of the JewisipRed
Study of 2 and 4 Maccabegiden: Brill, 1997), 177-8. This distinctiontheen the
creative (and therefore re-creative) abilityGdd as opposed tbumanss also important
in much apocalyptic literature. Rudolf Schnackegbeomments, “These apocalypses
place the strongest possible emphasis on God'saigneaction and his final intervention
without any co-operation on man’s part.... AccordiagheSibylline OraclegV, 348)
God assumes the direction of things.... This isxusively divine action as on the
morning of creation. ‘Through myself alone andatioer were (the works of creation)
fashioned: so too will the end arrive through mfyalne and through no other’ (4 Esdras
6:6)". Rudolf Schnackenbur@od’s Rule and KingdorfLondon: Burns & Oates, 1968),
67; repr. ofGod’s Rule and Kingdorttrans. John Murray; New York: Herder & Herder,
1963); trans. o6Gottes Herrschaft und Rei¢Rreiburg: Herder, 1963).
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As in Daniel and the Wisdom of Solomon, the kingriged to repent and acknowledge

that divine sovereignty belongs to God alone:

2 Maccabees 7:37-38

And I, like my brothers, give both body and soulttee laws of the ancestors,
calling upon God to be merciful soon to the natamg with afflictions and
plagues to make you confess that there is one &wtthrough myself and my
brothers to bring the wrath of the Almighty, whieas been rightly brought upon

our whole race, to a standstill.

The dual motif of the condemned boastiumanruler and the vindicated righteoG®d-

reliant sufferer is thus well attested here.

3 Maccabees

The book of 3 Maccabees similarly paints a pictfrpersecution and vindication under a
threatening king. The boastful persecutors endaipg disgraced and defeated (6:34),
while those who have remained faithful and entidisieir cause to God eventually

receive vindication:

3 Maccabees 7:21-23

And, before their enemies, they [the formerly-peuted but now-vindicated
Jews] were held in greater esteem, with honourfead not having their
possessions wrested by anyone. And everyone rembedl of their possessions,
in accordance with the registration, so that ang Whd them returned them with
great fear. The Most High God perfectly accom@dsigreat things to bring

about their salvation. Blessed be the Rescuesraél, for all time. Amen.

It is notable that God is here defined as the ‘iestof Israel: his practice of vindicating

the persecuted is seen as essential to his identity
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Judith

The distinction between theumanand thedivineis important in the book of Judith, in
which mortal military power is overcome by deperntkenon God. As in Daniel, 2
Maccabees, and the Wisdom of Solomon, the boasiifedls are directly challenged for

their presumptuous claims to divine sovereignty 6c2):

Judith 8:12-14

And now, who are you to put God to the test todaw] to stand in place of God
in the midst of humans? And now you are testingighty God, but you will
never have knowledge. For you are not able tackeaut the depths of the
human heart, and you are not able to access thght®of the human mind. So
when it comes to God, who has made all of thesgythihow will you search out

and come to know his mind, or come to understaadhinking?

As in Daniel, the Wisdom of Solomon and the Episfi&noch, the distinction between
reliance on mortal wisdom and reliance on God essed in terms of divine revelation.
God shares his mysterious wisdom with his own peaid cannot be discerned by

presumptuous humans.

Judith 8:16
But you do not control the decisions of the Lord Gwd, because God is not like

a human, who can be threatened, or like humanraffgpvho can be bribed.

Judith’s prayer emphasises this ultimate distimcbetweerdivine andhumanknowledge

and power. Those rulers who presumptuously boasigir own power will ultimately be
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condemned by God, while those who humbly entrstgelves to God will ultimately

receive his powerful vindicatiott:

Judith 9:7-9

For see: the Assyrians have increased in their paxalting themselves on
account of horse and rider, priding themselvesiénstrength of their army,
placing their hope in shield and spear and bows$ind; and they do not know
that you are the Lord who crushes wars. The Legbur name. You throw
down the strong in your power, and you bring dolgirtmight in your wrath.
For they have conspired to pollute your holy plateslefile the resting place of
your glorious name, to cut down the horns of ydtarawith iron. Look at their

arrogance, and send your wrath upon their heads.

As in 3 Maccabees, God'’s practice of vindicating plersecuted is seen as essential to his

identity:

Judith 9:11, 14

For your might is not in numbers, nor your powettia strong; but you are God
of the humble, helper of the inferior, protectoitld weak, shelterer of the
weary, saviour of the despairing.... and make yousle/imation and every tribe
know that you are God, God of all power and mighg that there is no other

defender of the people of Israel except you!

Interestingly, this understanding of the identifyGmd is expressed in liturgy, as Judith
sings of the God who condemns boasters and virediche meek (16:1-17), recalling the
hymnic celebrations of divine reversal in the PsglExodus 15, and 1 Samuel 2 (and

seen also in the Magnificat).

31 Lawrence Mitchell Wills compares the story of thdiith preceding Jewish storylines
and concludes that in Judith, the condemnatioh@fiicked and the vindication of the
humble are distinctively brought together into agne event: reversal and deliverance are
seen together as “one great triumph”. Lawrenceh&ll Wills, The Jewish Novel in the
Ancient WorldNew York: Cornell University Press, 1995), 157.
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These examples illustrate the pervasive presentt@ésomotif of reversal in Jewish
literature. The figures of the condemned boastdrthe vindicated sufferer are important
recognisable characters in much Jewish narrateothstrating the character of God as

the one who powerfully accomplishes or promisegirsal.

Reversal adnterpretative Motif

The motif of divinely orchestrated reversal is mtiran a liturgical theme or a literary
pattern. It is also a lens through which histogyrbe read and evaluated. The history of
Israel was commonly (internally) interpreted anthmarised using the motif of divine
reversal, involving the downfall of enemies and thication of the suffering people of

God.

A summary of Israel’s history in Philo: Special La@

Philo recalls Deuteronomy 26 in describing the \grshat involves the presentation of
harvest-fruits at the temple. He depicts thisadetorship as centrally involving the
recitation of a common history, which summariseadbs identity by using the themes of

corporate persecution and subsequent corporatecatieh by God:

Philo, Special Law.217-219

This is the sense of the song: “The originatorswfrace left Syria and migrated
to Egypt. Being few in number, they grew to becam@ation of many people.
Their descendants underwent numerous sufferinggedtands of the land’s
inhabitants; and when it was apparent that thenéddoe no further aid from
humans, they became pleaders before God, seelirgeri his help. Their

pleas were accepted by the one who is kind tdvai¢ who suffer injustice; and
he entangled their oppressors with signs and weraled strange phenomena and

all the other spectacles that occurred at that.tifed those who were being
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abused, and attacked by every evil desire, he egscAnd he not only brought
them into freedom, but also gave them a fertilellaRrom the fruits of this land,

O Benefactor, we bring you the firstfruits”.

It is significant that Philo mentions the inabildf humango provide the necessary
vindication of the people of God. As in the Psaand other literature explored above, it
is emphatically only God who can bring about neagseeversal — which includes both

condemnation of oppressors and rescue of the cgraes

A summary of Israel’s history by Achior: Judith 5

The report of Achior to Holofernes in Judith 5 suupsthe history of Israel as a story of
persecution and vindication. Firstly, Israel wassecuted by the people of Chaldea, and
so they fled to Mesopotamia. Secondly, they experd famine in Canaan, so they went
to Egypt. Thirdly, they were exploited by the kioJEgypt, but miraculously rescued by
God. Fourthly, they were defeated in battle ardithair temple destroyed, but returned
to God, and thus to prosperity. This pattern énthead into the present situation, with

Achior concluding that God would defend his pedptael if attacked unjustly.

A summary of Israel’s history by Eleazar: 3 Macaabé

Eleazar's prayer in 3 Maccabees 6 reads the histioigrael as a series of divinely
rendered vindications of those “who are perishisdoaeigners in a foreign land” (6:3).
Pharaoh of Egypt and Sennacharib of Assyria amgadeas typical Gentile rulers who
have arisen against the people of God, only to @dee condemnation. The “three
companions”, Daniel, and Jonah are presented &atypithful Jews who rely upon God
in their suffering, and experience vindication. d3s called to act once again in

accordance with this reliable pattern, and to “ed'veimself in the face of mortal tyranny.
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A summary of Israel’s history by Stephen: Acts 7

According to Acts 7, Stephen’s spe&gbresents the history of Israel as a series of
significant persecutions (of individual righteoleople), most of which are followed by
divine vindication. Firstly (7:1-8), Abraham isgleted as being promised that his
descendants will be mistreated and enslaved, b&8odgjudges their captors and gives
them the land of inheritance. Secondly (7:9-163%ejph is depicted as being sold, before
God rescues him from affliction and appoints hinatposition of favour. Thirdly (7:17-
22), Moses is depicted as being abandoned as a lbatoye being adopted into royalty.
Fourthly (7:23-36), the adult Moses is depictedaisng misunderstood and rejected by his
fellow Israelites, before being appointed by Godilierate the people from slavery.
Fifthly (7:37-43), Israel is depicted as rejectMgses in favour of idolatry — and no
vindication is mentioned. In 7:44-50, the impo##ibof humans providing for God is
emphasised. Finally, in 7:51-53, the pattern a§geution of the righteous is applied to
Jesus, “the Righteous one”. Jesus’ vindicatidninged at in Stephen’s subsequent vision
of Jesus “at the right hand of God”; and Stephews death (without apparent

vindication) is reported immediately subsequerthis.

The pattern of persecution-vindication is cleadgd to read Israel’s history; but it is

evident that for Christ and his followers, full digation is still awaited.

%2 views on Acts 7 range from the opinion that iaishistorically reliable record of
Stephen’s speech to the opinion that it is a Lud@mnposition. My argument here neither
depends upon nor denies an earlier date for thisriahthan the date of the composition
of Acts, such as the view of Marcel Sim@&t, Stephen and the Hellenists in the Primitive
Church(London: Longmans, 1958). My broad intentionoglemonstrate that various
interpretations of Hebrew history, even into thei§tfan period, utilise the motif of
reversal. With regard to Stephen’s speech inqa4at | seek to draw attention to the fact
that the episodes depict not only popular rejeabibtihe prophets, but also divine
vindication. As Charles H. Talbert notes, “it vihe rejected one whom God made ruler
and deliverer for them”. Charles H. Talbé&gading Acts: A Literary and Theological
Commentary on the Acts of the Apost{&¥' ed.; RNT; Macon, Ga.: Smyth & Helwys,
2005), 62.
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A summary of Israel’s history in 2 Peter

That “the Lord knows how to rescue the godly froialt and to keep the unrighteous in
punishment until the day of judgement” is consideagiomatic in 2 Peter (2:2), where
formative events in Israel’s history are recallsceaidence. The holding of disobedient
angels, the punishing flood, and the condemnati®@odom and Gomorrah are paradigms
of God’s ultimate future judgement of evildoers;iltihe rescues of Noah and of Lot are

paradigms of God'’s ultimate future rescue of thifesimg righteous.

Again, then, formative Hebrew narratives are sumopedsing the motifs of
condemnation and vindication. God vindicates thalse trust in him while suffering
under enemies. It is essential to the argumeBtRdter 2 that the vindication occurs

according to a divine, rather than human, schedule.

A summary of Israel’s history by Josephus: Jewisin BV

Josephus reviews the history of Israel as a sefipsrsecutions followed by divinely-
timed vindications. His discussion of the exodusnds is illustrative of this review in

general, and of the formative significance of tkedts “reversal” in particular:

Josephus]ewish Wal5.382-383

Should | mention the migration of our ancestorEggpt? Though they were
oppressed and made subject to foreign rulers forHandred years, and could
have defended themselves with weapons and violelidt¢hey not turn to God?
Who does not know about Egypt being filled withratinner of beasts, and
perishing with all manner of disease, the fruitliessl, the failing Nile, the ten
successive plagues, and how because of these thingsicestors were sent out

with a guard, without bloodshed, without risk, asdGed his holy people?
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Josephus presents himself as attempting to persusdelow Jews that they must await
vindication from God, rather than fruitlessly fighgainst the established pattern of

divinely-timed reversal.

The Motif of Reversal as an Influential Cultural Conceptualisation

The presence and function of this motif of revemsaluch a diversity of liturgy, literature,
historical interpretation, and divine address ssygeshared cultural conceptualisation.
That is, the motif represents important concepiabery, informing early Jewish

identity, worship, story-telling, and interpretatiof history.

Clearly the motif was flexible enough to be undewstand utilised differently in different
circumstances. For the Maccabeans, Judith, anAehlets, for exampl& it seems that
the time of divine vindication could be promptecharried by human activity, whereas
for Daniel, the Epistle of Enoch, and Josephustithe of divine vindication was to be
patiently awaited. Nevertheless, the patternfitggbears to be pervasive. The
Maccabeans, Daniel, Judith, the Epistle of Endeh Zealots and Josephus agree that
divinely granted reversal is inevitable, involvitige downfall of boastful rulers and the

vindication of the righteous.

It seems that this shared cultural conceptualisatias engaged and renegotiated with the

reception of Jesus among the earliest Christians.

3 And perhaps those involved in the Bar Kokhba férel Roland Deines argues that
this revolt was largely inspired by the theologicalculation that the seventh decade
following the destruction of the temple marked didne timing of Jerusalem’s
vindication — a vindication pre-empted by the rébel Roland Deines, “How Long?
God’s Revealed Schedule for Salvation and the @atbof the Bar Kokhba Revolt,”
Forthcoming.

% Hengel writes: “The insistence on the ‘sole rll&od’ that was so closely associated
with the revolt against Roman rule was for the @tsathe first step towards bringing
about the kingdom of Gothe coming of which was at least partly dependerthe
personal participation of God’s peopleHengel, The Zealots228; emphasis mine.
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3. Reversal and Christological Interpretation

At many points, the New Testament writers utilise theme of reversal, and see it as
coming to fulfilment in the events associated with coming, suffering, death,
resurrection, ascension, and return of Jesus CHfisim Mary’s song (Luke 1:46-55) to
the New Song (Revelation 5:9-14), the gospel ofigé&hrist is presented as a message of
impending (but inaugurated) reversal. It seemsttieevents of Jesus Christ were

interpreted in the light of the reversal motif, gavdmpted a renegotiation of that motif.

Three instances of this christological adaptatibthe reversal motif will be noted here:
the parables of reversal in the teaching of Jakes;ise of psalms of reversal in Mark’s

Gospel; and the attitude to “rulers” in Acts.

The Historical Jesus and the Motif of Reversal

The interpretative Christological motif of revergmles back to Jesus himself. John
Dominic CrossaiT points to a number of parables that he views asafgles of reversal”
spoken by the historical Jesus, and suggests $hai'double and opposite reversal is the

challenge the Kingdom brings to the complacent mdcynof one’s accepted world”.

Of course, the question of which parables fit t@tegory might be debated. Related to
this, the extent to which Jesus’ teaching claimsrananentbor adeferredreversal (or

some combination of the two) is not agreed uponraioterpreters.

Interestingly, Jesus is depicted in Mark’s Gosatgplaining his use of parables with a
quotation from Isaiah that itself hints at reveir®aark 4:12): those who think that they
can see will be blinded by the parables (whilespneably, those who know themselves to
be blind will have their eyes opened). Perhapsslissself-consciously taking on the role

of the Isaianic Servant.

% John Dominic Crossain Parables: The Challenge of the Historical Je§Benoma,
Calif.: Polebridge, 1992), 73-74.
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Jesus as the Vindicated Sufferer in Mark

Mark’s Gospel especially presents Jesus as thevbagersonifies the Davidic figure of
the Psalms of royal lamefft. Mark 3:20-21 reports the reproach of Jesus’ famil
concerning his mission, a motif of Psalm 69. InfkM@&12 Jesus says that it is written that
the Son of Man must be treated with contempt, diyuan allusion to the Greek version
of Psalm 22:7. Mark 14:18 sees Jesus betrayeaidwbo eats with him, an evocation of
Psalm 41:9. In Mark 14:34 “it seems that Mark ta&eecurring phrase from Pss 41:6,12
[that is, 42:5, 11] and 42:5 [that is, 43:5] andhwes it into his story by putting it on the
lips of Jesus™® the downcast soul of the Psalmist is personifiedeisus. The casting of
lots for the divided clothing of the Davidic Psa#inin Psalm 22:18 is evoked in Mark
15:24, in the actual experience of Jesus. MarR%30 evokes the common Psalmic
motif of the figure who is reviled by passers bynatif utilised in relation to the Davidic
persona in Psalm 22:7. Mark 15:34 brings thisaighe Psalms firmly into the
foreground, with Psalm 22:1 heard from the lipshef dying Jesus: “My God, my God,

why have you forsaken me?” And Mark 15:36 is résgent of Psalm 69:21, with the

suffering figure offered vinegar to drink.

For Mark then, the identity and project of Jesuy imaapproached by hearing him as the
speaker of the Davidic lament psalms, in this velgntifying himself with Israel, as a
figure whose sufferings cry out for divine vindiceat, and constitute a path for the

community to follow®® These Christians for whom Mark writes are sumrddioeexpress

% Here | draw especially on two resources aside ffeerGospel of Mark itself: Stephen
P. Ahearne-Kroll;The Psalms of Lament in Mark’s Passion: Jesus’ Biavsuffering
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007);Aand Collins, “The Appropriation of
the Psalms of Individual Lament by Mark,” Tine Scriptures in the Gospékd. C.M.
Tuckett; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 19978-221. My references are to the
Psalms as humbered and versed in the Christiaitidrad

37 Ahearne-Kroll,Psalms of Lamen67.

% Donald Juel rightly notes: “The Psalter playeditical role in the development of the
passion tradition. In all the Gospels, the stdryesus’ death is narrated with features
taken from Psalms 22, 31, and 69, to name the afmsbus.... Nor is it surprising that
Jesus’ followers turned to the Psalter to undedstas crucifixion.... In numerous
psalms, innocent sufferers bring their case beBwé in the form of complaints and
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their incorporation into this Messiah of Israelfbilowing him in the way of the cross,
and crying out with him for divine vindication. @ are to believe in his resurrection and
look forward to the implied endpoint of this remation, the “final harvest® vindication

of the Messiah and his community.

Earthly Rulers and Opponents as the Condemned Boagsts in Acts

The book of Acts presents the apostles as inténgrptesent-day powerful opponents to

be the scornful-but-condemned opponents foreshadlawne Psalms and prophets.

In Acts 4 the Jerusalem church is depicted as qgd&salm 2 in a prayer to God,
explicitly equating its doomed human “rulers” witerod and Pilate, who opposed Jesus,

and with the authorities who presently threatenctierch itself°

Acts 4:23-29
Master, you who made heaven and earth and thenskeallghat is in them, spoke
by the Holy Spirit through the mouth of David yaam, saying,

Why do the nations rage

And the people imagine vain things?

petitions”. Donald JueMessianic Exegesis: Christological Interpretatiditive Old
Testament in Early Christianit§Philadelphia, Pa.: Fortress Press, 1988), 89.

%9 Cf. the seed parables of Mark 4. Hays commenth®@meception of the psalms of
lament: “Israel’s historical experience had faksifia purely immanent literal reading of
the texts; the line of David had in fact lost theohe, and Israel’'s enemies had in fact
seized power. Thus, the promise that God woukkrap David's seed and establish his
kingdom forever (e.g., 2 Sam 7:12-14; Ps 89:8ajto be read as having reference to an
eschatological future. How, then, would the rdgatent psalms be understood? They
would be construed — by many Jews, not only by<Gians — as paradigmatic for Israel’s
corporate national sufferings in the present tiamg their characteristic triumphant
conclusions would be read as pointers to God’sagetdgical restoration of Israel. Thus
‘David’ in these psalms becomes a symbol for thelelpeople and — at the same time — a
prefiguration of the future Anointed One... who vial the heir of the promises and the
restorer of the throne”. Hay€pnversion110-111.

“0 Talbert is right to perceive this utilisation af@Pm 2 as eschatological, messianic, and,
specifically, “applicable to Jesus’ passion”. TalhReading Acts46. Witherington’'s
addition, furthermore, is essential: “it is ofterkén to refer to events in the life of Jesus,
but the narrative here is about events in thedif¢he church Ben Witherington 111,The
Acts of the Apostles: A Socio-Rhetorical Commeni@aylisle: Paternoster, 199&00;
emphasis original. The pivotal events associatiiu tive Messiah, and their
programmatic influence on the church, are givenrmomexpression in the liturgical
language of reversal.
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The kings of the earth take their stand

And the rulersdi &pxovteg] gather together

Against the Lord and against his Christ.
For, truly, both Herod and Pontius Pilate, togethigh the nations and the
people of Israel, gathered together in this citgiast your holy son Jesus, whom
you anointed, in order to do as much as your haxdyaur decision had fore-

ordained would happen. And now, Lord, look upagirtthreats, and give all

boldness to your servants, to speak your word.

In Acts 13, Paul is presented as quoting Psalri$ 2and 55, as well as Habakkuk 1, in

order to prove the point that it was necessaryhferMessiah to be raised from the dead in
the face of persecuting, unbelieving scoffers — wiald themselves perish. Once again,
Pilate and the “rulers” are seen as fulfilling geeiptural role of persecutors and would-be

destroyers:

Acts 13:27-30

For those living in Jerusalem and their rulerisipyovrtec], having failed to
recognise him or the words of the prophets thatead each Sabbath, fulfilled
them by condemning him. And despite finding noumias for a charge
deserving death, they asked Pilate to have himutedc And when they had
fulfilled all of the things written about him, thégok him down from the tree and

put him in a tomb. But God raised him from thedlea

The present generation of would-be persecutoraised that the trajectory set by their

scoffing ends in their own condemnation (Acts 13440

The early churches, it seems, heard the Psalnhefdorporate recitation and the

scriptures of their inheritance as expressing they ©f Jesus, the suffering Messiah,

“1 Of course, there are questions regarding the etdemhich this represents a speech by
Paul or arapologiaby Luke: see, for example, Luke Timothy Johnskre Acts of the
ApostlegSP; Collegeville, Minn.: Order of St. Benedic®9R), 239. The early
christological application of reversal is evidemeither scenario.
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whose persecution at the hands of worldly “ruldratl resulted in death, but whose
resurrected vindication would one day reach cosn#ifestation with the condemnation
and judgement of these rulers. The reversal rhasfbeen renegotiated to express the
“gospel” orkerygmaof the death, resurrection, and deferred cosnmdigation of Jesus,

the Christ.

4. The Imagination of the Apostle and the Flow of 1
Corinthians

Paul’'s Rhetoric

| contend that this reception of Jesus is evidetié creative theology and rhetoric of

Paul, the self-confessed “Hebrew of Hebrews”.

In seeking to be attentive to the arrangement af ®#aommunication it is necessary to
move beyond the examinationgénre(or form, or rhetorical conventiol to consider
broader issues of flexiblmental imageryandcultural conceptualisation Additionally, it

is necessary to move beyond the practical assumptia monolithic Greco-Roman
rhetorical culture, to emphasise, within the comipjeof Paul’s identity and literary
manner, the significant influence of tkisrygma‘in accordance with the Scriptures”. Just
as it would be naive to think that early Christigndudaism and Hellenism are completely
separable, it would also be naive to think thatitlberpretative and communicative motifs
of Judaism — or of the Messianic sect to which Raad converted — were effectively

dissolved in the conventions of Greco-Roman oratory

“2There is a parallel in the communicative strategieAustralian Aboriginal cultures: lan
G. Malcolm’s research (my father, Emeritus Profesdédcdith Cowan University,
Western Australia) has concerned the ways in whigstralian Aboriginal users of
English frequently use the language in distinc{ased sometimes culturally subversive)
ways. Discourse is often distorted and misundetstbit is interpreted using the imagery
and communication-patterns of non-Aboriginal AugaraEnglish. It is essential, he
argues, that Aboriginal English discourse be urtdedson its own terms. See, for
example, lan G. Malcolm and Farzad Sharifian, “As$p®f Aboriginal English Oral
Discourse: An Application of Cultural Schema ThebdipisS4/2 (2002): 169-181; and
lan G. Malcolm and Susan Kaldor, “Aboriginal Enpli®\n Overview,” inLanguage in
Australia(ed. Suzanne Romaine; Cambridge: Cambridge UrifydPgess, 1991), 67-84.
This perspective is not peripheral, and influeredgcational and judicial processes in
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Paul identifies himself to the Corinthians as apdtle of Jesus Christ” (1:1) who has
been called to “proclaim the gospel” (1:17) to thamd it would be unhelpfully

restrictive to seek to understand Paul’'s discowiigout reference to the shared imagery
and communicative motifs of this utterly self-coiosrs sub-cultural identification. Thus,
while it need not be denied that Paul met “expémtatfor ‘cultural literacy’ of a Greek-
speaking Diaspora Jew in the first centdfythis should not result in the conclusion that
the rhetorical resources available to him weretéohto those that were generic across the

Greco-Roman world.

Paul’s Biography

| suggest that for Paul himself, the Damascus Ro@érience involved unexpectedly

coming to view Jesus as the one in whom Israetiz@avorld’s hope of reversal I4.

Paul had been zealously pursuing the cleansingraél*® but he now came to view his
actions as presumptuotfshaving been blind to what God was doing in thetlilea

resurrection, and deferred manifestation of J&sus.

Australia. In a resource for Australian schootteas, Diana Eades writes, “To people
not trained in linguistic and sociolinguistic argil; it might appear that Aboriginal
English is simply an uneducated variety of Englidbwever, this would be an erroneous
assumption, for while there are a number of feat(particularly grammatical features)
which AE shares with other non-standard varietidsmmlish, there are many others
which are distinctively Aboriginal. These featutestify to the fact that Aboriginal ways
of using language and communicating have survivetdramained strong — despite the
extinction of traditional languages all over thetieent”. Diana Eades, “Aboriginal
English,” Primary English Teachers’ Associationn@8 (1993): 2. Cited 23July 2010.
Online: http://www.elit.edu.au/mediaLibrary/docunspens/PEN093.pdf. For legal
applications see, for example, Diana Eaddmriginal English and the Law:
Communicating with Aboriginal English Speaking 6tg&e A Handbook for Legal
Practitioners(Brisbane: Queensland Law Society, 1992).

3 Margaret M. Mitchell, “Pauline Accommodation ar@ndescensions{ykatdfacic):

1 Cor 9:19-23 and the History of Influence”®aul Beyond the Judaism/Hellenism Divide
(ed. Troels Engberg-Pedersen; Louisville, Ky.: Wifésster John Knox Press, 2001), 197-
214; 199.

44 Ciampa and Rosner rightly note, “For Paul, the, lifeath, and resurrection of Jesus
were the decisive events in the history of Israel even the world”. Roy E. Ciampa and
Brian S. RosnefThe First Letter to the Corinthianf®NTC; Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, Forthcoming) 10.

> Numerous scholars have connected Paul’s acticthstia “zeal” that characterised the
tradition of Phinehas and the Maccabeans. RicBalidcomments: “The pre-Christian
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Thus Paul’'s formative experience of Jesus, as drasaresurrected Lordship had been
startlingly hidden by the outrageous shame of hisifixion, renegotiated the reversal
motif by applying it prototypically to the deatlesurrection, and awaited manifestation of
Jesus, the “hidden” Christ. Belonging to God’sgdeamow had to mean belonging to this

Christ.

Terrance Callan argues:

Paul, as Haacker argues, most probably saw hisqgisn of Christians in this tradition
stemming from Phineas.... It would therefore sedwlyithat Paul belonged to the
radical end of the Pharisaic spectrum”. Richardell, Provoked to Jealous§f ibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 1994), 306. G. Walter Hansen commeéht Galatians Paul describes his
life ‘in Judaism’ as having been characterized bggtremely zealous devotion to the
Jewish traditions (1:14). His zeal was a markhefdews of his time who fought to
maintain the purity of the Jewish way of life frqgmarvasive Hellenistic influences”. G.
Walter Hansen, “Paul’s Conversion and His Ethi€¢efedom in Galatians,” ihhe Road
From Damascus: The Impact of Paul's Conversion @life, Thought, and Ministry

(ed. Richard N. Longenecker; Grand Rapids, Mickrdmans, 1997), 213-237; 216.
Martin Hengel argues that such “zeal” had beconmegséve in the Judaism of the era:
“[Z]eal for God’s cause, that is, for the law ahe Sanctuary, was a phenomenon that had
characterized the whole of Palestinian Judaisneirecal from the time of the Maccabees
and in particular the groups of Essenes and Plearisho had emerged from the Hasidim.
Even early Christianity had been at least to soxbent influenced by its Jewish
inheritance. This ‘zeal’ was based on a consciessof Israel’s election and separateness
and it was therefore experienced in a completegitive way. It was not until the
catastrophes of 70 and 135 A.D. that the rabbimafieenced by those events, began to
develop a more critical attitude towards certajmeass of this zeal”. Hengelhe Zealots
224.

46 By this | mean that Paul came to perceive thaemlously pursuing the purity of Israel,
he had been effectively pursuing a manifest “realéthat had in fact already been
initiated by God in a hidden way, in Christ. Hehgjenilarly characterises the approach
of the Zealots as an attempt to anticipate andrgéméivine reversal: “the attempt to
achieve by every possible means the ‘purity ofdbnaas at the same time an attempt to
prepare the way for the eschatological coming of'Gddengel, The Zealots228.

7 As Hengel and Roland Deines note, Paul later esipbs that he had mis-perceived
Jesus: “The assertion of [Jesus’] former followtbie God had raised him from the dead,
had exalted him to himself ‘in power’ (Rom.1.3b)the right hand of God and appointed
him Messiah, Son of God and coming judge of theldydrad to be opposed with all
resolution. Like many responsible and learned melerusalem, Sha'ul too will have
shared this view — and in so doing have completesjudged the crucified Messiah of
Israel, as he himself later confesses, ‘in a flegkdy”. Martin Hengel and Roland
Deines,The Pre-Christian Pauftrans. John Bowden; London: SCM, 1991), 64.
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[Dlying and rising with Christ as part of the boalfyChrist is central both to
Paul’'s understanding of Jesus as Savior and tortderstanding of Christian

life.*®

S.A. Cummins succinctly summarises this “corpai@hristology” in Paul:

For the apostle Paul, an integral aim and outwgrkihGod’s self-disclosure in
Jesus Christ is the incorporation of the wholewhhnity into Messiah Jesus and
his Spirit, and thereby into the divine life thateternal communion with the
triune God. The historical and theological dimensiof such a claim involve at
least two key interrelated aspects of Paul's Colagly: namely, that Jesus’
messianic identity and destiny encompass an Isgzaific life and death
transposed into his exaltation as universal livingd, and that this pattern and
path are replicated in the lives of all those whmiacorporated into him as the

messianic and Spirit-empowered eschatological geopGod?®

In reacting to perceived presumptuous/autonomonsuggdity in Corinth, then, Paul was
able to interpret and respond to the situation kwams of the reversal motif that had,
beginning at the Damascus Road, become focuséd ketygmaof the Christ® Those
who were engaging in boastful, presumptuous stgduges were effectively blinded by

the shame of the crucified Christ, preferring taypthe role of the boastful ruler. They

“8 Terrence CallarDying and Rising with Christ: The Theology of Pthe ApostlgNew
York: Paulist Press, 2006), 8.

49'S.A. Cummins, “Divine Life and Corporate Christgjo God, Messiah Jesus, and the
Covenant Community in Paul” ifhe Messiah in the Old and New Testamésds

Stanley E. Porter; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdma@8,%, 190-209; 190. Cummins’
summary unfortunately lacks recognition of thddennes®f Christ’'s exaltation. Callan
rightly gives some attention to this theme: “Thuwi§tians have died but not yet risen
with Christ; or their death and resurrection withriSt has not yet been revealed; or their
life is an ongoing death and resurrection with €friAll of this is so because salvation
has not yet fully arrived”. Callaying and Rising with Christ128.

¥ Hengel and Deines make a similar connection: “Wianl explicitly stresses around
twenty years later that the crucified Christ — heme could almost speak of the crucified
Messiah — is a stumbling block to the Jews (I C@B}, he is describing not only his
present experience of mission but the personahoffevhich he had taken to the message
of the crucified Messiah as a Pharisaic scribeherbasis of his understanding of the
Torah, when he still knew Christ ‘after the flesiHengel and Deine®re-Christian

Paul, 81.
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must therefore be reminded of the necessity ofistpan Christ's death — and hiddenness
— before sharing publicly the manifestation of Gtisiresurrected glory. The main body
of 1 Corinthians ends up exhibiting what might laélexl kerygmatic rhetoricmoving

from a corrective summons to identify with ttr®ssin chapters 1-4 through to a

corrective summons to await the fullnessexurrectionin chapter 15:

1 Corinthians 1-4Divisive boastings set against inhabitation Ghrist’s cross
1 Corinthians 5-14The cross applied
1 Corinthians 15Disregard for the deaib set against the expected manifest inhabitation

of Christ's resurrectiont

I will examine this in more detail after briefly msidering Paul’s other letters.

Paul’s Other Letters

As 1 Corinthians is the only New Testament lettecame from Paul and Sosthenes as co-

senders, it should not be surprising if it hasidisive features. However, what | have

described akerygmatic rhetorianay be seen to arise flexibly to some degreeharot

letters of Paul.

2 Corinthians

Paul’s subsequent (canonical) letter to the Coiamhbegins by summing up his apostolic

ministry as one ofleath in hope of resurrectiorindeed, God idefinedthere as the one

“who raises the dead” (2 Corinthians 1:9). PaulnB# opines that Paul has drawn on a

*1| use the terminology of “inhabitation” here, ewinugh such imagery is seldom
explicit in 1 Corinthians itself (although see 1®).1 Such terminology is an attempt to
capture the letter’s insistence on human indeb&iteGod-in-Christ for status (1:2),
present calling (1:5-7), and future hope (1:8).e Torinthians are summoned not only to
emulate Christ as a great example, but to recoghéeheir very life and identity comes
from union with him (1:30); and they are thus tbjsat their conceptions of their own
status, life, and conduct to an acknowledgemehtsifcrucified and exalted) identity.
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Jewish conception of God, which has become crystallin his own gospel of the

resurrected Christ:

[t may be no coincidence that, as he adaptedritst Synagogue Benediction in
his epistolary benediction, he now alludes to thed®d Benedictiof: whose
subject is resurrection. Paul’'s own piety has tw&ped by the synagogue,
which he is unashamed to betray. Yet, the expegiefthe Risen One has

permanently altered the structure of his thodght.

This fits well with the argument of this dissertaiti The “structure of [Paul’s] thought”
has been shaped by his encounter with the Christhals died and risen; and tkerygma
about this Christ, informed by the Jewish imagdryesersal, suggests motifs and patterns

for historical interpretation and discourse.

Romans

Similarly, in what is largely agreed to be his neanonical) letter, Paul's conception of
the identification of believers with the death-amdurrection of the Christ plays an
essential role. Moo suggests that this concetaabecome for Paul “an unbreakable

‘law of the kingdofi Moo expands:

For the glory of the kingdom of God is attainedyotfirough participation in
Christ, and belonging to Christ cannot but bring participation in the

sufferings of Christ?

*2 Ralph P. Martin quotes this Benediction as “Thou,ord, art mighty forever, thou
makest the dead to live”. Ralph P. Mar@nCorinthians(WBC; Waco, Tex.: Word
Books, 1985), 15.

*3 paul BarnettThe Second Epistle to the Corinthigh8CNT; Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, 1997), 87.

> Douglas J. MooThe Epistle to the Roma@NICNT; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans,
1996), 506; emphasis mine.
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Philippians

This “law of the kingdom” perhaps provides struettw Paul’s letter to the Philippians,

with one example after another of its embodiment:

1:12-26:Paulis shown to “suffer” and to expect “deliverance”

1:27-30:Philippiansare urged to “suffer” as they live in accordandththe “gospel of
Christ”

2:1-11:Jesuss presented as the paradigm of one who williraglgepts “death on a cross”
before being “exalted”

2:12-18:Paulis depicted as being “poured out” as a libatiothenhope that he might
boast “on the day of Christ”

2:19-24:Timothyis presented briefly as an exemplar of one whmtsself-interested but
rather serves Christ “in the work of the gospel”

2:25-30:Epaphrodituss commended for his willingness to come “closegath” for the
sake of Christ

3:1-16:Paulis shown to have suffered the “loss of all thingsbrder to “share in Christ’s
sufferings”, and one day “the resurrection of teadl

3:17-4:1:Philippiansare urged to become “imitators” of Paul rathentbaemies of “the

cross of Christ”

It would seem possible that here, the identificatié believers with the death and
resurrection of Christ — Moo’s Pauline “law of tkiegdom” — has combined with the
Greco-Roman moralistic commonplace of Exemplaryulimgntation to produce a

particular expression d&ferygmatic rhetoric

Rollin A. Ramsaran comments on the converging aichs of a variety of approaches

to the study of the arrangement of Philippians:
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It is generally recognized that Philippians 1:27r38&rks an important
imperatival exhortation (epistolary; oral/aural)fonctions as the letter’s
propositio or propositional statement (rhetoricd¥jost hold that Paul’s use of
noAiteteobe in 1:27 androAitevua in 3:20 forms a ring device around 1:27-
3:21, and Paul’'s argumentation within the smaktisns is built on key

examples (Christ, Timothy, Epaphroditus, Paul).

Ramsaran identifies the assertion “For to me te ivChrist and to die is gain” as a key

maxim of the letter, and notes:

A careful and attentive reading of 1:12-4:1 ideeasifthe theme of life and death

as central to the series of examples containe@ith®r

It may well be that the converging conclusions ofdety of interpretative approaches
could be further illuminated by considering tenceptual imagery of the kerygmas a

rhetorical resource.

Colossians

Colossians, similarly, whether a product of Pauh &tauline heir, appears to exhibit what
I am callingkerygmatic rhetoricallowing the motif of death and resurrection With

Christ to give overall shape to the main body ef ltter:

1:1-2:5: Christ in you; you in Christ
2:6-4:1: Walking in Christ
e Sharing Christ's death

e Sharing Christ’s resurrection

5 Rollin A. Ramsaran, “Living and Dying, Living isying (Philippians 1:21): Paul's
Maxim and Exemplary Argumentation in Philippianis,'Rhetorical Argumentation in
Biblical Texts(ed. Anders Eriksson et al.; Harrisburg, Pa.: tyiRress International,
2002), 325-338; 325-326.

°6 Ramsaran, “Living and Dying,” iRhetorical Argumentatio(ed. Eriksson et al.), 332.
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4:2-18: Service of Christ in the world and the atur

Indeed, James D.G. Dunn, in summing up the thentleedktter, points out:

Paul insists that the other teaching [i.e. the tGsilan heresy”] has failed to

understandhe gospel of the crogsoperly (Col. 2:8-155’

The utilisation of the motif of death and resuri@etin Colossians is different to its
utilisation in 1 Corinthians. In Colossians (asiomans 6), death and resurrection are
both to be claimed in the present; while in 1 Cihvisns (as in Philippians), death is to be
claimed in the present, and resurrection to betadais a future destination. The

application of the renegotiated motif clearly retaflexibility.

A full examination of these letters, however, ihiecessary here. My purpose is simply to
point out that the idea ofkeerygmatic rhetorién 1 Corinthians would not be greatly
divergent to what is found in the rest of the RalCorpus. On the contrary, other parts

of the corpus may be examined fruitfully in sudligat.

1 Corinthians: From Boastful Rulers to Hopeful Sufrers

| contend, then, that 1 Corinthians may be heamkpgessing the fundamentality of
identification with Christ in his death and resuatien, in order to move the Corinthian

church frompresumptuous autonontiy dependence on God in Christ

Paul’s letter confronts the Corinthians with a cieoiwill they align themselves with

those who boastfully scorn the meek — the “ruldéithis age” who “crucified the Lord of
glory” — or will they become imitators of Chris#égpostles who “have been condemned to
death” and “die every day"? Will they assume thie 1of the boaster who awaits

condemnation, or the sufferer who awaits vindiagio

" James D.G. Dunfihe Epistles to the Colossians and to Philemonof@entary on
the Greek TextNIGTC; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1996), l&6phasis mine.
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| seek to demonstrate in the rest of this dissertdahat this is a defensible and attentive

reading of the letter. Here, | provide an overvigvguch a reading:

Chapters +4

The choice is set up in the opening four chaptétbeletter. Paul raises the problem of
squabbling divisions over leadership in the chuditisions that he sees as expressive of
a human-confident orientation, rather than a Gqokddent orientation. So he calls the
Corinthians to choose whether they desire to lgmad with rulers who are honourably
wise in this age (who will be condemned), or apsstf the cross (who will be

vindicated):

For the word of the crosk) those who are being destroyéfoolishness; bub
us who are being saveit is the power of God. For it is written, Will destroy
the wisdom of the wise, ardvill reject the understanding of those with

understanding”. (1:18-19)

Paul attempts to persuade the Corinthians notadtsamselves as the mighty rulers, but
as the poor “nothings”, and he uses the familiamieology of the God who brings

reversal:

For consider the situation of your calling, brothand sisters: not many of you
werewiseaccording to the flesh, not many wem@werful not many were of
noble pedigree But God has chosen tfaolishthings of the world in order to
shame the wisend God has chosen thveakthings of the world in order to

shame the strong(1:26-27)

Paul seems to be imaginatively hearing their direisboastful desire for esteem as a

desire to be in the position of the haughty worldikers who are heading for destruction.
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He presents the apostles (most notably, himselffgudios) as an alternative embodiment
of spirituality — shaped by the apparent weaknessfaolishness of the cross. In the
tradition of Daniel, the Wisdom of Solomon, 1 Enaaid Judith, Paul presents himself as
being the recipient of the revealed “mystery” ofide wisdom, as opposed to the “wise

men” in positions of elite influence:

And in coming to you, brothers and sisters, | ditl come witheminence of
speech or of wisdonproclaiming thenysteryof God to you. For | decided not
to know anything among you except for Jesus Chared, him crucified. And |

came to you in weakness and in fear and in muchbtiag. (2:1-3)

Paul goes on to make it clear that it is the loappstles, those who follow this path of
Christ crucified, who have true wisdom frd&od — while the boastfuhumanrulers of

this age are really blind:

But we speak a certain wisdom among the maturepdiuthe wisdom of this age
or of the rulergt@v dpxévtwv] of this age, who areoming to nothing But we
speakGod’'s wisdom, hidden in a mystewhich God fore-ordained before the
ages for our glory, whichone of the ruler§r®v dpxévrwv] of this age have
known — for if they had known it, they would noteacrucified the lord of glory.
But as it is written, “That which eye has not semmd ear has not heard”, and
humanheart has not perceived — these thiBgs has prepared for those who

love him. (2:7-9)

The summons for the Corinthians is clear:

So then, let no onleoastin humans (3:21)

For Paul, the Corinthians’ puffed up divisions arpressive of the stance of those who

are the boastful enemies of God, headed for deinue rather than the stance of the
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humble crucified, who are awaiting vindication. uPdraws this contrast to a sharp climax

in chapter 4:

Already you have beconsatisfied Already you have beconwealthy

Without us [apostles] you have begarreign And | wish that you really had
begun to reign, in order that we might be reigniith you. For it seems to me
that God has flaunted us apostlesaa$ as thoseondemned to djenaking us a

spectacle to the world before angels and humah$§-9)

Paul is calling the Corinthians to give up the posiof the boastful ruler, and assume the

position of the crucified. He concludes these apgchapters by urging them:

Become imitators of me. (4:16)

Chapters 514

The following ten chapters of the letter spell whiat this will mean in relation to further
culturally-driven problems in the Corinthian comnityn They spell out how the
Corinthians are to imitate Paul in assuming thetjosof the crucified, both as

individuals and as a church body.

In chapters 5-7 this corrective of the cross idiagfo issues concerning the

congregation’s presumptuous entertainment of silsged to thepersonal body

Your boasting [related to the allowance of a mae’sual immorality] is not
good. Do you not know that a little yeast leavéireswhole dough? Clean out
the old yeast, in order that you might be new doagtin fact you are

unleavened. For our Passover lamb, Christ, has $esaificed. (5:6-7)
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In chapters 8-14, the corrective of the cross jdieg to issues concerning the
congregation’s presumptuous entertainment of silsged to interaction within the

ecclesial body

So the weak one is destroyed by your knowledgés-bttother or sister, for
whom Christ died. And thus, sinning against brogtend sisters and damaging
their weak conscience, you sin against Christ. r@foee, if food causes my
brother or sister to stumble, | will not eat meatreagain, in order that my

brother or sister might not stumble. (8:11-13)

Chapter 15

Finally, chapter 15 bears the promise@fersal It seems that, regardless of what was
actually going on in terms of the denial of resatian in Corinth, Paul creatively hears
this denial of “the resurrection of the dead” as tiftimate refusal to accept the validity of
the dead (and thus, the validity of the crucifiete insists on the necessity of taking the

path that leads fromeath— or a deathly way of life — to God-givessurrection

Christ has been raisédm the deadhs the firstfruits of those who have fallen
asleep. (15:21)
| die every day! (15:31)

Fool! That which you sow will not come to lifeless it dieks (15:36)

For Paul there can be no attaining of glory or imady apart from following the path of
the Christ, whose own death was followed by restioe — a resurrection that ensures
both the future vindication of those who belondntm and the destruction of cosmic

“rulers”

But each in their own turn: Christ the firstfruitsenthose who belong to Christ,

at his coming Thenthe end will come, when he will hand over the kiom to
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God the Father, whegvery rule and all authority and power have beeought
to nothing For it is necessary for him to reign until “abemies should be

placed under his feet”. (15:23-25)

Here, Paul quotes Psalm 110 — the Psalm mostadatiby early Christians to express what
God is doing in Jesus: finally, those who belonth®crucified one will share in his
complete vindication, while the rulers of this agé be brought to nothing. The
Corinthians can be assured that the pathway ofis€and him crucified” will lead

ultimately to God-given resurrected vindication.

And so this climactic chapter ends with an insis&etiat, as mortalbumanscannot

attain glory; but there is hope for the Corinthi#rteey will inhabit Jesus the Messiah:

This is what | am saying, brothers and sistElssh and bloods not able to
inherit the kingdom of God; and neither is the glegible able to inherit the
imperishable....

But thanks be t&od, who gives us the victory through our Lord 3eStrist

So, my beloved brothers and sisters, remain filmmaovable, always abounding
in the work of the Lord, knowing that your laboarmiot in vainn the Lord.

(15:50...57-58)

Chapter 16

The closing chapter then provides a concludingiegiibn for the presenting problem in

Corinth that had especially prompted the letteg:dlvisive issue of external and local

leadership. The Corinthians are urged to honcaselwhdabour.
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5. A Kerygmatic Rhetoric of Dual Reversal

The Motif of Reversal

| have argued that the theme of divinely grantegnrgal was an important conceptual
motif in early Judaism and in the reception of 3esgpecially involving the stereotypes
of thecondemned boastful rulend thevindicated righteous sufferefThis theme, | have
argued, is not best thought of as a literary fdvat,more broadly as a shared cultural
conceptualisation, which may be expressed in ljtuirg narrative, in historical
interpretation and divine address. | have sugdebig it was significant for early
Christianity as a means of interpreting Jesus,bmuéime renegotiated as Christian
kerygma This motif of reversal, focused as Christi@nygma was utilised by Paul as an

interpretative lens and flexible rhetorical res@urc

My argument may thus be read as a critical alter@ab applications of a narrow concept
of Rhetorical Criticism to the macro-structure afulPs letters. Rather than attempting to
detect formal or functional adherence of lettettisas to conventional elements of
oratorical constructiorf, this chapter represents an attempt to detectréaice

utilisation of aconceptual motifspecifically, that of the inherited-but-modifi€auline

%8| consider that Rhetorical Criticisras applied to the macro-structure of Pauline
epistlesis often essentially a variation and extensioRaifn Criticism. Frank W.

Hughes, in describing the application of (Greco-Rao)rRhetorical Criticism to the
Pauline letters, writes: “Rhetorical Criticism odiline Letters based on Greco-Roman
rhetoric was a logical way to go beyond the foriticism of letters pioneered by Paul
Schubert’s justly famous dissertation. Since mdaajorical critics of Pauline Letters had
cut their teeth on form criticism of letters, itrist surprising that most Pauline rhetorical
critics focused more on arrangement than on otlatens, at that time [the 1980s]. | used
to tell my students that form critics could telluydhat a letter was structured a certain
way, but rhetorical criticism could tell youhy it was structured that way™. Frank W.
Hughes, “George Kennedy’s Contribution to Rhetdri@dticism of the Pauline Letters,”
in Words Well Spoken: George Kennedy's Rhetoric oN#he Testamerfed. C. Clifton
Black and Duane F. Watson; Waco, Tex.: Baylor Ursitg Press, 2008), 125-138; 127.
Troy W. Martin explores problems associated withleating the arrangement of a
Pauline letter by appeal to position and form, mp#& change in emphasis in scholarship:
“Pauline rhetorical critics came to emphasize fiorctather than form as the most
advantageous exegetical use of rhetorical arranggm&roy W. Martin, “Invention and
Arrangement in Recent Pauline Rhetorical StudieSufvey of the Practices and the
Problems,” inPaul and Rhetori¢ed. J. Paul Sampley and Peter Lampe; New Yorkf T&
Clark, 2010), 48-118; 71.
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kerygmaof identification with the Christ who died, rosad will appear in cosmic

vindication).

This movement towardonceptbased analysiis in harmony with developments in
cultural anthropology and cognitive linguisticsltifoughgenreanalysis has existed for
some time, Gary B. Palmer argued in 1996 that conication within a culture utilises

common conceptualchemaswhich may prove more fruitful for understandinigaburse:

It is likely that all native knowledge of languaged culture belongs to cultural
schemas and that the living of culture and the ldpgaof language consist of
schemas in action.... Wallace Chafe (1990:80-81¢rite=d schemas as “ready
made models” and “prepackaged expectations and @fapserpreting,” which
are, for the most part, supplied by our cultures..Charles J. Fillmore
(1975:127) defined schemas quite loosely as “caued¢gchemata or
frameworks that are linked together in the catemgion of actions, institutions,
and objects....as well as any of the various repied@f categories found in

contrast sets, prototypic objects, and so3n”.

Farzad Sharifian clarified in 2003 that such “crdficonceptualisations” need not be
static or entirely common to the whole populatid@ @ulture in order to be effective.
Members of a cultural group renegotiate their sthamnceptualisations over time,
through various communicative and routine actisitfe These cultural schemas are said
to guide the way that history is interpreted andhownication is made effective. Studies
of “cultural memory” affirm the significance of dushared conceptualisations, which are

particularly observable in the history of Judaf¥m.

%9 Gary B. PalmerToward a Theory of Cultural Linguisti¢dustin, Tex.: University of
Texas Press, 1996), 63.

% Farzad Sharifian, “On Cultural Conceptualisatidd€;C 3/3 (2003): 187-207.

%1 For example, the work of Jan Assman: “Cultural rognhas its fixed point; its horizon
does not change with the passing of time. Thesalfpoints are fateful events of the past,
whose memory is maintained through cultural fororafitexts, rites, monuments) and
institutional communication (recitation, practiodservance). We call these ‘figures of
memory.’ The entire Jewish calendar is based amrdiggof memory”. Jan Assman and
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Clearly, there are parallels to my own examinatiothis chapter. Perhaps the Jewish
motif of reversal, involving the condemnation oé thoastful ruler and the vindication of
the righteous sufferer, might fruitfully be thouglftas a “cultural schema” that received

further negotiation with the reception of Jesus agithe earliest Christians.

The Terminology of Reversal

It may be noticed that particular terminology isdfuently associated with the Jewish
motif of reversal, especially in the wisdom traaliti there are the “rulerséfxn/ dpxwv/
BactAebw etc.f? who are emphatically “human&¢8pwmoc),*® who defiantly “boast”
(xavydopat),** and think themselves to be “wisafofpéc),® but who will be “destroyed”
(xatapyéw/ pBeipw etc.)® and there are the “righteousdikaioc)®” who are the genuine
recipients of revealed “wisdomé4gia) from God in the form of a “mystery”
(uvotriprov),®® and who come close to (or experience) “deadii¥grog/ vexpdc/
&mobvriokw),®® but can expect divinely granted “victoryikn),” perhaps in the form of

“resurrection” éysipouat/ dvdoraocg).*

What is interesting is not simply that these cote@md words are found in 1 Corinthians,

but that they are strikingly arranged, appearirsgiportionately in the opening and

John Czaplicka, “Collective Memory and Culturalntiey,” NGC 65 (1995): 125-133;
129.

%2 For example, Daniel 2:2, where NebuchadnezzBadg\eic, or Psalm 2, in which the
dpxovteg conspire against the LORD and his anointed.

% For example, Psalm 9:20-21, where the opponeatsraphaticallygivOpwmof.

% For example, Wisdom of Solomon 6:1-5, where thersuof the earth are addressed as
those whokavydovra.

% For example, everyopéc is summoned to the king in Daniel 2.

% For example, 2 Esdras, wheterapyéw is used 4 times to mean ‘destroy’, or Wisdom
of Solomon 16:5,19,22,27, in which those people @ogkessions that suffer divine
punishment are@feipduevov.

" For example, th@salms of Solomgin which a continual distinction is made between
sinners and th&xauor.

% For example, Daniel 2, in which the superior wisdof Daniel is made evident as he
receives awotrprov from God.

% For example, 1 Enoch 102:4-5, in which the sofithe righteous dead are addressed,
or Esther 4:8, in which God is said to rescue bisgbe fromddvarog.

" For example, 1 Maccabees 3:19, in which it issiesl thavikn is only granted by God.
™ As in 2 Maccabees 7 and Daniel 12.

60



closing of the letter body. Noting the distributtiof occurrences of the Greek words
mentioned above may be illustrati{e:

1 Corinthians 1 19
1 Corinthians 2 18
1 Corinthians 3
1 Corinthians 4
1 Corinthians 5
1 Corinthians 6
1 Corinthians 7
1 Corinthians 8
1 Corinthians 9
1 Corinthians 10
1 Corinthians 11
1 Corinthians 12
1 Corinthians 13
1 Corinthians 14
1 Corinthians 15

-
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This fits the way in which | have suggested thestdnic of reversal” is utilised in the
letter, with the opening and closing of the letiedy especially applying the dual motif of
the condemned boaster and the vindicated suffetéle chapters 5-14 serve the function

of an extended ethical application.

The Impact of a Rhetoric of Reversal

A number of the instances of liturgy and literataramined in this chapter utilise the
motif of reversal in order to direct human hopelit@ne ability and timing. Josephus calls
his hearers to wait for God to bring about a chasfdertunes, rather than attempt to force
such a change through violent means. The boolkaofdDand the Epistle of Enoch
summon their hearers to be patient and righteotlseipresent as they look ahead to a
divine reversal of fortunes. Mark calls his reader carry the cross, and only by so doing,

to perceive God-given resurrectibh.

2 Of this selection, the words that are presenin(errelated form) in both chapters 1-4
andchapter 15 are&pxr/dpxwv; &vOpwrog; katapyéw; eeipw; puotriplov; Bdvaroc.

"3 Craig Hovey reads Mark’s Gospel as calling theigtian church to enter into the cross-
bearing identity of its Messiah, and only from th@éntage point, to know the meaning of
glory and resurrection: “It means that the chuschharacterized by the life of the
resurrection only insofar as it undergoes the péihe cross”. Craig Hovey,o Share in
the Body: A Theology of Martyrdom for Today’s ChiugGrand Rapids, Mich.: Brazos,
2008), 27.

61



The question of why Paul defers discussion of éseirection to the end of 1 Corinthians
is indeed perhaps parallel to the question of wiaykMs so reticent in his presentation of
the resurrection in chapter 16. The resurrectammot be seen or grasped by would-be
rulers in the present; but is attained by purstirggway of the cross, which is its
necessary pre-requisite. Itis only in union wite Messiah (a union which is expressed
liturgically and ethically in the way of the crogbat humans can, with him, inherit

resurrection in the kingdom of God.

The impact of a rhetoric of reversal in these ins&s is thus corrective, restraining
presumptuous human autonomy and directing hogeet&bd who is the lord of time and

the gracious raiser of the dead.

Reversal in 1 Corinthians

| have sought to argue that 1 Corinthians evidetiie&erygmatichetoric of dual
reversal Drawing on the dual-motif of theondemned boastand thevindicated
sufferer this letter summons the believers of Corinth ithi® story of Christ's own
passion. They are called to give up their boasstaltus-driven divisions and inhabit
Christ's death in the present, looking ahead teispan the manifestation of his
vindication in the future. Paul has imaginativelsaluated the various situations in
Corinth as having a common theological significarasel so has allowed therygmatic
motif of reversal — foreshadowed in the Hebrew 8ithd Jewish literature, recited in

liturgy, and renegotiated in the Christ event git@ theological shape to his response.

It might be asked whether the Corinthians wouldehperceived this arrangement. Three
factors suggest that Paul might have expectecdettipients to perceive such a movement
in the flow of the letter. Firstly, it is clearahPaul expected the Corinthians to recognise
his “gospel” of the death and resurrection of Ghris18 sums up this gospel as being

about the cross, and 15:1-2 adds that this pro¢clamevas also fundamentally about
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resurrection. Thus, even if the Corinthians werefamiliar with the motif of reversal in
Jewish literature, they were expected to be familigh Paul’'skerygma Secondly, it is
evident from 14:26 that the Psalms were utilise@aninthian worship, suggesting an
awareness of the Psalmic categories and stereatymeswhich the letter draws.
Thirdly, it is important to recall that Paul’s lettwas to be read and interpreted
communally. Thus it was not essential that eadividual be able to recognise literary

devices or allusion§.

I go on in the next chapters to demonstrate irh&rrtetail that this interpretation provides

a satisfying account of the arrangement of thedett

Conclusion to Chapter 1

In this chapter | have argued that an appreciaifdPaul’'s argumentation in 1 Corinthians
must do justice to the decisive influence oftésygmaon his rhetorical arrangement.
This kerygmaespecially draws on and renegotiates the motifual reversal, found in a
range of Jewish liturgy, literature, and historicdérpretation, and informing early Jewish
identity, worship, story-telling, and analysis ddtory. Early Christianity utilised and
transformed this theme of reversal in grapplindwiite Christ event; and Paul's own
biography suggests that this motif was influertighe development of his own
conception of th&erygma Paul’s other letters reinforce the notion tlmg motif of
reversal, renegotiated as Christi@rygma was significant in his interpretation and

expression of the Christian faith.

" Indeed, Ciampa and Rosner detect expected faityiligith a variety of Jewish cultural
references and technical terms: Ciampa and RoBist Letter, 8.

5 | am grateful to Richard Bauckham, who addedphbist in discussion of a paper that |
presented at St Andrews University Bine Rhetoric of the Psalms and the Imagination of
the Apostlén 2009. Bauckham makes a similar point in relato the Gospel of John
elsewhere: “Finally, it is essential to remembet fliew ‘ordinary readers’ of an early
Christian work such as the Fourth Gospel would ieatbne, with only the resources of
their own knowledge to assist their comprehensasnmodern readers do. Reading
(which for most ‘ordinary readers’ was hearing)kgdace in community. Aspects of the
text that were not obvious could be explained laghers who had some training in
scriptural exegesis and who may have given timetemdble to studying the text”.
Richard BauckhanThe Testimony of the Beloved Disciple: Narrativistoty, and
Theology in the Gospel of Jol@rand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Academic, 2007), 284.
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In 1 Corinthians in particular, chapters 1-4 andptar 15 evidence therygmaticdual
motif of the condemned boaster and the vindicatadiform sufferer, while chapters 5—
14 serve as an extended ethical application. Whetibn of this rhetorical arrangement is
to summon the Corinthians to “inhabit” Christ theaform sufferer in the present as they
await his manifestation, rather than to emulatebtbestful “rulers of this age” who await

condemnation.
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Chapter 2

The Unity and Coherence of 1 Corinthians
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1. The Unity of 1 Corinthians

From Weiss (1910) to Welborn (2005), questions eomiag the literary integrity of 1
Corinthians have endured within New Testament sakbip over the last century. L.L.

Welborn comments:

I do not regard canonical 1 Corinthians as a utifext. Almost one hundred
years ago, Johannes Weiss, whose commentary oniritf@ans remains
unsurpassed, expressed doubts about the inte§agnonical 1 Corinthians,
noting breaks in the train of thought, discrepasanereports of events, sudden
changes of tone, and differences in outlook andmeht. In my view, the
questions raised by Weiss have not been answeregtbgt attempts to defend
the integrity of 1 Corinthians on the basis of dnigial analysis. Hence, | follow
Weiss in the hypothesis that 1 Cor. 1.1-6.11 wagrally an independent letter,

the last of three substantial fragments presemeamonical 1 Corinthiarfs.

Following Weiss, there have been numerous attetois attentive to apparent partitions
in the flow of canonical 1 Corinthians, resultimgviarious suggestions of pre-redaction
Pauline letters. Helmut Merklein usefully summesiside by side the partition theories
of Weiss, Héring, Schmithals, Dinkler, Schenk, S@uhenke and Fischer, and Sénft.
The literary reconstructions of these scholars edngm positing two original letters to

nine original letters behind canonical 1 Corintlsian

Objections to the Unity of 1 Corinthians

It will be useful to consider two fundamental oltjens to the unity of 1 Corinthians: a

lack of unified literary coherencandevidence of an editor

! L.L. Welborn,Paul, the Fool of Christ: A Study of 1 Corinthiahg in the Comic-
Philosophic TraditionLondon: T&T Clark, 2005), 13.

2 Helmut Merklein, “Die Einheitlichkeit des erstemKntherbriefes,’ZNW75 (1984):
153-183.
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Lack of Unified Literary Coherence

Jean Héring crystallises the primary reason thaaitescholars maintain reservations

about the literary integrity of 1 Corinthians:

[T]he most serious argument against the unity 6btinthians is afforded by an
examination of this long letter itself, certain {sanf which accord ill with others,

even if allowance is made for longer or shortegiintptions in its dictation.

Schmithals concurs:

The arrangement of the letters itself forces ugtognize that Paul cannot

possibly have written them thiis.

Harry Gamble usefully summarises particular expoassof such “ill accord” (many of

which | will consider in detail later in this chap}:

[T]he literary difficulties with which Paul’s lette are rife: anacoloutha,
repetitions, abrupt shifts of subject matter ametseemingly distinct situations
presupposed within what is presented as the textsoigle letter, etc. Theories
of redaction have sought to make these phenomésltigible as the

consequence of secondary editorial reworking.

Itis, then, an assumption of Redaction Criticiswt tsignificant literary incongruities in a
letter are more likely a feature eflitorial attemptsat achieving coherence thariginal

compositionakoherence.

% Jean HéringThe First Epistle of Saint Paul to the Corinthigtrans. A. W. Heathcote
and P. J. Allcock; London: Epworth, 1962), xiiats. ofLa premiére épitre de Saint Paul
aux Corinthieng2™ ed.; CNT 7; Neuchatel: Delachaux et Niestlé, 1959)

# Walter SchmithalsGnosticism in Corinth: An Investigation of the leestto the
Corinthians(3“ ed.; trans. John E. Steely; Nashville, Tenn.: 4don, 1971), 87.

® Harry Gamble, “The Redaction of the Pauline Latand the Formation of the Pauline
Corpus,”JBL 94/3 (1975): 403-418; 403.

67



Evidence of an Editor

Gerhard Sellin argues that an editorial purposmitonical 1 Corinthians is both
reasonable and observabléde suggests that after the time of Paul, it becaseful and
necessary to systematise Pauline thought for cquueary guidance. Thus, letter-portions
of a similar character were brought together, tagyin two editorial collections

(canonical 1 and 2 Corinthians).

For Harry Gamble, this direction of argument is artpnt if redaction theories are to be

taken seriously:

[T]he redaction of a letter must hav&iz im Lebenand the cogency of a
redactional hypothesis will necessarily dependamby on its ability to overcome
the literary aporias but also on its capacity toralize the redactional effoais
such i.e., to clarify the editoriabitz im Lebern its various aspects. This would
entail consideration of the questions how, whenwhgm, and to what purpose

the supposed editorial work may have been undertake

Robert Jeweftand Khiok-Khng Yedargue at length for a redactior@itz im Leberthat
justifies viewing the canonical letters as editbpiaducts. Influenced by Schmithals,
Jewett argues for the detection of distinct histdrsituations in 1 Corinthians. These
distinct situations are responded to by Paul wigitct material, which can be described
broadly as potentially pro-Gnostic and charismatidthe one hand, and insistently anti-
Gnostic and institutional on the other hand. Y&eerns these two different backgrounds
behind different parts of 1 Corinthians 8-10, thuggesting a later editorial combining of

different letters:

® Gerhard Sellin, “Hauptprobleme des ersten Koririitiefes,” ANRWII, 25/4 (1987):
2940-3044; 2981.

" Gamble, “Redaction,” 403.

8 Robert Jewett, “The Redaction of 1 Corinthians #redTrajectory of the Pauline
School,”JAAR44/4 Supplement (1978): 398-444.,

° Yeo, Rhetorical Interaction
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In letter B, the style is authoritative, making useraditional, Hellenistic Jewish,
and scriptural material, with hardly any dialoguéwhe audience. In Letter C,
however, the dialogical rhetoric is obviously visilin both chapter 8 and the end
of chapter 10. Paul uses creedal and scripturtdnag but he also interacts
substantively with the audience’s material. Inhedeetoric the content
corresponds to the style. In the earlier piece aghologetic rhetoric admonishes,
charges, and warns the Gnostics to flee from idpldh the later piece, the
rhetoric of knowledge and love opens up a forunttierGnostics, the “weak,”

and Paul to interact with one anottfir.

Thus an alleged issue in first century Christiafiitbe development of Gnosticism, and its
opposition on the grounds of institutional apostolithodoxy) is suggested as a realistic
redactional situation that makes good sense afitresity of material that is found in 1
Corinthians. An authoritarian Pauline school maldped the potentially pro-Gnostic
Pauline letter, to make it fit into a redacted pradthat was, overall, anti-Gnostic in
stance: canonical 1 Corinthians. Arguments foipienit Gnosticism in the first century
have diminished in credibility in the last sevetatades; however it may still be
appropriate to envisage early disputes betweeardift models of leadership and

authority™*

These, then, are two fundamental objections tauttiy of 1 Corinthianstack of literary
coherenceand arguablevidence of an editer complete with a conceivable editorial

situation.

Because these arguments are largely about litamyand coherence, they require a

largely literary response. Most recent argumemtshe unity of 1 Corinthians have

19 yeo, Rhetorical Interaction210.
11 Clement, for example, would hint that this whes tase in Corinth in the late first
century. On dating, see the discussion in foota8te

69



indeed been along these lines — most notably thadrgaret M. Mitchelf> However it

also seems worthwhile to consider briefly the isstieistorical plausibility.

Redaction Reconstructions and Historical Plausibity

Of the various redaction theories regarding 1 Gbiams, | find those of Walter
Schmithals and Robert Jewett to be most attentivestorical questions, and so it is with

their two reconstructions that | will engage astpoint™®

In short, Schmithal§ argues that 1 Corinthians was redacted by thatoolbf an early
Pauline Corpus. This early Corpus formed the aygeefor later copies of the Pauline
letters, which explains why no significantly disBeg versions of 1 Corinthians have been
attested. Jewett, as noted above, argues thatidtiians was redacted by a conservative
Pauline party, which wanted to crowd out competilzgms to carry the tradition of the
apostle. Both Schmithals and Jewett thus holdttieatedaction was essentially an

aggressive move, designed to cement an authodtRiwline tradition, at the cost of the

2 Margaret M. MitchellPaul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation: An Exegiti
Investigation of the Language and Composition @btinthians(Louisville, Ky.:
Westminster John Knox, 1991).

13 Although Sellin is aware of the relation of redawttheories to the issue of the
formation of a Pauline Corpus, his investigationta$ issue is not as detailed as that of
either Schmithals or Jewett: “Doch kann dieser ®og [that is, the precedence of the
text-critical end-product over alleged text pakisineswegs ein absoluter sein, da die
Mdglichkeit, dal? mehrere an denselben Adressatechgete Paulus-Briefe im Zeitraum
zwischen ihrer Erstrezeption und der handschifiiiic Vervielfaltigung im Rahmen eines
Uberregionalen Corpus Paulinum redaktionell zurddrefeinheit kombiniert wurden,
nicht generell von der Hand zu weisen ist, wieidener noch bestehende groRe Konsens
in der gegenwartigen Einschatzung des 2 Kor eirdidicbelegt”. Gerhard Sellin, “1
Korinther 5-6 und der ‘Vorbrief' nach Korinth: Inden fiir eine Mehrschichtigkeit von
Kommunikationsakten im ersten KorintherbrieTS37 (1991): 535-558; 535. Schrage,
likewise, shows an awareness of the difficultiesagted with the formation of the
Pauline corpus in relation to redaction theories,dmes not deal with such difficulties in
any detail. See Wolfgang Schra@er erste Brief an die Korinther (1 Kor 1,1-6,11)
(EKKNT; Zurich: Neukirchener, 1991), 71. Hurd rtyhobjects to a simplistic appeal to
the case of 2 Corinthians: “[T]he redaction of Zi@thians at whatever level of
intelligence offers little support for theoriesreflaction in 1 Corinthians. The positing of
a redactor for 1 Corinthians is an independent istépe chain of argument, and appeal
cannot be made to creative redactional activit® @orinthians”. John C. Hurd, “Good
News and the Integrity of 1 Corinthians”@ospel in Paul: Studies in 1 Corinthians,
Galatians and Roman&d. L. Ann Jervis and Peter Richardson; Sheffigtkffield
Academic Press, 1994), 38-62; 52.

4 Schmithals’ understanding of the work of the Cthian redactor can be found in his
work Gnosticism in Corinthand on pages 287-8 of his article “Die Korinth@te als
Briefsammlung,”ZNW64 (1973): 263-88.
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original integrity of the pre-redaction Corinthiaarrespondence. Two questions of
plausibility are worth noting in relation to suatonstructions: that @ aggressively

singular Pauline Corpusand that relating tthe utilisation of 1 Corinthians by Clement

An Aggressively Singular Pauline Corpus

Schmithals’ proposal, that an early redacted Pauliarpus was pushed to become the
archetype for subsequent copies of the Paulineréettvould provide an explanation for
the general commonality of text and order in earnuscripts® and would explain why

no attestation of pre-redaction versions has sativ

However, Gamble argued convincingly in 1975 thdtr8ithals’ position does not fit the

evidence of the significant variation in the textinadition of Romans:

[Nt is, after all, only a hypothesis and not a taabf established fact that the
textual tradition has but a single source. Thigtalssumption is, indeed,
mistaken seems to be clearly demonstrated by xeaiepeculiarities of the

letter to the Roman<.

The significant “textual peculiarities” relatedttee ending of Romans include attestation
of fourteen-chapter text forms (for example, thgh#h century Codex Amiatinus, which
appears to view Romans as including 1:1-14:23 &na5t27); fifteen-chapter text forms

(the Chester Beatty Papyrus, in which the closiogptbgy is displaced, occuring between

1%1n 1975, Gamble claimed, “[T]he forms of the Paelletters remain fundamentally the
same in all known witnesses. Except in the caseomhans, the tradition preserves no
textual evidence that any of the letters ever tasidally different forms than the forms in
which we know them”. Gamble, “Redaction,” 418. ‘®wasically different forms”
Gamble seems to imply major rearrangement such fasind in Romans. Porter,
furthermore, comments on the “amount of common#&léiween the early manuscripts” in
terms oforderingwithin the corpus: “In the light of this [the clsess of letter
destinations resulting in the possibility of eaayly collation], it is not surprising that
variation in the Pauline corpus occurs within rigklyy narrow parameters... the
fluctuation in placement of Hebrews is the only reiable — there is otherwise virtual
fixity to the manuscript ordering”. Stanley E. Rwr “When and How Was the Pauline
Canon Compiled? An Assessment of TheoriesThe Pauline Canofed. Stanley E.
Porter; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 95-128; 122, 123.

'® Gamble, “Redaction,” 415.
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15:33 and 16:1); and sixteen-chapter text formackpted in the Nestle Aland 27, with
expressed uncertainty about the placement of tkeldgy)!’ These textual differences
argue against an aggressively exclusive singletsogpchetype for the Pauline letters:

Why were major variations in the manuscript tramtitof Romans able to persist if there

was an early policy of elimination of alternatiieghe one authoritative corpus tradition?

This objection has not been satisfactorily answerade it was first raised by Gamble. It
would seem that an exclusive single-corpus texueietype is not as plausible an
explanation for this evidence as a more free dgwveént of a Pauline Corpus, allowing
for both general commonality and the exceptiorigast) of major variation in the ending

of Romans.

The Utilisation of 1 Corinthians by Clement, in @6Rome

The letter of 1 Corinthians appears to have redepagticular interest from Patristic
writers!® 1 Clement is especially important, given its clesierence to 1 Corinthians, in

what was itself a letter to the Christians at Ciriated about 96 CE:

1 Clement 47:1-3
Take up the letter of the blessed Paul the apo§tlkat is it that he first wrote to

you in the beginning of the gospel? In truth heterto you spiritually,

" For Gamble’s work on this topic, see Harry Y. Génbhe Textual History of the
Letter to the Romans: A Study in Textual and Litefariticism (Studies and Documents
42; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1977).

'8 Mark Harding notes the extensive examination dfefd Barnett in 1941 in which there
is early citation of 1 Corinthiansby Clement, Ignatius, Polycarp, and Justin”. Mark
Harding, “Disputed and Undisputed Letters of Paim,The Pauline Canofed. Stanley

E. Porter; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 129-168; 130. &#veites Mitton: “It is clear that 1
Corinthians is the letter of Paul which has mosadl impressed itself on the minds of
early Christian leaders. This epistle is confitiekhown early in the second century in
the churches of Roma and Asia Minor, and perhayiia”. Jewett, “Redaction,” 431.
19 This date is commonly accepted. Although Welbmrggests that 1 Clement may be
dated as late as 140 CE, chapter 44 seems to tedicet some still-living leaders had
been appointed by the apostles, suggesting a d&dectthe end of the first century. See
L.L. Welborn, “On the Date of First ClemenBR 29 (1984): 35-54. For the purpose of
my argument here, it only matters that Jewett asciyis dating.
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concerning himself and Cephas and Apollos, becalssethen you had split into

factions.

Further, 1 Clement appears to allude to other Ralditters, or adopt their perspectives or
terminology. The mention of “pillars’s¢GAor) of the church in 1 Clement 5:2, for
example, may draw on Galatians 2:9. The referem&aul’s stoning later in the same

chapter may recall 2 Corinthians 11:25.

Andrew F. Gregory and Christopher Mark Tuckett dadié a range of scholarly opinion
on Clement’s familiarity with the Pauline Epistlesd ultimately agree with the modest

conclusions of Carlyle:

Clement can be shown to have used both Romans @odirithians, and there is
some slight evidence that he may also have useagtitians, Galatians,

Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, 1 Timothy aitasT°

Clement’s assumption that the Corinthians needegkptanation as to how he had access,
in Rome, to a copy of the (perhaps “fifd)’letter sent to their community, as well as
possible access to other Pauline letters, hintsstirae Pauline letter collection, which

included 1 Corinthians, was known as available ®{&.

2 Andrew F. Gregory and Christopher Mark Tuck&tte Reception of the New Testament
in the Apostolic FatherOxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 143.

21|t is possible that “first”fp&tov) in 1 Clement 47:1-3 refers to the beginning @f th
epistle. If so, this is confirmation that the égtto which Clement had access was not at
odds with the ordering of canonical 1 Corinthiagisen that he cites chapter 1. However,
it seems just as likely, if not preferable, thatst identifies the letter to which Clement is
making reference. If indeed this Corinthian letsethought of by Clement as being

“first”, this is striking, because it is not genlyaegarded ashronologicallythe first of
Paul’s letters to Corinth; but it is the first ltto Corinth in everyauline Corpus E.
Randolph Richards notes this and points out th@tdfment were using a corpus of
Pauline letters, he would assume that 1 Corintheass“first”, without necessarily having
any awareness of “Corinthians A and C”. E. Randd@hards, “The Codex and the
Early Collection of Paul's LettersBBR8 (1998): 151-166; 166. For a development of
this argument see Richard®ul and First-Century Letter Writing: Secretaries,
Composition and Collectiofbowners Grove, lll: IVP, 2004). Richards’ spedida is

that Clement was using Paul’'s personal set ofrletipies.
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Indeed, Jewett acknowledges Clement’s accessaaanially-recognisable version of 1

Corinthians at this time:

Since 1 Corinthians was cited by Clement in A.D.\®#h citations coming from
the various component parts in such a way as tentaltear that he had the
canonical letter, the most likely time for the retilan of 1 and 2 Corinthians is

the early 908

However, it would seem extraordinary for Clementitge the Corinthians to shun
partisanship by citing a letter that had been §icamtly redacted, in a location removed
from its Corinthian origins, less than six yeardies as an essentially fictive response to

partisanship In Jewett’s reconstruction:

[The redactor’s location] must have been a locaiticine Aegean realm, in a
church founded by the Apostle Paul, where competigroups were vying for
the proper interpretation of their mentor’s legatiythe redactor and his circle
were not in Ephesus, they were at least in a siroitg in the region where a
vigorous struggle was underway with substantialiattual resources available

on both side$&®

Would Clement really expect the Corinthians to ate@es convincing an exhortation to

unity cited from a fictionally “first” letter, whie had recently been taken out of their own
hands and substantially reworked? | find this iolable. Such a reconstruction requires
Clement to have expected that the Corinthians’ lerab with ecclesial authority would be

reversed by barefaced appeal to the obviously dieeepork of that authority.

Gamble’s critique of Schmithals is also apt here:

22 Jewett, “Redaction,” 432.
2 Jewett, “Redaction,” 432.
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[1]f Paul’s letters had been known and used befaneh.. it is difficult to

imagine that an editor could have succeeded with supromiscuous recastifiy.

It would seem that the redaction theories of Schafstand Jewett regarding 1 Corinthians
— that is, those redaction theories most attentiv@storical issues — leave significant

questions of historical plausibility.

A plausible historical reconstruction would apptainvolve the following three
elements: firstly, some sort of Pauline letter edtlon available in Rome by the mid-90s,
including a canonically-recognisable 1 Corinthiasezondly, the possibility of other
collections or editions of the individual letter®( there was not one aggressively
exclusive textual archetype); and thirdly, a degreeonsistency between Clement’s
adoption of the rhetorical force of what “the bkd$aul the Apostle... first” wrote, and
its original reception by the Corinthian churcle (iClement’s citation was not

transparently hollow).

If, then, it can be demonstrated that the appditenary incongruities in 1 Corinthians
can be explained as actually having some sortexfiliy coherence, it would seem

plausible to receive 1 Corinthians as an originatiified letter.

Conceptions of the Unity of 1 Corinthians

The inattentiveness of redaction theories to Pauattern of argumentation seems to be an

important factor in the preference for conceptiohthe letter’s literary coherence in

much recent scholarship. There is, however, @&tadf conceptions of the letter’s unity.

2 Harry Y. GambleThe New Testament Canon: Its Making and Mea(ihagene, Oreg.:
Wipf & Stock, 2002; repr., GBS. Philadelphia, Azortress Press, 1985), 39.
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Greco-Roman Letter Forms

Linda Belleville argues that the flow of issuedli€orinthians is understandable in the

light of Greco-Roman letter forms:

That 1 Corinthians is a type of request letter isupported by the fact that its
overall structure and form correspond to the stmagcand form of the Hellenistic
private letter of request: (1) letter opening: ABtqaipetv, (2) background to the
request (in 1 Cor. introduced by the formula ‘Ravas shown to me concerning
you, my brethren, that’, 1:11), (3) request periattoduced by a request formula

(in 1 Cor. anapakaAé formula), and (4) letter closing: greetings anaveell.

As illustrated in this summary by Belleville, Emikiry Analysis has been most helpful in
the examination of the beginnings and endings afiRaletters, which bear some

similarity to epistolary conventions of the tirffe.

John D. Harvey summarises the development of triso$ analysis:

In 1912 Paul Wendland identified the basic comptsefithe openings and
closings of Paul’s letters. The openings geneffallpwed the form: salutation
and thanksgiving; the basic components of the oifssivere: doxology, greeting,
and benediction. Eleven years later Francis Exler’s dissertation clarified the
basic parts of the Hellenistic letter (opening, yaadosing) and the conventional

phrases present in each pArt.

% Linda L. Belleville, “Continuity or DiscontinuityA Fresh Look at 1 Corinthians in the
Light of First-Century Epistolary Forms and Convens,” EQ 59/1 (1987): 15-37; 22.

% For example, the opening thanksgiving/prayer @asden in the papyrus letter from
Serenos to Isador@xyrhynchus papyrus 528 (Second century. CEgrenos, to Isadora,
sister and lady: Heartiest greetings. Before déhéry else, | pray for your health; and
each day and evening | bow down for you before Tikagho loves you”. Such elements
are, of course, shaped to the writer's own purpo&eshaps the most well-known Pauline
modification is the Christianised versiogipig) of the conventional epistolary “greetings”
(xaipew).

%7 John D. Harveyi.istening to the Text: Oral Patterning in Paul’sttezs (Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Baker Books, 1998), 16.
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Comparison of Pauline letters with Hellenistic églisry handbooks and actual letters has
also been conducted with the aims of consideriatiét type” and considering the flow of
the “letter body”. This has been a less certaBreige, because there is greater variety in
these areas, and the handbooks themselves doavidgiconcise rules for letter-writing,
so much as examples of epistolary possibilitiegirous situations. Likewise, the

“model letters” provided by ancient epistolary thsts allow great flexibility:

The model letters emphasize not the details oh#reative portion of the letter
(which are situation specific and known, one pressinto the writer), but instead
provide conventionally acceptable phrases for tuéasinteraction of which the

letter is part®

Thus an attempt to understand the argumentatitimeofain body of Pauline letters is
only partially enlightened by comparison with tleerhal structures of other Hellenistic

letters:

Paul paid attention to formal conventions and teissociated with letters and,
like other more “literary” letter writers, did nbesitate to modify those
conventions to serve the purpose of his argumidotvever, it is clear, and a
source of continuing frustration for scholars, thistletters are not like others,
whether from the tradition of literary letters, iofél correspondence, or the

private letter. They cannot be neatly categorfZed.

Given this uniqueness, attempts have been madmtider epistolary conventions
displayedwithin the Pauline corpus. Harvey comments on the inflaeof White in this

regard:

%8 Carol Poster, “A Conversation Halved: Epistolahe®ry in Graeco-Roman Antiquity,”
in Letter-Writing Manuals and Instruction from Antitjuto the Present: Historical and
Bibliographic Studieged. Carol Poster and Linda Mitchell; ColumbiaC SUniversity of
South Carolina Press, 2007), 21-51; 32.

29 James D. Hester, “Rhetoric and the Compositiahef_etters of Paul,” n.p. [cited 4th
May 2007]. Online: http://rhetjournal.net/HesterGohtml
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White argued that the Greek letter-body was conghos¢hree sections: the
body-opening, the body-middle, and the body-closifipe same basic structure
can be found in Paul’s letters: the body-openingti®duced by one of several
formulae; the body-middle is divided into two padgheological argument and a
practical section; the body-closing begins with atiwation-for-writing formula
and ends with the apostolic parousia. White’s ération of the letter-body has

been foundational for subsequent work on the foffRaul’s letters?®

Harvey offers an account of the argumentation 6btinthians based on the insights of
Epistolary Analysis, as do both Belleville and Harm Probst’ These accounts are
worthy of consideration, while keeping in mind thmitations of the relative uniqueness
of Pauline letter-bodies, and the formal flexililiéllowed for letter-bodies by epistolary
convention in general. Hans-Josef Klauck’s brifaunt of the ordering of 1 Corinthians
in the light of ancient epistolary conventions fpeopriately mindful of these limitations,

but is correspondingly gener&l.

Rhetorical Criticism

More recently, Rhetorical Criticism has (re-)arisena tool for analysing Pauline letters.
Broadly, this development aims to do justice toliPauexts asargumentation
Specifically, Rhetorical Criticism usually seeksutaderstand Pauline argumentation in
the light of patterns adpeech rhetoriseen in handbooks and textual examples of the

Aristotelian tradition. The broader aim is admleab

%0 Harvey,Listening to the TexR0.

%1 Hermann ProbsPaulus und der Brief: Die Rhetorik des antiken Brgeals Form der
paulinischen Korintherkorrespondenz (1 Kor 8-{0jibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1991).
%2 Hans-Josef KlauckAncient Letters and the New Testament: A Guideotatéxt and
ExegesigWaco, Tex.: Baylor University Press, 2006).
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[Blecause Paul's letters, unlike most letters, @irargely of argumentation,
ancient rhetoric provides one of the most usefolstéor analysis, because it

structured formal patterns for argumentation.

Analyses of Pauline letters and letter-sectiorthénlight of Rhetorical Criticism are now
abundant’ The most influential application to 1 Corinthiaay Mitchell, who argues
that the letter ought to be seen as a “merginghefletter genre with the conventions of
Aristotelian speech rhetoric. 1 Corinthians, stigias, is an example of “deliberative
rhetoric”, and can thus be interpreted in the ligithe flexible structural conventions and

general intentions of this genre:

It is of particular importance to this study ofexttwhich is quite clearly a letter,
1 Corinthians, that deliberative rhetoric was comim@mployed within
epistolary frameworks in antiquity. Because detibige rhetoric is compatible
with the letter genre, Paul’s use of it in 1 Cdmiahs is not anomalous in ancient
literature, and is fully appropriate to both thésegary and rhetorical elements

which combine in this way.

However, a number of scholars are unconvincedatheient rhetorical conventions for
speeches provide a great deal of enlightenmergproaching the flow of ancient
letters® Philip Ker?’ and R. Dean Anders8hargue vigorously against this sort of
application. Stanley Porter critiques Mitchelll®ject in particular, questioning her

methodology in attempting to demonstrate the “aehlive letter type”, and drawing

¥ Craig S. Keener]-2 Corinthiang NCBC; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2005), 3-4.

% The influence of Rhetorical Criticism on commeatatis surveyed in Thomas H.
Olbricht, “Rhetorical Criticism in Biblical Commeanties,”CBR7/1 (2008): 11-36.

% Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetorj@0.

% The debate is surveyed by Martin, who reportawameisse: “In the minds of proponents,
analysis of Paul's letters according to rhetoramahngement is useful and a proper
extension of rhetorical criticism, but in the mirafsopponents, it is not useful and an
overextension”. Martin, “Invention and Arrangeméim, Paul and Rhetori¢ed. Sampley
and Lampe), 59.

3 philip H. Kern,Rhetoric and Galatians: Assessing an Approach tol'B&pistle
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998).

% R. Dean Anderson JiAncient Rhetorical Theory and Pagtev. ed.; Leuven: Peeters,
1999).
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attention to doubts about the application of oiatdrdescriptive categories to genuine
letters. As Porter points out, this debate raigesstions about Mitchell’'s conclusions

regarding the letter’s unity.

It would seem that, although it is unquestionaldgful to analyse Pauline letters in terms
of the movement of their lengthy argumentationrehie no certainty that ancient letter-
writers (or, more particularly, Paul) made reliabtepredictable use of conventions of

speech rhetorim considering macro-structureJeffrey T. Reed explains this well:

The three standard epistolary components (opehidy, closing) share some
similarity with the four principal patterns of rloeical arrangemenegordium,

narratio, confirmatio, conclusjo But the similarity is functional, not form&.

An example will illustrate the ambiguity that tHisactional similarity brings to rhetorical
investigations of letters. The following standérdt-century letter of recommendation

may be seen to possess a number of the flexibheegits that Mitchell finds important in
her identification of 1 Corinthians as “deliberatishetoric”* but the resemblance here
clearly expresses the pragmatic similarity thatlog@cross a breadth of Greco-Roman

communication, rather than a merging of rhetoraal epistolary approaches:

% Stanley E. Porter, “Understanding Pauline Studitss. Assessment of Recent Research:
Part One," Them22/1 (1996): 14-25; 19-20.

40 Jeffrey T. Reed, “Using Ancient Rhetorical Categsto Interpret Paul’s Letters: A
Question of Genre,” iRhetoric and the New Testament: Essays from th2 He@delberg
Conferencded. Stanley E. Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht;ffgfid: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1993), 292-324; 307-8. Cf. Eckhard J. Smin@er erste Brief des Paulus an die
Korinther (HTA; Wuppertal: Brockhaus, 2006)6. Peter Lampe is optimistic about the
combination of oratorical and literary approachesergenerally: “Only both approaches,
the epistolographical analysis, which considersathiten status, and the rhetorical, which
reflects oral speeches, do justice to the textt-obly if both work together in

scholarship”. Lampe goes on to indicate that oreatompromise may need to occur
between the two perspectives. Lampe, “Rhetoricalysis,” inPaul and Rhetori¢ed.
Sampley and Lampe), 16.

“L4If we go right to the heart of deliberative rhetp identify its constitutive features, and
demonstrate that 1 Corinthians has all those featthen we have some basis to proceed,
albeit still cautiously, with an investigation ofCorinthians as deliberative rhetoric”.
Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetorjd 3. Mitchell identifies such “constitutive feats” as a
focus on the future; the use of a set of appealsally to advantage); proof by example;
and the consideration of appropriéd@oi, such as the need for concord.
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Oxyrhynchus papyrus 292 (25 CE)

Epistolary introduction Theon, to the honourable Tyrannus: Many
greetings!

Statement of factsfrrati  Herakleides, the one bringing this letter to you,
is my brother.

Thesis statement utilising  Therefore | urge you with all of my power to
language of exhortation bring him into your company. | have also asked
(mapaxaA®); future Hermias the brother, via letter, to tell you about
orientation;toposrelated to  him.
associatior{ exordiunj
Conclusion: appeal to You will be doing me the greatest act of
advantage (in terms of kindness if you will take note of him.
social honour) onclusig
Epistolary closing Above all, | pray that you might have health, be
free from harm, and do well. Goodbye.
Edgar Krentz describes his own change of positidrich seems to be illustrative of a
development in much study of Pauline rhetoric dlaerlast two decades, from narrow
expectations regarding certain conventions of dpeeetoric as a background for

understanding Pauline letter structure, to a broadenowledgment of Paul’s creative

freedom, allowing him to draw on a variety of rhétal tools and influences:

| began this paper intending to urge the use dbrfl analysis in terms of
ancient rhetoric. To my own surprise, | endeddirtg an ambiguous stance,
recognizing the great value of Aristotle’s discossof proofs for analysis of
Paul’s letters, wishing that | had had more timatwk through theéopoi he

listed and to evaluate the use of ornamentatiorfignces of thought, but quite
disenchanted with the value afalysing the structuref 1 Thessalonians
rhetorically. | did not find any advance over niegtorical analysis, and as much

disparity in the rhetorical disposition as in tHees formal and literary analysf8.

The narrative is far more flexible than the handtsolead one to expect. One

should guard against making rhetorical theory aRistean bed to which, willy-

2 Edgar Krentz, “1 Thessalonians: Rhetorical Fichesand Formal Constraints,”Tine
Thessalonians Debate: Methodological Discord or ielblogical Synthesis(@d. Karl P.
Donfried and Johannes Beutler; Grand Rapids, MiEEardmans, 2000), 287, note 1;
emphasis mine.
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nilly, texts must conform. Rhetorical criticismnsost fruitful when it does not
overpress its claims. That applies especialijhéouse of the divisions of an

oration, when applied to a nonoratorical gefire.

Duane F. Watson urges that such flexibility musabknowledged by New Testament
interpreters, who all too often confidently alighatle letters to one or other of the three
assumed rhetorical species (epideictic/deliberdtivensic), and draw structural or

exegetical implications on the basis of such clasdion:

New Testament scholars often treat rhetorical ggeas firm genres. They look
to see how the characteristics of Paul’s episfiigsthe features of the three
rhetorical species. However, scholars can fremsedves from rigid genre
analysis by examining Paul’s rhetorical strategiesheir own merits....
Scholars can discover both where Paul conformsg@bstraction of rhetorical

species and where he is creatively diffefént.

Thus Mitchell’'s approach, which seeks to identifg tdeliberative genre” as the (flexible
but comprehensively determinative) governor ofgh@angement of 1 Corinthians,
appears somewhat out of step with developmentseitorical analysi&® Olbricht’s

comment is illustrative of this disparity:

“3Krentz, “1 Thessalonians,” ifihe Thessalonians Debged. Donfried and Beutler),
316. Olbricht makes a similar point, and sugg&disrch rhetoric” as an alternative
conception: “The focus of ‘church’ rhetoric is dretpresent, but as informed by the past
mighty acts of God (Rom 9:1-5); for Paul, more $fieadly on the salvific actions in
Christ (Rom 5:6-11)". Clearly, this bears simitgrio my conception dferygmatic
rhetoric. Thomas H. Olbricht, “The Foundations of the EtihmPaul and in the Classical
Rhetoricians,” irRhetoric, Ethic, and Moral Persuasion in Biblicalsbourse(ed.

Thomas H. Olbricht and Anders Eriksson; New Yor&TTClark, 2005), 138-159; 144.
“\Watson, “Three Species,” Paul and Rhetori¢ed. Sampley and Lampe), 43. Mitchell
(Paul and the Rhetorjchapter 2), Witherington (cited below) and Cdl{fRaymond F.
Collins, First Corinthians(SacP 7; Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press 989, 18-19)
effectively limit Paul’s rhetorical options to ofer mostly one) of these three species,
even though they allow for variation and idiosysgran the expression of the species
themselves. J. Paul Sampley views 1 Corinthiarev@akencing a mixture of the three
species: J. Paul Sampley, Robert W. Wall, and M/fiight, The New Interpreter’'s Bible:
Acts — 1 Corinthiangvol. 10; Nashville, Tenn.: Abingdon, 2002).

5| do not see my own task as comprehensively detratimg limitations with the theory
of Mitchell's approach; for this focus see espdygitiie investigations of Anderson and
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Such identification [of a biblical book with one thfe three supposed classical
species] is often inconclusive and controverted,iarthe end not especially

efficacious in providing new insight§.

These hesitancies about the ability to discernidenfly a governing conventional
species, corresponding structure, and resultinty imi Pauline letters call into question
not only Mitchell's conception of the literary imgpety of 1 Corinthians (as a “deliberative
letter” consistently advising concdf}l but also Yeo’s argumeagainstthe literary
integrity of 1 Corinthians. Yeo formulates his iamental objection to the unity of 1

Corinthians in relation to the problems of Mitchelproject:

While | agree with Mitchell’s main thesis that Pauhtention in using the
deliberative genre is to persuade the Corinthiamathto be in concord as a body
of Christ, | find that not all of 1 Corinthians ads to the thesis statement of 1
Cor 1:10 as she contends. For example, chapté@rigesurrection) and 6:12-20
(on fornication) have little if anything to do witlissension in the Corinthian
church. There are discrepancies in the single dtieranderstanding of Paul’s
argumentation in 1 Corinthians taken as a wholepasition, and that suggests
possible fusion of two or more letters. It is pbisthat Paul’s rhetorical intent
(for concord of the Corinthian church) is the saaador the three or four

separate letters he wrote to the Corinthi#ns.

Kern, noted above. My task, rather, is the posifivesentation of a credible alternative
rhetorical reading, with greater explanatory power.

“ Olbricht, “Rhetorical Criticism,” 16.

" Mitchell’s limitation to the three alleged optioakclassical rhetoric is clear: “But the
overwhelming future emphasis in the letter, becduse appropriately, a letter which
gives advice about behavioural changes in commuifétyindicates thaof the three
rhetorical speciesonly the deliberative fits 1 Corinthians”. Mith Paul and the
Rhetori¢ 25; emphasis mine.

“8 Yeo, Rhetorical Interaction76. Welborn, similarly, appears to frame higctipn of
the literary coherence of the letter in relatioMibchell’s project: see the quotation at the
beginning of this chapter.
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Yeo’s objection certainly draws attention to fagigwithin Mitchell’s project. As Yeo
points out, Mitchell’s explanation of chapter 1ard verse 58 as the culminatory finale —
seems unacceptibly forced, requiring one to reaadsn the lines in order to discern
what is allegedly a climactic conclusion to a cetesit argument for congregational
concord®® This calls into question Mitchell’s suggestiordanterpretation of 1:10 as the
governing thesis statement of a “deliberative” inee, but does not adequately dispense

with the literary unity of 1 Corinthians itself.

Witherington rightly sees that an analysis of thetoric of the Pharisee Paul (who, it
should be noted, co-sent 1 Corinthians with Sogsernthe synagogue leader?) must be

open to broader possibilities:

[T]he primary and first task is to ask the appraf&ihistorical questions about
the NT text and what its ancient authors had indmitWhen that is the prime
mandate then only analysis on the basis of GreaodRor ancient Jewish

rhetoric is appropriat&.

9 Mitchell writes, “[T]he whole argument in 15:1-5@rves to culminate Paul’'s appeal
throughout 1 Corinthians, so 15:58 need only dfssvdonnections implicit in that
extensive argument”. MitchelRaul and the Rhetorj@91. Mitchell’s argument is that in
chapter 15 Paul brings to culmination an extenggmbal that the Corinthians see
congregationalinity as being advantageous, and thus worthy of thelicdted pursuit.
Verse 58 is then interpreted along these linesw&is give yourselves fully to the work
of the Lord [that is, to the pursuit of unity], lzese you know that your labour in the Lord
is not in vain [that is, it is to your advantage]h Mitchell’s own words, “The conclusion
is short and to the point, and amounts to a resete of the central argument of the letter:
seek the upbuilding of the church in concord, ewben it entails sacrificing what appears
to be to your present advantage, because this iagpropriate Christian behaviour of love
(t6 €pyov tob kupiov) which will lead to eschatological advantagé €otiv kevog év
Kupiw)” (290). That chapter 15 forms the climactic groban argument against
factionalism, however, is not at all apparent ia tiixt. Gordon Fee rightly notes that
“nothing in Paul’s response suggests that the @uoans are divided among themselves
on this matter. As before, the issue seems teebeden some of them — who have
influenced the whole — and the apostle Paul’. @GorBee The First Epistle to the
Corinthians(NICNT; 2" rev. ed.; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 19873;74. This

is in broad agreement with John Chrysostom’s vigaer although they were arguing

with one another in other matters, in this mattestall conspired, as with one mouth,
insisting that there is no resurrection”. Homiy & 1 Corinthians; PG 61.339. For my
reading of 15:58, see chapter 5, footnote 68.

*¥ Ben Witherington 1l New Testament Rhetoric: An Introductory Guide At of
Persuasion in and of the New Testam@tgene, Oreg.: Cascade Books, 2009), 6-7;
emphasis mine.
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Witherington notes that Paul would have had a ‘thgh grounding in Jewish traditions”,

and that “Paul would have been thoroughly grouridetle Scriptures® He reasons:

Paul would surely have learned certain method®béatng or persuading, of
arguing, for example, from current experience tipsaral proof in midrashic
fashion (see 1 Cor 9:7-14), or of using a form dfwcould be called pesher or

even allegory to make a point (Gal 4:21-31).

And yet, disappointingly, Witherington’s ensuingdission of “Paul the Rhetor” limits

Paul’s rhetorical resources to the familiar thrneeces of Greco-Roman speech rhetoric:

[T]here were three primary kinds of rhetoric, etmbled to suit a particular
setting: (1) judicial oforensicrhetoric for use in the law courts; @liberative
rhetoric, meant to be used in the assembly; andg@@leicticrhetoric, meant to
be used in funeral oratory or public speeches tapidome event or person, or in

oratory contests in the market place or the aféna.

Rhetoric then reveals to us a Paul committed todaading on a great Greco-

Roman heritagé"

It should not be denied that Paul was aware of feagiently drew on, Greco-Roman

rhetorical devices® but to deny the possible influence of Paul’s Hebheritage — or,

*L Witherington,New Testament Rhetorit00.

2 Witherington,New Testament Rhetorit02.

*3 Witherington,New Testament Rhetorit21; emphases original.

>* Witherington,New Testament Rhetorit54.

° C. Jan Swearingen, for example, argues: “The Gaeelience at Corinth... [is]
addressed in terms, in genres, and through shiftthios that assume some familiarity
with a rhetorical vocabulary, concepts, and arguatere genres. Pairs such as sophia-
logos, pneuma-gramma, and nomos-agape were waliissted rhetorical terms linked in
a variety of paired topoi and contrastive argumtionia However, | would emphasize that
this is no simple case of Paul's use of contempyattaetorical practices. In his uses of
terms, antitheses, and multiple voices Paul givelcrhetorical and Hellenistic Jewish
terms new meanings, and crafts argumentative gevitksinprecedented rhetorical
purposes”. C. Jan Swearingen, “The Tongues of Maaterstanding Greek Rhetorical
Sources for Paul’s Letters to the Romans and 1In@uvains,” inRhetorical Argumentation
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more significantly still, his apostolikerygma— on the macro-structure of his letters seems
unnecessarily limiting and exegetically unsatisfyirChristopher Forbes argues that such
an approach (aligning a Pauline letter with ontghef“three kinds of rhetoric”) is an

anachronistic over-simplification. He concludes:

In brief, then, | have doubts about the historicsdfulness of much current

macro-level rhetorical analysiS.

Pastoral Rhetoric; Pragmatic Coherence

Hurd interacts to some degree with Epistolary Asiglybut hints that formal conventions
are subject to a more fundamental determiner attire in 1 Corinthians, namely Paul’s
pastoral strategy. Hurd’s opening question belefates to a table in which Hurd
suggests, respectively, oral and written sourcézaol’s information, to which 1

Corinthians is an ordered response:

Is there a simple explanation for the two blockseaf that float in the columns
opposite to their neighbours? My suggestion isith&wo instances a topic in
the oral information related to a topic in the tenit. In order to simplify his

presentation Paul brought the relevant sectionstheg?’

Thus Paul’s particular didactic/pastoral intentadlows him to break with a formal

structure that might otherwise be expected.

in Biblical Texts(ed. Anders Eriksson et al.; Harrisburg, Pa.: ityiRress, 2002), 232-
242; 232.

% Christopher Forbes, “Ancient Rhetoric and Ancieetters: Models for Reading Paul,
and Their Limits,” inPaul and Rhetori¢ed. J. Paul Sampley and Peter Lampe; New
York: T&T Clark, 2010), 143-160; 148. Forbes goasto point out that, unlike normal
letters, Paul’s letters were “congregational Isttéo be read to communities. Thus they
certainly make use of rhetorical features at a orlevel.

*"Hurd, “Good News,” irGospel in Pau(ed. Jervis and Richardson), 59.
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Hurd sees Paul as being literarily creative in imirgy or employing textual patterns that
serve his pastoral purposes, despite perhaps apgpeafirst to involve literary

incongruities such as unnecessary repetition:

It seems to be characteristic of Paul that he prdsent an argument, then bring
in a new theme, and finally re-argue the origiogi¢ in a new way. | call it
Paul’s “sonata” form. When one begins to looktfos pattern, numerous

examples appeaf.

Similarly, D.W.B. Robinson accounts for initiallysdordant elements in Paul's
argumentation by appeal to a particular style st@ally sensitive rhetoric in which he
gives apparent ground to his opponents before liegea paradigm-challenging

perspective. He cites Henry Chadwick, who maksisréar point:

[T]he chapter [1 Corinthians 7] is wholly intelllge as a rearguard action in
which the apostle manages to combine an abilitgti@at so far as to seem to
surrender almost everything in principle to the agippon with an ability to make
practical recommendations not easily reconciledh wie theory he virtually

accepts?®

John Calvin deals with the apparently incongrudasgment of chapter 15 by appealing

to this sort of creative “pastoral” rhetoric:

It is asked, however, why it is that he has leftasfdeferred to the close of the
Epistle, what should properly have had the preceelef everything else? Some
reply, that this was done for the purpose of imgresit more deeply upon the
memory. | am rather of the opinion that Paul ditlwish to introduce a subject

of such importance, until he had asserted his aityhavhich had been

8 Hurd, “Good News,” irGospel in Paul(ed. Jervis and Richardson), 61.
% Cited in D.W.B. Robinson, “Charismata versus Pnatika: Paul's Method of
Discussion,"RTR21/2 (1972): 49-55; 49.
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considerably lessened among the Corinthians, atidhenhad, by repressing

their pride, prepared them for listening to himhadiocility.*°

It is this creative and potentially unpredictabpastoral” dimension of Paul’s rhetoric that
may be preserved in Merklein’s conception of coheee Merklein argues that a tension
in terms of a certain dimension of coherence neggrematurely necessitate the

conclusion ofncoherence:

Bei der Kohdrenzanalyse — und dies gilt insbesantigrdie Koharenzanalyse
brieflicher Texte — bleibt zu bertcksichtigen, daf Textmehrere Dimensionen
besitzt, die hier mit Syntax, Semantik und Pragknatedergegeben seien.
Kohérenzbriche auf der Ebene nur einer Dimensiostkoieren nicht

unbedingt ein inkoh&rentes Textgebifde.

Thus Merklein believes that the apparent inconggsiiih 1 Corinthians are not reason

enough to dissolve the essential connections aacht\coherence of the letter:

Wie bereits gesagt, ist die Dekomposition an keStelle zwingend. Zum
anderen laRt sich eine ganze Reihe strukturelléknipfungen feststellen, die

positiv auf eine einheitliche Briefsituation scilen laReff

A Unified Situation Behind 1 Corinthians

Such “unpredictable” pastoral rhetoric is sometimasceived as responding to a set of
problems in Corinth that itself exhibits a unifyingherence. Once this (entextualised)
situational coherence is recognised, apparent Bistamcies in literary flow (either of the

whole epistle or of a section) may become lesstemome. Such (broad) situational

% John CalvinCommentary on the Epistles of Paul the Apostlégodorinthiangtrans.
John Pringle; 2 vols.; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baké&79) Vol.1:7-8.

®. Merklein, “Die Einheitlichkeit,” 158.

%2 Helmut Merklein,Der erste Brief an die Korinther, KapiteHd (OTKNT 7; Giitersloh:
Gutersloher Verlagshaus, 1992), 48.
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coherence has been characterised variously in tefmsmarily problematic behaviour
(disunityaccording to Mitchelf? secular-inspiredonflict and compromisaccording to
Bruce Winter® elitism according to Gerd Theisséhsocial distinctionsaccording to
David G. Horrell®® rhetorical competitivenesaccording to Duane Litfifi¢ lack of
Godward holinessiccording to Ciampa and Rostgror primarily problematic beliefs
(Gnostic or mystery religiositgccording to Helmut Koest&tpover-realised eschatology
according to Thiselto? competing conceptions wfisdomaccording to James A. Dalts

and David R. HalP).

83«1 Corinthians is a unified deliberative letterialnthroughout urges unity on the
divided Corinthian church”Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetorj@96.

% See both: Bruce W. Wintehfter Paul Left Corinth: The Influence of Seculadhigs

and Social ChangéGrand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2001); and Brucé\ter, “The
‘Underlays’ of Conflict and Compromise in 1 Coriighs,” inPaul and the Corinthians:
Studies on a Community in Confl{et. Trevor J. Burke and J. Keith Elliot; Leidérill,
2003), 139-155.

85 “[T]he Corinthian congregation is marked by inw@rstratification. The majority of the
members, who come from the lower classes, standritrast to a few influential members
who come from the upper classes”. Gerd TheisBea,Social Setting of Pauline
Christianity (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1982), 69.

%« ... seek to outline a number of situations revdate1 Corinthians in which there is
some evidence that social distinctions or societbis play a part in creating the problems
which Paul addresses. This is not to deny thabkmical factors may have played some
role in other aspects of the church’s life whiclulRaddresses, nor that theological factors
are also bound up in the situations of social tamaind conflict”. David G. HorrelThe
Social Ethos of the Corinthian Correspondence:rieges and Ideology from 1
Corinthians to 1 Clemer{Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1996), 101.

%7 See Duane LitfinSt. Paul's Theology of Proclamation: 1 Corinthiahg and Greco-
Roman Rhetori¢€Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994).

% “The main problem for the Corinthian Christianstually signalled in the opening
verses of Paul’s letter. He writes in 1 Corintlsidn2 to ‘the church of God in Corinth, to
those sanctified, called to be holy™. Ciampa &wbnerFirst Letter, 6.

%9 “The entire polemic of 1 Corinthians must be sagmn argument against
understanding the new message about Jesus aserymgdigion, and as a plea for
understanding the ‘new existence’ as entranceth@a@ommunity of the new age”.
Helmut Koester, “The Silence of the Apostle,”Unban Religion in Roman Corinth:
Interdisciplinary ApproachegHTS 53; ed. Daniel N. Schowalter, and Steverri@sen;
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press), 339-336.

0 For this influential emphasis see especially Titoses earlier work, Anthony C.
Thiselton, “Realized Eschatology at CorinthNNTS24 (1978): 510-526.

" “The central issue of the letter would be the bighlighted within this opening section,
namely, the issue of deciding upon the locus, atnsmurce and purpose of the wisdom
which would guide the community and the individualghin it into proper sorts of
Christian behaviour. What sort of wisdom was teega their morality, their response to
food that had been dedicated to idols, the conaluitteir worship, and the shape of their
hope for the resurrection?” James A. DaWssdom and Spirit: An Investigation of 1
Corinthians 1:18-3:20 Against the Background of i#wSapiential Traditions in the
Greco-Roman PeriofLanham, Md.: University Press of America, 1984)5.

"2«paul regards the ‘wisdom’ criticized in chs. g a common feature of all the parties,
and when discussing the behavioural problems iaguitom that ‘wisdom’ in chs. 5-16,
addresses his remarks to the church as a wholaVidOR. Hall, The Unity of the
Corinthian Correspondendg.ondon: T&T Clark, 2003), 30.
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Of course, these varying characterisations of fiaghset of problems in Corinth need not
be seen as utterly incompatible with one anottedeed it may be observed that there is a
degree of agreement that the problems in Corintbled community conflict in
combination with deficient, exclusivistic religidgi Such characterisations of
entextualised situational coherence may indeedepfraitful in alleviating literary
incongruities, and so ought to be attended toérctinsideration of exegetical tensions

within 1 Corinthians.

Theological Unity

Certain scholars maintain that, in connection withconception of the problems in
Corinth, Paul exhibits a unifying theological thethat directs his creative pastoral
strategy, and which helps explain apparent litenacgngruities. Such scholars do not
generally deny that social and religious factouitfially illuminate the Corinthian
situation to which Paul responds, but they seeainl’® response a unified theological
theme. Thus both the framing of the Corinthiarbfems and the organisation of Paul's
response are to be understood as evidencing atfieally driven rhetoric. This is not to
say that those in Corinth consciously held theaalgviews divergent from the apostle;
rather, the apostle perceives that the Corinthiezigious and social manifestations
betray a deep theological problem, and so he respaith a letter that is organised in

such a way as to present a primarily theologicalemtion.

Although Karl Barth assumes some sort of Gnosfliaémce, he characterises the core
problem as “unrestrained human vitality”, a thedagjissue that expresses itself in
different ways throughout the letter until it isnshctically answered in chapter 5.

Humans should place their confidence in@u who raises the dead — and this should be

3 A. Katherine Grieb comments: “Barth’s ‘theologiealegesis’ enabled him to hear the
theologian Paul and protected him against the fit&ting tendencies of the NT scholars
of his day”. A. Katherine Grieb, “Last Things RirKarl Barth’s Theological Exegesis of
1 Corinthians inThe Resurrection of the Dea®JT56/1 (2003): 49-64; 49.
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attested in their religious beliefs and behavid@irghiselton captures the theological

coherence of (Luther and) Barth’s reading:

If resurrection entails an act of new creation wities entirely beyond the
capacities of the human self to achieve, there gesea clear and a close parallel
between the grace of God which bestows new lifeobubthing, and the grace

of God which bestows a new relationship or “puttiagights in righteousness”

which transcends all human capacity or competemaghieve’”

That is, the flow of 1 Corinthians is directed bgulPs concern to pit the grace of God in
Christ against the theologically problematic hurnanfidence that is evidenced in the

Corinthians’ communal life.

Ackerman argues that Paul’s theological conceptio@orinthian problems is best
thought of as “spiritual immaturity”, and that Pautentrally theological response can be

fruitfully summed up as “Christ-ideology”:

This Christ-ideology stands behind Paul’s rheteorit Corinthians. Paul builds
his arguments upon the revelation of the crosslamdictory over death in
Christ’s resurrection (chs 1-2, 15). His Chrigtétbgy also serves as his primary
conceptual tool to motivate the Corinthians to Beeording to his example. In
other words, the past and future provide the maadsmotivation for fellowship

with Christ in the present. Paul criticizes thei@ihians because they had not

" Karl Barth, The Resurrection of the DeéHugene, Oreg.: Wipf & Stock, 2003); repr. of
The Resurrection of the Deétlans. H. J. Stenning; London: Hodder and Stoughto
1933); trans. oAuferstehung der TotgiMunich: Kaiser, 1924).

S Anthony C. Thiselton, “God will be All in All: Luter and Barth on 1 Corinthians 15:
Six Theses for Theology in Relation to Recent mtetation,” inThiselton on
Hermeneutics: Collected Works with New Esg&mand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2006)
767-792; 772; repr. p 258-289Tine Bible, the Reformation and the Church: Essays i
honour of James AtkinsofJSNT Supplement series 105; ed. W. P. Steplshesfield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1995).
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applied his Christ-ideology in their context andi Imt allowed it to transform

their behaviour and form their community in holisesd love’®

It is certainly worthy of note that canonical 1 @¢inians begins with an extended
reflection on the significance of the cross, andsanith an extended reflection on the
significance of resurrection. As | have pointed iotthe previous chapter, these events
are both described as constitutive of Paul’s “gBspatially received by the Corinthians
with “faith”, but since endangered by possibleeatrinto “vanity”. As | have suggested,
these striking echoes give cause to take seri@tynpts to detect a fundamental

theological unity in the lette?.

Theological Unity Expressed in Patterns from a Togical Heritage

A few Pauline scholars have explored the possitiifiat Paul employs patterns of
rhetorical formulation from his theological herigaparticularly the Old Testament and
early Judaism) in order to give shape to a unifiesblogical force in his letter. Olbricht,
in particular, has often urged the explorationafiirch” or “biblical” rhetoric as a
category in its own right. He argues that, justhesrhetorical settings of the law court,
the assembly, and situations of praise and blatoeadl for the distinction of the three
supposed genres of Greco-Roman oratory, the distétting of early churches, informed
by formative scriptures, narratives, and convictishould allow for the distinction of a

separate genre of rhetoric, with characteristideonand constructioff.

Ciampa and Rosner posit a resonance in 1 Corirgthigth the ethical concerns of Second

Temple Judaism (in particular, responding to theritde” problems of sexual immorality

"® David A. Ackermanlo, | Tell You a Mystery: Cross, Resurrection, &ataenesis in
the Rhetoric of 1 CorinthiandgEugene, Oreg.: Pickwick Publications, 2006), 24.
However, although Ackerman perceives this theolgioity as influencing the structure
of the letter, he also follows Mitchell in labelijithe letter as (Aristotelian) “deliberative”
rhetoric (see page 5).

" Grayston comments: “Thus, whether by design oidaet, the epistle is constructed as
a development and qualification of the early forani@hrist died and rose again™.
Kenneth GraystorDying, We Live: A New Inquiry into the Death of Shin the New
TestamenfLondon: Longman and Todd, 1990), 16.

8 See, for example, Olbricht, “Rhetorical Criticigrhy7-18.
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and idolatry)’® resulting in a theologically driven appeal foriheks in response to

Corinthian worldliness:

l. Letter Opening (1:1-9)
1. True and False Wisdom and Corinthian FactionalisrhQ-4:17)
M. ‘Flee Sexual Immorality’ [and Greed] and ‘Glorifyo@ with your

Bodies’ (4:18-7:40)

\VA ‘Flee Idolatry’ and ‘Glorify God’ in Your Worship8(1-14:40)
V. The Resurrection and Consummation (15:1-58)
VI. Letter Closing (16:1-249

A similar pattern of argumentation is said to exisbther Pauline letters, although the
parallels mentioned are conceptually limited anaive a flow of a few verses within
various epistles, rather than equivalent exampiextended argumentation.
Nevertheless, attentiveness to possible paraltetqes of argumentation across Paul and

in his conscious theological heritage suggest# #isea worthy pursuit.

Michael J. Gorman likewise sees a theological cate in 1 Corinthians that is
expressed in rhetorical patterns from Paul’s thgiold heritage. Gorman views chapters
1-4 as focusing on the cross; 5-7 as exploring Insorssequences; 8-14 as exploring
liturgical consequences; and chapter 15 as preggtite vindication of the cross in

resurrectiorf*

Gorman briefly identifies four patterns of reversaScripture and Jewish tradition, which

could have provided Paul with a background for darative pattern of reversal”:

"4t is widely recognized that in early Jewish aBdristian thinking Gentiles were
consistently characterized by two particularly apéit vices: sexual immorality and
idolatry”. Roy E. Ciampa and Brian S. Rosner, “Bteucture and Argument of 1
Corinthians: A Biblical/Jewish ApproachNTS52 (2006): 205-218; 207.

8 Abridged from Ciampa and Rosner, “Structure angufment,” 212-213.

81 Michael J. Gormampostle of the Crucified Lord: A Theological Inttadion to Paul
and His Letter§Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2004), 238.
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God’s exaltation of the humble, God’s vindicatidrtlee persecuted and of
righteous sufferers, God’s ultimate resolution @&ssianic “birth pangs” in the

new age, and God’s raising of the d&ad.

It is more precise and helpful to consider thigatare pattern of reversal as two
closely related patterns, one of death followeddsyrrection, the other of
humiliation followed by exaltation. Both pattertiearly preceded Paul and also

survived after him, but few early Christians exf#dithem as fully as did Pafil.

This seems to me to be a fruitful direction of exption, and in a number of ways this
dissertation represents a continued investigafimmgethis trajectory, detecting Paul’s

kerygmaticrenegotiation of the Jewish motif afual) reversal. As Watson notes:

Paul is an apostle of a new gospel.... As Janew€ather has pointed out [in
relation to Galatians], while Paul does employ miaatures of classical rhetoric
in his epistles, his conceptual framework and #sels of his argumentation are
distinct and innovative. Itis a Christ-based totjiat diverges from pagan

sophistic®

C.K. Robertson has warned:

While strong cases have been made for a theologicathno-religious, or socio-
economic basis underlying a given dispute, an eiealanger arises when any
one of these bases is then assumed to unadirliee issues addressed in the
letter, as if congregational conflict in the figntury CorinthiagkkAnoia was

more unifaceted than in any other perfod.

8 Michael J. GormarGruciformity: Paul's Narrative Spirituality of th€ross(Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2001), 305.

8 Gorman Cruciformity, 313.

8 Watson, “Three Species,” Paul and Rhetori¢ed. Sampley and Lampe), 44.

% C.K. RobertsonConflict in Corinth: Redefining the Systéhew York: Peter Lang
Publishing, 2001), 81.
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Robertson’s caution is worth heeding. Howeveouight to be recognised that in 1
Corinthians we are not presented with the comprakierfacts about congregational
conflict in Corinth; rather we are presented witduPs pastorally-motivated
entextualisation of the situation in Corinth acdngdto his own rhetorical purposes. So it
should not be considered unlikely that such a fr@nshould have a certain coherence or

unified theological flavour.

Listening to the Text in Expectation of Otherness

Robertsons’s caution does, however, point towardlaable reminder. Investigating a
text should involve the expectation of encountehwiat which cannot be immediately

under our mastery, because ibther.

The most important thing is the question that ¢ puts to us, our being
perplexed by the traditionary word, so that underding it must already include
the task of the historical self-mediation betwed®n present and tradition. Thus
the relation of question and answer is, in faatersed. The voice that speaks to
us from the past — whether text, work, trace Jifsases a question and places

our meaning in openne&s.

Schenk’s redactional analySiss perhaps illustrative of an overly swift disnzkef the
“perplexing”. Schenk’s analysis seems so quickttot deciding which letter-parts belong
to which original letters that there is no spacetiie discomfort of canonical 1
Corinthians’ exegetical tensions to provoke anetskr contemporary expectations of
appropriate literary flow. This does not mean #ilatensions must be unthinkingly
accepted as simply features of original epistotatiierness” — but that this possibility

should at least be seriously entertained and eaglolf Paul is to be received in his own

% Hans-Georg GadameFruth and Methodtrans. by Joel Weinsheimer and Donald G.
Marshall; 2nd rev. ed.; London: Continuum, 2004%-3&7; trans. ofVahrheit und
Methode: Grundzlge einer philosophischen Hermekéiid ed.; Tubingen: J. C. B.
Mohr, 1960).

87 Wolfgang Schenk, “Der 1 Korintherbrief als Briefsalung,”ZNW60 (1969): 219-
243.
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particularity, and not simply generically as arktést or theologian, we must respect the
possibility that in some letters he will be heaydus in ways that are both literarily and

theologically unexpected or provocatffe Thus a desire to make sense of apparent “ili
accord” should involve openness and careful atengss. With this intention | now turn

to an examination of exegetical tensions in carariicCorinthians.

2. Exegetical Tensions in Canonical 1 Corinthians

Significant Explanatory Patterns

A number of exegetical tensions that have beertiftkhin the letter may be addressed
with reference to certain significant explanatoagterns. Before looking at the exegetical
tensions themselves, | draw attention to three patferns that will influence my
approach to a number of the interpretative diffiest Paul’spastorally-driven rhetoric

ethical persuasiorand ABA’ patterning

Pastorally Driven Rhetoric

As outlined in the previous chapter, my thesih the letter as a whole may be read
fruitfully as the creative application &Erygmatic rhetorido a theologically interpreted
set of culturally driven problems in Corinth. Ihapters 3, 4, and 5 | will attempt to
demonstrate that this reading is exegetically d8fde. For the purpose of this
examination of exegetical tensions, however, wtasth signalling the way in which such
a reading understands the movement between 1 Giamst1-4 and 1 Corinthians 5-14.
In short, the divisive problems relating to wisdand leadership in 1 Corinthians 1-4 are
taken by Paul to be paradigmatic of the Corintligientation otoastful, present-

obsessed human autongray orientation countered by the messagbetross In 1

8 George D. Castor criticises Weiss in an earlyawvi‘Has Weiss... allowed sufficiently
for this private quality of the letter and the nesarily obscure historical situation? Surely
exegetical difficulties are not to be explainedegolusively by an appeal to corruptions of
the text”. George D. Castor, “Johannes Weiss's emary on 1 CorinthiansAJT 15/4
(1911): 628-630; 629.
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Corinthians 5-14 this corrective of the cross igligpl to an observable pattern of ethical

issues.

Although Hall concedes to de Boer that the croggasninent in chapters 1-4 but
“missing” from chapters 5-18,this seems unjustified. As Grayston argues, thescis
decisive in chapters 1-4, and can be seen as ghidqgirexhortation of the subsequent

chapters:

In contrast to the ebullience of some competingr@loian Christians, Paul
expects the apostolic commission to be marked pyigion, social rejection,
and self-sacrifice. In that measure, the apostalien was the crucifixion of

Christ®®

[H]e had to develop in them an awareness of theiftxion as the critical

principle for assessing their manner of fife.

Hoskyns and Davey concur:

[T]he references to the death of the Christ withcltst Paul punctuates the

Epistle are in no sense casual; in no sense ddithew the periphery of what he
is saying. Every aspect of Corinthian piety isadib®ed, criticized, and judged in
the light of Christ’s death, and throughout St Raatlonly speaks as the apostle
of Christ Jesus but (as he himself had said) isrdehed to know nothing among

them but Christ, and him crucified (1 Cor. 2°2).

H.H. Drake Williams Il argues vigorously for thermtrality of the cross in Christian

ethics in general, and in 1 Corinthians in particulThis is reflected in the letter’s

8 Hall, Unity, 44.

% GraystonPying, We Live27.

1 Graystonpying, We Live50.

92E.C. Hoskyns and Noel Dave@rucifixion-Resurrection: The Pattern of the Theplo
and Ethics of the New Testaménondon: SPCK, 1981), 125.
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emphasis on the cross as foundation in chaptergideldiding its apostolic example in
Paul), and the echoes of death in the remaindetedetter’® Williams hears echoes of

this fundamental cruciform corrective in the refere to the paschal lamb of chapter 5, the
disregarding of one’s own rights in chapter 6,4b8H-sacrifice of chapters 8-11, and the

“death-proclaiming” Lord’s Supper in chapter 11.

Thiselton rightly summarises:

The whole thrust of 5:1-14:40 concerns living dw identity of those who stand
under the criterion of the cross and its implicasi@f self-renunciation for the

sake of the “other” and the whole commuriity.

It seems quite reasonable that in chapters 5—&4ummons to imitate Paul’s cruciform
commitment of 4:14-21 is applied to particular &mstes of self-assertion in Corinth. This
passage (4:14-21) may thus be seen as a crucialtioa between chapters 1-4 and

chapters 5-14.

Ethical Persuasion in Paul

Again, it is worth signalling a theme that will bgplored in much greater detail in a later
chapter. My conception of chapters 5-14 is thay tlepresent a “normal” flow of issues
for a Pauline ethical section, albeit elongatedkilllargue in chapter 4 that this section
follows a pattern that is observable in hortat@gtons of numerous Pauline letters, with
a movement from issues raised in relation to seaadorality, impurity and greed of
bodies (chapters 5-7), to issues raised in relationterpersonal relationships and love

within the body of Christ (chapters 8-14).

% H.H. Drake Williams IIl, “Living as Christ Cruciéid: The Cross as a Foundation for
Christian Ethics in 1 CorinthiansEQ 75/2 (2003): 117-131. See also Schnabet,
erste Brief 48-49.

% Anthony C. ThiseltonThe First Epistle to the Corinthiar(®IGTC; Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Eerdmans, 2000), 39.
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ABA’ Patterning

It may be noted that a number of disputed secfioisCorinthians involve questions
about their location within another (related bigldly different) discussion. It may be
that the ethical section of 1 Corinthians (chap$et$4, as outlined above) consistently
makes use of mnemonic patterning inf&BA’ format’® with the middle segment

providing a complementary and transitional perdpedb the issues on either side:

5:1-13: Sexual Immorality (the refusal to judge)
6:1-11: Greedy exploitation (an apparent inabiiityudge)

6:12-7:40: Sexual Immorality, the body, marriage

8:1-13: Meat offered to idols (using rights to emgler weaker brothers and sisters)
9:1-27: Paul's example/defence (foregoing rigbtsathers & self)

10:1-11:1: Meat offered to idols (foregoing rigas self and others)

11:2-16: | praise you for keeping the traditioqmabksed on (public worship)
11:17-22: | dot praise you (in both v17 and v22)

11:23-34: | passed on to you what | also receitedd’s Supper)

12:1-31: Gifts within the body (mutual interdepende)
12:31-13:13: Love

14:1-40: Gifts (for ordered edification of the wapl

John Chrysostom draws attention to Paul's ustigression indicating that Paul was well

versed in this rhetorical technique:

For this also is customary for him: not only to elep the issue at hand, but also
to depart from there to correct whatever seeménatd be related, and then to
return to the earlier topic so that he might n@mse¢o have abandoned his

theme®®

Aristotle had recommended that epideictic oratargtd to include digressions of praise.

This is illustrative of a broader rhetorical stgate

% | am following the model of Harveyjstening to the Texin formulating this as ABA’,
although it is also sometimes formulated as ABA
% Homily 37 on 1 Corinthians; PG 61.318.
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Aristotle, On Rhetori¢3.17.1

And in epideictic, it is necessary for the speechdve episodes of praise, just as
Isocrates does. For he always brings someon@rnd. this is what Gorgias used
to say, that he was never left without somethingatyp.  For if he is speaking
about Achillea, he also praises Pelea, then Aiakes) God. Likewise also he

praises courage, that it does this or that, dkésduch-and-sucH.

Of course | have argued that Paul is by no meadlyidependent on Aristotle in terms
of macro-structure; but it is clear that he makss of a number of conventional literary
and rhetorical devices. This particular deviceatiscHurd’s “sonata form® and is also

identified as a recurring rhetorical tool by Fé€ollins®° and Ciampa and Rosnét.

Exegetical Tensions, Passage by Passage

Reports of Division in 1:10-14 and 11:18-19

Schmithals believes that discrepancy in reporiva§ion in chapter 1 and chapter 11 is a

certain sign of epistolary partition:

The decisive observation for the fact that our céced 1 Corinthians contains
pieces from various Pauline letters is to be madd &:18ff. Paul hears of
schisms in the community. He believes in the ainess of this rumor [and it is
necessary that there are divisions among you,dardhat those who are

approved might be revealed]. If one comparesghssage with Paul’s

" In context, Aristotle is advising that speechepriise of a certain person might do well
to have digressions in praise of another. Willlafmellner concludes on the basis of
Paul’s use of digression that 1 Corinthians shbelddentified as epideictic rhetoric.
William Wuellner, “Greek Rhetoric and Pauline Argemtation,” in William R. Schoedel
and Robert L. Wilken (edsBarly Christian Literature and the Classical Intsttual
Tradition: In Honorem Robert M. GrarfParis: Beauchesne, 1979), 177-88.

% Hurd, “Good News,” irGospel in Pauled. Jervis and Richardson), 61.

% Fee First Epistle 15-16.

19 Collins, First Corinthians 14-15.

101 Ciampa and Rosnefirst Letter, 367.
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statements in 1,14, it is simply inconceivablet thath attitudes toward disputes

could come from the same epistfé.

Yeo likewise calls this a “contradiction” that nesitates theories of partitidf? The

tension would appear to be twofold. Firstly, ieses odd that ten chapters after
responding at length to a testimony about significhvision, Paul suddenly recounts a
less clear report of division, as if this issue hatlalready been on the agenda. Secondly,
in the former passage Paul is utterly opposedeadported divisions, while in the latter,

he appears to be resigned or even positive abent.th

In relation to the first tension, Hurd suggestd thiaereas the divisions in chapters 1-4 are
general, the divisions in chapter 11 relate spelfj to the issue of the Lord’s Suppgét.
Schmithals utterly rejects this possibility, altigbuit is not entirely clear on what basis he
does sd% Schrage appears equally certain that the twaagassmust be seen as

envisaging different situatiort&

Thiselton is convincing here:

There is a fundamental difference between 1:10rtRtlae point here [11:18],
however. In 1:10-12 theplits seem to reflect tensions betwedfierent ethos of
different house groupsThe splits are “external” to given groups, altbb
internal to the whole church of Corinth. Here, lewer,the very house meeting

itself reflectssplits between the socially advantaged and the socially

192 5chmithalsGnosticism90. Schmithals’ numbering system consists of atalap
Roman numeral that represents the letter (i.el IGorinthians), followed by the chapter
and/or verses.

193 yeo, Rhetorical Interaction80.

194 30hn C. HurdThe Origin of 1 CorinthiangLondon: SPCK, 1965), 81.

195 schmithals says that such a possibility is “corngdyeruled out”:Gnosticism90.

196 «Nun darf man aber diexiouata in 11,18f nicht einfach mit den in Kap.1-4
angesprochenen Parteiungen identifizieren. oRiepata in 11,18f sind vielmehr auf die
Mi3stande und ,Spaltungen” zwischen Armen und Reidbeim Herrenmahl zu
beziehen”. Schrag®er erste Brief an die Korinther (1 Korl,1-6,18Y.
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disadvantaged.They are “internal” even within a single gathereeéeting, i.e.,

év éxkAnofa, when they meeh one placeas a church!”’

Indeed, Paul's descriptions of the divisions asnby dissimilar. In chapter 1 the issue
(ostensibly) relates to competing allegiances teraal figureheads; in chapter 11 the
issue relates to internal conflict caused by inappate behaviour. Schmithals’ complete

rejection of a differentiation of situation seemattentive to these essential differences.

In relation to the second tension, Schrage’s comiiiaatrates the difficulty of

understanding Paul’s apparently accepting attitnddapter 11:

[V]or allem wird man V 19 nicht als resigniert odesnisch verstehen diirfen,
allerdings auch nicht so, als ob Paulus égpata hier eine positive Seite

abgewinne bzw. sie auf die leichte Schulter nefithe.

Hans Conzelmann is right to begin by giving atemtio the force odei:

It is more natural simply to taket with the appendetia-clause: the objective

fruit of the divisions is the visible separationvafieat and chaff®

Guided by this reading, it may be appropriate tochade that Paul is not presented as
pleased with the divisions; he rather warns they tiave an ironically revealing outcome.
Ironic, because — as Paul goes on to demonsttatese who are revealed as 8éepot

are not those who apparently consider themsehasgworthy for their lavish celebration
of the Lord’s Supper. This interpretation admilyeths its drawbacks: perhaps “it

construes Paul’s pastoral response as unusually ahd sarcastic'*’

197 Thiselton First Epistle 857; emphases original.

198 schrageDer erste Brief an die Korinther (1 Korl,1-6,18).

19 Hans Conzelmanr, Corinthians: A Commentary on the First Epistlehe
Corinthians(trans. James W. Leitch; Philadelphia, Fortrees®r1975) 194; trans. ber
erste Brief an die KorinthgfGottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1969).

110 ThiseltonFirst Epistle 860.
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Thiselton, drawing on Paulsen, offers another [igygi in which Paul is seen as quoting
a Corinthian slogan about the eschatological négesfsdivisions'** This would

distance Paul from the problems of the apparentoappof divisions; but again, this is
not certain. However, on either reading, themisontradiction with Paul's dismay at
divisions in chapter 1. Thus, although there arestjons about the interpretation of this
verse, it would seem that Schmithals and Yeo gddo holding that this apparent

tension demands partition in the letter.

The Coming of Paul and Sending of Timothy in 4:142d 16:8-11

There are two tensions here. Firstly, in the farseetion Paul implies that he will come

to Corinth soon, while in the latter section he s®k plain that he has no intention of
coming to Corinth until later. Secondly, in therfer passage Paul says that he has “sent”
Timothy to Corinth, while in the latter passagegnees instructions on how Timothy

should be treated “if” he should come to Corinth.

These tensions are noted by Weiss, who is followathngst others, by Schenk and

Schmithals in attributing the passages to diffepgateding letter parts.

Schrage suggests that the former passage doesnuarn actual travel plans, but rather
expresses a willingness to deal personally wittptioblem of “puffed-upness” as hastily
as is required*? Similarly, Hall sees 4:19 as a threat rather tgnomise® It does
seem that Paul’s choice of words distances hinfiseti definite immediacy, making his

coming contingent upon the Lord’s own will:

gAevoopat 8¢ TaxEwg Tpdg LUEG €Xv 6 KUpLog BeArion

Gordon Fee thus sees smooth congruity betweemvthedctions:

1 Thiselton,First Epistle 858ff. According to this reading, the strongJarinth use the
slogan “dissensions are unavoidable”.

112 5chrageDer erste Brief an die Korinther (1 Korl,1-6,169.

113 Hall, Unity, 45-46.
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Paul quickly affirms [in 4:19-20] his own plansr&turn to Corinth. The details
of this plan are given in 16:5-9. That passage @dicates that “very soon” is a
relative term. He does intend to come, and it ball*without delay,” which here
must mean as soon as it is possible for him toodoThe emphasis is on the

certaintyof the visit, not its immediac¥’

Schmithals’ conjecture that 4:17 assumes Timothgesence in Corinth, with the future
tense designed as an encouragement to his congémezgetic work’®is possible, but
rather unlikely, as it makes the reference to tatsent” Timothy somewhat redundant.
Rather, the reference to sending, coupled witHuhee tense in relation to Timothy’s
activity (Opdg dvayuvroet tag 6d00¢ pov), would seem to imply that Timothy is not yet

present in Corinth. Indeed, Hall argues:

The wording of 4.17 implies that Timothy has not geived at Corinth — he

‘will remind you’ when he arrives. The woédeuypa could be an epistolary
aorist (I am sending Timothy with this letter) oc@nstative aorist (I have
already sent Timothy). The latter translationupmorted by the statement in
Acts 19.22 that Paul sent Timothy from Ephesus szddlonia (presumably with

a view to his then proceeding from Macedonia toighy.**®

If the “sending” of Timothy did indeed envisagerig that included several destinations
and purposes, the tension of Paul’'s request intehdp that Timothy be received well

“if” he should come is somewhat alleviated.

Merklein usefully makes the point that the two gmt certainly present themselves as
having contrasting purpos&s. The emphasis of the former section is not on Tityis

arrival but on his task in relation to Paul's owmistry; the latter section does speak of

14 Fee First Epistle 191.

115 5chmithals, “Korintherbriefe,” 266.

118 Hall, Unity, 45.

117 Merklein, “Die Einheitlichkeit,” 159-160.
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Timothy’s work (notably with terminology reminisdeof the recent climactic exhortation
of 15:58), but presents this within an appeal camog his reception, as is fitting for a

letter ending.

Thus, although there is some tension here, itilsggmo far to claim that the respective
passages are directly contradictory, and conselyubetre is not a necessity to assign the

passages to separate preceding letter parts.

4:14-21 as Apparent Letter Closing

Related to the above issue is the question of venetti4-21 gives the appearance of a
letter-closing. Schmithals claims that this settontains the personal details and denial
of shaming-intention that are indicative of a Pailietter ending, thus suggesting that this
was originally the end of a lett&® Martinus C. de Boer likewise sees this section as

confirming a division between chapters 1-4 and 5316

There are certainly features of this section thdiciate a more “personal” interaction with
the addressees, and this is indeed characterfdétter endings. However, Merklein
counters that such features (particularly perserample or self-reference) are not
exclusively used in letter endings for P&I.Hall follows Kenneth Bailey in arguing
further that there are verbal and conceptual cdiorecbetween 4:14-21 and the

subsequent chapter that suggest a close connection:

Kenneth Bailey has drawn attention to the linksneen 4.17-21 and 5.1-11.
Chapter 4 ends with a threat: some people are gouffeon the grounds that Paul
is not coming to Corinth; but he will come, if therd wills, and will discover

not the fine words of these puffed up people beirthower (4.18-19). It is for

the Corinthians to choose whether his next visiitlva friendly or disciplinary

118 Schmithals, “Korintherbriefe,” 266.

119 Martinus C. de Boef, The Composition of 1 CorinthiandN[TS40/2 (1994): 229-245;
240.

120 Merklein, “Die Einheitlichkeit,” 159.
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(4.21). This threat is immediately followed bypesific instance of Corinthian
puffed-upness (5.1-2). Paul, though physicallyeahshas already passed
judgment on the man'’s action as though he wereept€s.3), and expects the

Corinthians to ratify his judgment!

Applying Epistolary Analysis, Belleville and Harvegncur that 4:14-21 forms the ending
of the “letter body” — although not as a separaistke to which more has later been
added. Rather, in drawing the themes of chaptet¢d a conclusion, this section is said
to form a transition to an extended paraenetidagcfrom chapter 5. Similarly,

Ackerman asserts that chapters 5-14 form the petiagart of the letter:

After the imperative in 4:16, “Become imitatorsro&,” Paul gives the church
some practical advice, urging them to model higdti@n of the divine paradox.
To do this, he uses a form of rhetoric caliedaenesis Paraenesis is exhortation

and was often used in the Greco-Roman world toemddmoral issueé?

Regardless of whether the designatiamaenesiss exactly appropriate: this seems to
be an attentive reading of the movement of this@ecas | suggested earlier. Indeed,
many of the conventional features of moral exhaét* included in chapters 5-14, such
as the terminology of moral persuasion, the ussxamples, the call to imitation, and the
use of reminders and warnings, are anticipatehigtrief transitionary section. The
Corinthians are summoned to imitate Paul, provided the example and reminder of

Timothy, urged to respond, and provoked with a \weyn

121 Hall, Unity, 33-34.

122 Ackerman)Lo, | Tell You a Mystery108.

123 5ee Malherbe’s distinctions in the footnote beldiayne Meeks refers to the letter of
1 Corinthians as the “richest example of Chrispanaenesis that survives from the first
century”. Wayne Meekg,he Moral World of the First Christiantondon: SPCK,

1986), 130.

124 Abraham J. Malherbe writes, “The responsible teagtho adapted himself to the
conditions of his hearers knew a wide range okstgf persuasion and was sensitive to
how appropriate or inappropriate they were to amyigular circumstance.... [Protrepsis,
Paraenesis and Diatribe] are related by the palitfiof their aims, their unadorned
language, and the devices they use”. Malherbe goés illustrate devices such as
comparison, reminder, example, admonition and lmtetion. Abraham J. Malherbe,
Moral Exhortation, A Greco-Roman Sourcebd@Bkiladelphia, Pa.: The Westminster
Press, 1986), 121.
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Repetition in Chapters% and the Relation of 6:1-11 to its Context

Schmithals considers it “strange” that Paul takeshe issue oporneiain 6:12-20 after

he has just apparently dealt with the same iss&elir131%° Indeed, this repetition, along
with the function of the section on lawsuits inveetn these two passages, seems to be
one of the most significant exegetical tensionthenletter: Why direct a critique of the
Corinthian church from sexual immorality to lawsuitetween believers, and then again to

sexual immorality?®

Harvey’'s comment is of interest here, recallingdbgice of digression discussed above:

[T]here exists an ABA’ pattern for chapters 5 andisclusion and anaphora
establish the basic division of the chapters, livdeds unify the different
sections, and the theme of immorality begun inB1s resumed in 6:12-20.
The careful way in which Paul makes his transitifsom one section to another

serves to pull the apparently disparate topicstt@gento a unified discussidA’

Merklein suggests that the former passage relatas tndividual case, while the latter

refers to sexual immorality in genef&. Brian S. Rosner posits the view that:

in 1 Cor. 6:12-20 Paul is opposing the use of jittdss, not, strictly speaking, of
either the sacred or the secular variety, but ratieprostitutes who offered their

services after festive occasions in pagan teniples.

125 5chmithalsGnosticism 91.

126 Sellin comments: “Ich konzentriere mich dabei vieend auf die Kapitel 5 und 6,
weil ich dort die Uberzeugendsten Argumente geges @sprungliche Einheit gefunden
habe”. Sellin, “1 Korinther 5-6,” 535.

127 Harvey,Listening to the Texi61.

128 Merklein, “Die Einheitlichkeit,” 183.

129 Brian S. Rosner, “Temple Prostitution in 1 Coriatts 6:12-20,'NovT40/4 (1998):
336-351; 337.
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With Ciampa, Rosner suggests that somehow theoseas$i a whole (indeed all of 4:18-
7:40) is about the problem of sexual immoralityd éimat the section on lawsuits
represents a (digressionary?) exploration of tketee problem of greef® This

perspective is shared by Halt.

In favour of seeing an overall unity to the thera&shapters 5-6 is the fact that the theme
of “judging”, which is prominent in 5:1-13 (wheriee congregation is called to exercise
appropriate judgement in relation to the individcase of sexual immorality) continues
into the section on lawsuits (where the Christiammunity is called to exercise
competent judgement). Indeed, Thiselton obsehesthe target of Paul's accusation in
chapter 5 is the Corinthian church for its pridgeher than the particular man for his 5ih.
This problem of Corinthian pride then appearséadlehind the subsequent problem of
lawsuits (cf. Paul’s retort: “I say this to shanwy) and the ensuing discussion of sexual
immorality (cf. the Corinthian slogan: “Everythimglawful for me!”). So each section of

chapters 5-6 appears to involve the repudiatiddasinthian pride:

5:1-13: Repudiation of Corinthian pride in an acsexual immorality that has brought
impurity to the community

6:1-11: Repudiation of Corinthian pride in greeditgking unjust gain at each other’s
expense

6:12-20: Repudiation of Corinthian pride in (prolyateast-related) sexual indulgence

| suggested earlier that Paul counters the probligmnoud, present-obsessed human
autonomyin Corinth with the message of the cross of Chnisthapters 1-4; a corrective
which he then applies ethically in chapters 5—-dHoWing an observable movement of
Pauline moral argumentation frasexual immorality, greed, and impurity bodies to

mutuality and lovevithin the body of Christ.

130 Ciampa and Rosner, “Structure and Argument”.

131 Hall, Unity, 36, note 21.

132 Anthony C. Thiselton, “The Meaning &arxin 1 Corinthians 5:5: A Fresh Approach
in the Light of Logical and Semantic FactorS§JT26 (1973): 204-27. See also
Chrysostom, who notes that the congregation iawt for boasting in this person, who
may be one of the “wise” of the congregation: Hgniib on 1 Corinthians; PG 61.122.
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If this is the case, then a literary flow in chapt-7, in which Corinthian proud
autonomy in relation to sexual immorality, greed &npurity is corrected by the
application of certain aspects of cruciformity (esially non-self-ownership), is

understandable.

The connections within chapters 5-7 are not themaage completely transparent; but the
tensions are arguably relieved somewhat. In eactios, Paul depicts the Corinthians as
boldly parading their assumed self-ownership, wlieticariously in celebrating a man
who considers himself free to take his father’sewdr judicially in grasping external
vindication, or licentiously in using prostitutes, pseudo-nobly in denying conjugal
commitments. And in each section, Paul challermgesident independence, alluding to

the cross as that which demands humble submissidinihe ownership

Chapters #16 as a Separate Unified Letter, Responding toteeL&om Corinth

Schmithals reasons:

Now the observation that from 1,7:1 on to the ehthe epistle Paul makes

reference in various ways to written inquiries a$ded to him by the

Corinthians is an important one. The section®idhced withrepi 8¢

undoubtedly belong to the same letter of P&UI.

Numerous commentators agree that from 7:1, espeaigleen in sections beginnimgpi

d¢, Paul is responding to a letter from Corinth. ¢Hurites:

133 SchmithalsGnosticism 91.
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The passages beginningpi 8¢ (particularly the first) are the starting pointtire
attempt to identify the sections in 1 Corinthiartsich deal with the letter from

Corinth**

Hurd agrees that there is significance in the agntr different sources of information for
Paul. He argues that the sections which appeastmond to the Corinthian letter carry a
tone which is calm, forward-looking, and persuasivkile the sections that appear to
respond to oral reports about Corinth contrastieglry an angry, one-sided, authoritative

tone’®® Thus there is an evident unity for (most of) dieap 7—16.

Similarly, Merklein argues that chapters 7-16 hamaindeniable unity:

Insgesamt kann festgehalten werden: Die Grunddiidigine literarkritische
Aufteilung von 1 Kor 7-16 aufgefuihrt werden, sindveTeil nicht stichhaltig,
zum Teil zu hypothetisch, um wirklich Gberzeugerkaanen, in keinem Fall
aber — und dies gilt auch fiir das ganze BundeGdénde insgesamt — zwingend.
Da sich au3erdem an einer Reihe von sog. litetais@ruchstellen eine
Ubergreifende semantische oder pragmatische Koh@asitiv aufzeigen laRt,
kann eine literarkritische Teilung von 1 Kor 7-J8ukn aufrechterhalten

werdent®

However, neither Hurd nor Merklein holds that tipparent unity of chapters 7-16 is

evidence against its original relatedness to thergtarts of the letter.

Mitchell concurs that these chapters cannot baldi/ifrom the argument of the letter as a
whole. Against Hurd in particular, however, shgues that the phrasepi §¢ cannot be

used to discern a separate information source debeanl’s letter; it can only be used to

134 Hurd, Origin, 65.
135 Hurd, Origin, 76; 82.
138 Merklein, “Die Einheitlichkeit,” 179.
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note rhetorical movement. The rest of the New dmasint and other ancient literature, she

asserts, bear witness to this:

nept 8¢ does provide a clue to the composition of 1 Coiéth in that it is one of
the ways in which Paul introduces the topic ofrib&t argument or sub-
argument. Despite the fact that in itsedpi 6¢ can tell us nothing of the source or
order of these topics, it is our most importanedio understand how Paul, on his
own terms, chose to respond to the multi-faceteson at Corinth of which he
had been informed. Although that may be considgraisls information than
scholars have presumed that they could glean ftemmse, this proper
understanding of the formutepi 3¢ remains an important starting point for the

investigation of the composition and rhetoricalisture of the lettet’

It is arguable that Mitchell has not been entiffelly to Hurd’s positior’*® but her general
conclusion above seems persuasive, and weakenssdiai a simple division of the

sections of the letter represented by this phnasa bther parts of the letter.

Apparent Contradiction Between Chapters 8 and 10

Like the tensions related to chapters 5-6, tensiegarding the unity of chapters 8-10 are
among the most difficult in canonical 1 Corinthiarchmithals sums up the issues that

have been of concern since Weiss:

The statements about the worship of idols (10:12)0 means fit into this
connection [of chapters 8—10]. They concern adadlgidifferent theme. In the

treatment of the profane eating of meat sacriftceidols there is nothing to

13" Margaret M. Mitchell, “Concerningepi & in 1 Corinthians, NovT31/3 (1989): 229-
256; 256.
138 See Hurd's response in his article cited above@GNews”).
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indicate that at the same time some in Corinththadnclination to take part in

the pagan worship. Conversely, 10:1-22 treats ohbultic meals:*®

Yeo agrees that the situations behind 10:1-22 lamdest of chapters 8 and 10 are
different, and he argues that Paul’s responsdsetettwo situations are very different in
terms of content and style. In relation to thaation represented in the bulk of chapters 8
and 10, Paul is inclusive, engaging, interactivet p@rsuasive: “Honour the weak”; while
in relation to the situation represented in 10:1R2ul is authoritarian, exegetical and
uncompromising: “Flee idolatry!” Yeo sees theskedénces as reflecting different stages
of Paul's own thought, with the stricter sectiomided from an earlier letter, and the more

compromising section derived from a later letf&r.

Schmithals is not hopeful for any way out of tléagion that allows the section to remain
intact’*! However, not all commentators are as convinceti@heed for partition
theories. Recalling Merklein’s multi-dimensionalncept of coherence, it is
understandable that in a section with nuanced ti@nis of situation, style, and content,
different scholars will assign greater weightinglifferent dimensions and combinations

of coherence “breach”.

Merklein himself considers that variations in stgle more than sufficiently accounted for
by an underlying rhetorical strategy in which iaitindirectness builds toward greater
frankness. Two related but distinct situationg @ating of idol meat and participation in

cult meals) lie behind chapters 8-10, although Balyl aims to forbid the latter. Thus:

8.1-13 und 10.1-22 lassen sich demnach auch uragnmatischer Riicksicht als

koharenter Text lesen. Beide Textteile konnentaaeden werden als Reaktion

139 SchmithalsGnosticism 92.

10 For useful summaries of these points, see Réetorical Interaction82-83; 209-210.
In Yeo’s application to Chinese hermeneutics, hengfly favours the “later” Paul, who is
more tolerant and willing to compromise: 212ff.

141 schmithals, “Korintherbriefe,” 269.

112



auf einen einheitlichen, in sich zusammenhangewdgomentationsgang

bestimmter Korinthet*?

Hall agrees with Merklein that it is essential toditentive to Paul’'s strategy of
persuasion. Chapter 8 presents the main prinapkspter 9 presents Paul’'s own
example; 10:1-22 draws a particularly strong aanjllargument about idolatry; and the

remainder of chapter 10 provides further applicgtiof the principle.

In these chapters he has been pointing out todinerig” the practical
consequences of adhering strictly to their slog@ne consequence is the
damage done to other Christians (ch. 8); the atbesequence is the spiritual
danger to themselves, if they are disloyal to Glaigl provoke God to jealousy

(10.1-22)*

Oropeza is likewise convinced that the whole argurigedirected against the “strong” in
Corinth, and that 10:1-22 represents the peakpafrauasive argument that has been

building in intensity***

It could be objected that in 10:1-22, “the motieésight/freedom, conscience, and the
‘weak’ do not appear*¥ whereas they are crucial to the argument in cha&ptédowever,
there do appear to be closer connections betweesetttions than Yeo allows. As
Schrage points out, one common motive can be sgecially in 8:4-6 and 10:14-19, and

might be expressed as respect for Christ as Lord:

Nun sind die sachlichen Verbindungen zwischen iafspeziell 8,4-6) und
10,14-19 nicht zu Ubersehen, aber ebenso deuttididge sachlichen Parallelen

zwischen Kap. 8 und 10,23-11,1, und gerade dasdtréeht die enge

42 Merklein, “Die Einheitlichkeit,” 169.

143 Hall, Unity, 50.

144B.J. OropezaPaul and Apostasy: Eschatology, Perseverance, aith§ Away in the
Corinthian CongregatioifTibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000), 60-61.

15 yeo, Rhetorical Interaction77.
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Verzahnung des Gesamtkomplexes mit den grundd@&niErwagungen von

Kap. 814

And it should not be thought that the issue of‘#teong” and the “weak” is absent from
10:1-22; indeed verse 12 hints, and verse 22 maiggit, that the argument here is still

directed toward those who foolishly believe themsslto be strong:

0 Sok®Vv eotdvatl PAenétw un méon (10:12)

un loxvpdrepot avtod Eopev; (10:22)

Connected with this, Yeo’s summary of the poinPalil's example of Israel in 10:1-22

may illustrate a failure to detect important resargawith chapter 8. Yeo summarises:

Paul uses the Israelites’ wilderness experiencetamtord’s Supper to illustrate

the exclusive loyalty and trust Christians oughtéwe in the Christian Gdd’

This seems inadequately attentive to important oesuof Paul’'s argument here. In the
example of Israel in chapter 10, it is not simptiefity that is exemplified, but the
responsibility of participation. Spiritual privie (typified by Israel) brings with it
corresponding responsible participation (in theyod his entails restraint for the sake of

others.

The argument of 10:1-22 might be expressed aswslltsrael’s experience included
equivalencies of the very spiritual realities abwhich the “knowledgeable” in Corinth
boast: baptism and the Lord’s Supper (cf. 1:10-T/Hose in Israel who took these
spiritual privileges as reason or opportunity fotdoautonomy and sin (including proud
sexual sin) were destroyed. Sitting down to edtdnmnk their prototypical sacrament,
they arose to play, provocatively grumbling andiipgtChrist to the test, while

deceptively assured of their own standing. Thhs®s$ occurred as an example to teach

198 SchragePer erste Brief an die Korinther (1 Korl,1-6,188.
47yeo,Rhetorical Interaction82.
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us not to be proudly assured of our own (autononstasmding, such that we
presumptuously entertain sin. We too must fledsitp, understanding that the sacrament
is not a gateway tautonomybut a celebration afependent participatiarthe Lord’s
Supper involves sharing in the blood of Christ #relbody of Christ. This latter sense of
participation emphatically requires unity. Thuarticipating in Christ, it is out of the
question to concurrently presumptuously paradenasdistrength by participating in idols
— and therefore in demons. We are left with thestjon: In whose strength are we

confident? Ours or God’s?

Read in this way, 10:1-22 has continuity with tihguanent of chapter 8. In chapter 8,
Paul questions the way in which some presumptualkly their strength and knowledge
to crush the sensitive conscienceshaf weakin chapter 10, Paul questions the way in
which some presumptuously allow their strength lamalviedge to utterly deceive
themselved® In both sections, Paul’s argumentation fits thggestion made earlier that
in chapters 5-14, Paul is applying ethically thecdorm corrective of chapters 1-4, in
which proud, presumptuous spirituality is calletbiquestion. Whereas in chapters 5-7
this is applied to issues raised in relation taus¢ xmmorality, greed, and impurity of
bodies, here in chapters 8-14 it is applied toeissaised in relation to interpersonal

relationships within the body of Christ.

The Relation of Chapter 9 to its Context in Chap®&10

Related to the question of the unity of chapteas® 10 is the question of the placement

of the intervening chapter. Probst explains thatdhapter’s questionable contextual

relatedness leads to suggestions of partition:

148 Similarly, Oropeza argues that the strong aréémn\in both sections: “In ch.8, the
problem is that they are endangering others; ih@lthe problem is that they are
endangering themselves”. B.J. Oropeza, “LayinBést the Midrash: Paul's Message on
Meat Sacrificed to Idols in Light of the Deuteroniofiradition,” Bib 79 (1998): 57-68;

62.
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Wird hier eine inhaltliche Beziehung zur Opferfragehtbar, die mehr ist als
blosse Stichwortassoziation? 1 Kor 9 kann ja statt Apostel, von einem
spateren Redaktor in seine jetzige Position gebractden sein!
Literarkritische Quellenscheidung ist anscheinemchéahier die gebotene

Losung™*®

Oropeza sees chapter 9 as having an exemplary role:

In chapter 9, then, Paul uses himself as an exatmmenvince the strong that
they should also exercise self-control by refragnfiom their right to eat at the

expense of the conscience of the w&k.

Yeo objects:

Paul’s apostolic defense in chapter 9 is clearlyjust an exemplum for the
church; it is an apologia (“defense,” 9:3) of Pawpostleship, as Paul himself

puts it**

Similarly, Schmithals objects that, although chaptenay be seen to provide an example
of self-restraint of freedom, this theme is notlyemade evident in 9:1-18 itself. The
passage itself, he claims, is just about Paulfsdedence in response to criticisms, and
does not express itself as simply an example,g@rsénvice of some other main point. Itis

only the contextual placement of this section thakes it appear to be an “exampte®.

There is a certain circularity to this argumentauter 9 does not belong in its context

because it is actually independent; its indepeneldmawever, can only be demonstrated

149 probstPaulus und der Brief.

%0 OropezaPaul and Apostasys8-59. Robinson Butarbutar likewise states, $ubmit
that chapter 9 is primarily an example”. Robin8anarbutarPaul and Conflict
Resolution: An Exegetical Study of Paul's ApostBlcadigm in 1 Corinthians @Milton
Keynes: Paternoster, 2007), 88.

®Lyeo, Rhetorical Interaction76.

152 Schmithals, “Korintherbriefe,” 270.
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by removing it from its context. Schmithals conegdhat, contextually situated, chapter 9
has clear “editorial” coherence; but why shouldrsacherence not be allowed

originality?

Further, is it really true to say that within 9:8-there is no hint that it is to be taken as
exemplary of an external point? If it is rightdetect, with Ackerman and others, a
crucial role for Paul's statement “Become imitatofsne” in 4:16, an exemplary function
may well be implied. As pointed out aboV&there are numerous places in canonical 1
Corinthians where Paul seems to reiterate and sgphés call for imitation of apostolic

cruciformity — including in chapters 7, 9, 11, an

The opening two verses of chapter 9 echo certemés of chapters 1-4, in which Paul

presented himself as the apostle who “planted@banthian church:

Am | not free? Am | not an apostle? Have | n&rsdesus our Lord? Are you
not my work in the Lord? If | am not an apostletbers, | surely am to you —

for you are the seal of my apostleship in the Lord.

In chapter 4, before making the summons to imiateself, Paul provocatively presents
his model of apostleship as subject to divine ratth@n human approval, marked
ironically by servanthood (4:1), death (4:9), weads(4:10), hunger and thirst (4:11). It
is this model of cruciformity that he calls the @thians to imitate; and it is precisely this

model that he exhibits significantly in 8:13, aridesngth in chapter 9:

If food causes my brother or sister to stumbleilllmever eat meat again, in

order that | might not cause my brother or sistesttimble.

133|n the section ‘4:14-21 as Apparent Letter Closing
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To the weak | have become weak, in order that htnjgin the weak. | have
become all things to all, in order that in everywanight save some. And | do

everything because of the gospel.

And these same themes — of self-restrained eatidglanking in imitation of apostolic

Christlikeness — form the conclusion of the wha@et®n in 10:31-11:1:

So whether you eat or drink, or whatever you dogderything for the glory of

God. Do not become a cause for the stumblingw§d® Gentiles or the church
of God, just as in everything | seek to pleaseralt,seeking my own benefit, but
that of the many, in order that they might be sav@dcome imitators of me, as |

am of Christ.

Merklein seems justified in concluding:

Er mite schon so kongenial gewesen sein, daBtatigaZiige des Apostels
selbst annimmt, ganz abgesehen davon, daf} es faith@@nannt werden miifite,
wenn in unterschiedlichen Briefen Textstlicke vareederartigen semantischen

Affinitat und Relationalitat bereitgelegen habetieso'**

By “defending” his apostleship, Paul forcefully rifees the extent of his exemplary self-

restraint, to those who are sceptical that sudnaiesis desirable or possible among those

who have “knowledge”, “rights”, and “freedom”.

Contextually Questionable Praise in 11:2ff

Schmithals follows Weiss in finding the placemehi ®:2 problematic: How can Paul say

“I praise you for remembering me &l things” — when he has just been at pains to show

14 Merklein, “Die Einheitlichkeit,” 172. Likewise, BarbutarPaul and Conflict
Resolution concludes that chapter 9 is integrally connettecthapters 8-10, as part of
Paul’s pastoral strategy in dealing with the isstifood offered to idols.
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that theydo no? Perhaps this would fit better at the beginnihg ketter. This certainly
gives an initial impression of incongruence. Hoemvt does seem that the range of “all

things” is specified in the continuation of the tgsrte:

Now | praise you for remembering me in all thingsd you keep the traditions

[tag mapaddoeig), just as | gave them to you.

The question immediately becomes a more limitedblera: What is meant byoc
napaddoerg? This problem is limited further when it is rdedlthat this section is itself

corrective, as verse 3 shows:

OéAw 8¢ Ludg eidévan bt...

This corrective function shows that Paul’s praiséhe Corinthians for remembering him
in “all things” cannot be meant in an unqualifiexhse, because he is about to critique
their very practice of the traditions that they enemdably remember. It would seem
then, that Paul’s praise is for remembering to kbeg(liturgical) traditions he passed onto

them, even though their practice of those tradgtioray be questionable.

Thus the incongruity here is not really one of saibse, but simply of abruptness in
argumentational movement. Although this shouldbeoignored, Merklein’s concept of
“pragmatic coherence” can usefully be recalled hane his reminder that the breach of

one dimension of coherence need not necessaglyt in the conclusion @ficoherence:

Doch muR dies bei Brieftexten nicht ungewdhnlicimséJm so mehr ist nach
einer méglichen pragmatischen Kohéarenz (die ensttrdAutor und/oder Leser

konstituiert wird) zu frageft”

155 Merklein, “Die Einheitlichkeit,” 173-174.
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The Relation of Chapter 13 to its Context in Chepie-14

Just as the place of 6:1-11 is questioned in aldat chapters 5-6, and the place of
chapter 9 is questioned in relation to chapter98sa the place of chapter 13 is
questioned in relation to chapters 12—-14. Weisdsfthe connecting verses dubious,

suggesting that chapter 13 is an editorial insertio

Kurz, wenn schon der Ubergang 12.31 nicht sehmisgh ist, so ist vollends der
Zusammenhang zwischen Kap. 13 und 14 weniger @hntend als kinstlich.
Und wie flau ist der Ubergang 14.1! Schon der AusH [diokete t. agap.] wirkt

nach Kap. 13 unertraglich matf.

William O. Walker Jnr. considers the contrast odjoter 13 with its surrounding context
to be even starker, even though he concedes #rat idno direct textual evidence

indicating that chapter 13 is a non-Pauline int&fian:

It is my own judgement that 1 Corinthians 13 is toobe characterized as a
digression or excursus. It is rather an interampthat both breaks the logical
flow of chaps 12 and 14 and, in a literary styl@eyforeign to these chapters,

declares essentially irrelevant the issues therghiscussed®’

Sellin disagrees, finding a smoothness from 12xduth to 16:24>® Similarly, Smit
seeks to demonstrate that the chapter can be semtiely fitting, if it is viewed from the

perspective of the handbooks of Hellenistic rhetori

The manner in which Paul, by means of comparigaes to change the

estimation the Corinthians have regarding the shaata and the fact that for

136 Johannes WeisBer erste KorintherbrietKEKNT; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1910), 310. Schmithals follows Weisselp here: See Schmithals,
“Korintherbriefe,” 268.

157 Wwilliam O. Walker Jnr., “Is First Corinthians 13\n-Pauline InterpolationTBQ
60/3 (1998): 484-499; 484,

138 Sellin, “Hauptprobleme,” 2984.
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doing so he chooses the form of an excursus ienmptete correspondence with

the rules of the demonstrative gefite.

It is a devaluing speech in which Paul belittles ¢harismata by setting them

against love on three accouhts.

However, Smit's analysis might be questioned h&ees Paul actually set the charismata
in oppositionto love, or does he rather speak of what theyikeavithoutlove?

Garland’s comment is apt:

Rather than being a hymn glorifying how wondertid is, this text becomes a

subtle commentary on what is rotten in Coritfth.

As Garland’s comment suggests, there are numererbsivand conceptual parallels
between chapter 13 and Paul's characterisationeo€orinthians elsewhere in the letter.
For exampleov {nAoi (cf. 3:3);kavxfowpar, neprepetetal, guotobrar (cf. 4:6 etc.);
doxnuovei (cf. 7:36). The critique of these attitudes isebpparticularly cutting in the
context of chapters 12—14, as they characterisedheattitude of proud, self-seeking

pneumatisnthat Paul there opposes. Fitzmyer rightly conetud

| hesitate to label the passage a digression orsantion, because, as | see it, it is
theclimaxto what Paul has been teaching in chap. 12 abeptieumatikaand

the diverse kinds of them, whettararismata, diakoniaior energmata.... In

their own way and somewhat abstractly, these vensesup what Paul has been
saying elsewhere in this letter about the charsties of the Christian life when

lived in Christ!®?

139 Joop Smit, “The Genre of 1 Corinthians 13 in thght of Classical RhetoricNovT
33/3 (1991): 193-216; 214.

160 Smit, “The Genre,” 215.

%1 David E. Garland] Corinthians(BECNT; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Academic,
2003), 617.

162 Joseph A. FitzmyeFirst Corinthians: A New Translation with Introdimh and
CommentarfAYB; New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 8)3188.
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Paul's Lowly Self-Depiction in Chapter 15, in Caagt with Chapter 9

Schmithals declares:

It is not conceivable that at the same time in Wiiie writes 1,9 [i.e. a self-
defence] Paul declares that he is not [worthy tediled an apostle — i.e. chapter

15], thus precisely what people in Corinth are ghvag'®®

But such a sharp incongruence between the twoosisas hard to maintain. There are
elements in both sections of insistent justificatid apostolic status as well as emphatic
dissociation from exaltation. Arguably, in botltsens, as well as in chapters 1-4 where
similar themes emerge, the juxtaposition of appghrémcongruous elements serves the
same rhetorical purpose. Paul wants his own ags#spl to teach the Corinthians
dependence upon God, both by being revelatory kipg&od’s word of life), and by
being exemplary (living God’s way of life). Thedwohere in the theme of the cross of

Christ.

Thus in chapter 9, Paul both insists on his owrstigship and presents himself as an
example of cruciform self-restraint. In chapter B&ul likewise affirms his own
foundational status, while presenting himself a&sapitome of one whose life is marked

by death.

Discrepancy Between Chapter 15 and 6:14

Sellin points out that Paul seems to carry diffeessumptions about the resurrection-

beliefs of his hearers in 6:14 and in chaptef®t3n the former passage, Paul appeals

without argument to an apparently common belidtitnre resurrection; in the latter

183 gchmithalsGnosticism 92.
184 G. Sellin,Die Streit um die Auferstehung der Tot&®bttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1986), 49.
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passage, Paul argues at length against a Corirdkigial of future resurrection. Further,
in the former passage, Paul appears to believewldtwill be raised, whereas in the

latter section, he says that “we” will not all diyt will bechanged

However, the first of these tensions needs to estetl by noting that there is at least one
difference between resurrection in 6:14 (upon whitgre appears to be assumed
agreement between Paul and the Corinthians) andreetion in chapter 15 (upon which
there is sharp disagreement). The denial of restion in chapter 15 is in relation to a

particular objectthe dead

How is it that some of you say that there is naimetionof the deadvekp®v]?

Thus, rather than challenging the literary intggot the letter, Paul’'s apparent assumption
about his hearers in 6:14 may serve to focus dison®f the issues behind chapter 15.
Perhaps it is a Corinthian disapprovabefthitself, or of the value alead bodieshat

helps explain the denial of resurrection on theé psome in Corinth. | will engage
further with these issues in chapter 5 of my dissen, which will focus on 1 Corinthians

15.

In relation to the second tension, Thiselton riglatbposes a sharp division between 6:14

and chapter 15 (as expressed by U. Schnelle):

But this is to misread the careful dialectic betaveentinuity and change which
runs throughout 15:1-58. To be sure, Paul’s restionowya is a transformed
otua; but it remains theame selivhichalsoretains “somatic continuity,” as
Dahl well argues.... B. Byrne, contrary to Schneadlestructively argues that
Paul’s eschatology counters the dualism of thog&oainth who devalue the
body by demonstrating how resurrection destinyréxigely what gives meaning,

responsibility, and significance to bodily existerin the preserit®

165 Thiselton,First Epistle 464-465.
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Thus both of the tensions here may be addressgd/img careful attention to the

situation and nuanced argumentation of chapter 15.

Chloe and Stephanas in Chapter 16 and Chapter 1

Two tensions arise from Paul’s personal greetingshapter 16. Firstly, it is surprising
that Paul does not greet, or offer greetings frthloe’s people”, from whom he reports
having heard significant news about the Corintlulaarch in chapter 1. Secondly, it is
surprising to find that Stephanas appears to beeptevith Paul in chapter 16, given that
Paul seems initially not to remember him in chafiteand makes no reference to his

presence at that poitft

Merklein does not find either of these issues tpéicularly significant®’ He asserts

that it is enough to mention Chloe’s people in ¢baft, without needing to reiterate an
acknowledgement of them at the close of the let®milarly, Merklein appeals to the
pragmatics of a letter text to suggest that a egifeg to Stephanas’ presence in chapter 1 is

unnecessary, given that this would have been kriowime Corinthians anyway.

It could further be pointed out that there is nimimation as to whether Chloe’s people
were even part of the Corinthian church at altheir whereabouts at the time of the
sending of the letter. Likewise, Paul provides fistails from which to reconstruct

Stephanas’ movements.

But what of Paul's apparent failure to recall Stapds in chapter 1? Schenk considers

such a failure to be unthinkable if Stephanas wefact present — as Schenk believes is

166 Again, Schmithals finds that these tensions paiteniably to partition. He points to
“the question which has caused exegetes much gokithe brain, as to how Paul could
be silentin 1,1:11 about Stephanas and his coropariut in 1,16 about the people of
Chloe — a puzzle that is in fact insoluble if orddis to the unity of 1 Corinthians. Rather,
Epistle A is delivered by Stephanas, and EpistteaB been prompted by those of Chloe.
It would indeed be most strange if Paul had onlateely recalled in 1,1:16 Stephanas
who waspresent with hith SchmithalsGnosticism 94; emphasis original.

187 Merklein, “Die Einheitlichkeit,” 162.
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implied in chapter 16% It is worth considering, however, whether Pauymave had a
rhetorical reason in chapter 1 for singling outpleeple he baptised and for separating the
mention of Stephanas. Baptism is mentioned sirgim this crucial section that
introduces the issue of divisions (1:10-17); and/mere else in the main body of the letter
are people from Corinth named — not even the mamhels publicly committed sexual
immorality in chapter 5. These facts may hint thate was something about this issue of
baptism, and the particular people Paul first naitieg was known both to Paul and the
Corinthians in relation to the divisions, but whislhow obscure. It may be, for example,
that Paul wanted to separate the mention of Steggh@nlocal leader whom he commends
in chapter 16) from any hint of the squabbling dvaptism. Of course, this cannot be
insisted upon; but the fact that it can neitheebephatically denied again illustrates
Merklein’s point that there will necessarily be obisties and apparent incongruities in
dealing with a letter text, which carries pragmatterence between author and primary

audience.

Apparent Editorial Interpolations

Redaction Criticism is often accompanied by thegestjon of editorial interpolations that
aim to improve overall coherence, and to sharpenetter’'s application to the redactional
situation. It has already been noted that Sedlimriconvinced by most of the suggestions
of editorial interpolations in 1 Corinthians, alttgh he does, for example, think that 1:2c

is given away as an interpolation by a catholigjgEndency®

Such assertions of interpolation, without manus@ipdence, are hard to evaluate,
particularly because they require an accessiblactazhal situation that makes better
sense of them than their literary context. | remaiconvinced that it can be argued with
sufficient certainty that original circumstancesiicbnot have supplied adequate reason
for — specifically — reminders of catholicity. ked, such reminders do not appear at all

out of place in a letter that argues vigorouslyiagtgoroud autonomy.

188 Schenk, “Der 1 Korintherbrief als Briefsammlung?3.
189 Sellin, “Hauptprobleme,” 2983.
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There are, of course, numerous other passagesi¢sdbiose that are argued to have an
editorial catholicising tendency) that have beentdied as possible interpolations in 1
Corinthians. Murphy-O’Connor discusses claimsntéipolation in relation to 2:6-16;

4:6; 6:14; 7:29-31; 10:1-22; 11:3-16; 13; 14:34t5;21-2; 15:29-34; 15:31-2; 15:44b-48;
and 15:56/° Aside from those discussed above, however, tinssences generally relate
to individual possible additions, rather than aflé@lements of a comprehensive redaction
of the letter. Thus | do not discuss them herenwpg$ocus is on the general unity and
coherence of the letter, a coherence that wouldb@dgeopardised by the odd questionable

verse.

3. Kerygmatic Rhetoric and the Coherence of 1
Corinthians

My thesis, that the arrangement of 1 Corinthiansibeed as exhibitingerygmatic
rhetoric, essentially pursues the credible possibility thelRIraws on, but creatively
transforms, certain conceptual motifs from hiswal-theological heritage in order to
present a pastorally strategic response to a ggbbfems in Corinth that he conceives as
having major theological significance. This alloavsmoother reading of the letter than a
more limited application of Rhetorical Criticismsharovided, particularly in relation to

the meaning and function of the resurrection chapte

Conclusion to Chapter 2

In this chapter | have acknowledged that the Iitenategrity of 1 Corinthians has often
been challenged, resulting in various redactiooriles, as well as a range of conceptions
of the letter’'s coherence. Objectors to the contiposil unity of the letter point to a lack
of unified literary coherence, and possible evideotan editor. Redaction theories,
however, face problems of historical plausibiliipth in terms of the claim for an
aggressively singular Pauline Corpus, and in ietatid the utilisation of 1 Corinthians by

Clement of Rome.

170 Jerome Murphy-O’Connor, “Interpolations in 1 Cahians” inKeys to First
Corinthians(rev. and enl.Qxford, Oxford University Press, 2009), 257-287.
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Various conceptions of the literary unity of théde have therefore been offered. The
background of Greco-Roman letter forms has bedimided benefit, given that the letter
“body” is so flexible. Rhetorical Criticism hasrmamendably sought to be attentive to the
flow of the letter’'s argumentation, but has ofte®b limited to rhetorical patterns that
were allegedly generic across the Greco-Roman wiattler than creative rhetorical
resources expressive of Paul’s particularity. Nwoue scholars have noted that Paul's
pastoral motivation results in a literary coheretiia is pragmatic between author and
first audience. The situation/s behind the Idtre been investigated and evaluated as
having a certain entextualised coherence by vagousmentators. Some have argued
that Paul’s response to these situations exhilittie@logical unity, perhaps drawing on
patterns from Paul’s theological heritage. My quanspective continues this trajectory of
thought, but emphasises that such patterns frofisRhaological heritage have been

renegotiated in the light of the Christ event, ézdime focused d®rygma

The exegetical tensions in canonical 1 Corinthimay be somewhat relieved by this
perspective. In particular, Paul’'s pastorally driwhetoric, his distinctive approach to
ethical persuasion, and his adoptiorABA’ patterning into his overall schema offer some
insight into the parts of the letter that have bseen as problematic for the letter’s overall

coherence.
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Chapter 3

1 Corinthians 1-4: Divisive Boasting Over
Human Leaders is Set Against the Present

Inhabitation of Christ’s Cross
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1. John Chrysostom as Student of Paul

John Chrysostom has long been regarded as one ofdhkt insightful exegetes among the
Patristics: His 44 homilies on 1 Corinthians are the eartiesmpletely preserved, full-
scale commentary on the letter in Gre&k'therefore begin this investigation of 1
Corinthians 1-4 by seeking to be attentive to Ghstam’s reading of this portion of the
letter. | will then engage with the text of 1 Qdhians itself, before relating my findings

to modern scholarship.

To consider Chrysostom at such length may appédae #digression, but it belongs
integrally to my argument. It is important thag tinterpretation of 1 Corinthians that | am
presenting be seen to bear some continuity witly €fristian exposition. Chrysostom’s
homilies in particular exhibit substantial harmamigh the direction of this dissertation.
The homilies were delivered in Antioch, where Jehrved as lector, deacon, and

presbyter (386-97), before being promoted to bistfoponstantinople.

Wendy Mayer and Pauline Allen describe the usuatgire of Chrysostom’s exegetical

sermons:

[1In these John tends to pursue a close verse-lgewexegesis of the pericope or

scriptural lection, which he then follows with athieal discourse on some issue.

! His reception by Thomas Aquinas and John Calvillustrative. For both of these
theologians, Chrysostom is among the three mogedqu@atristics, alongside Augustine
and Jerome. In Aquina€atena Aureaquotations of Chrysostom (and writings thought
to be by Chrysostom) outweigh Augustine and Jer(2662 for Chrysostom, compared
with 1107 for Jerome, and 2078 for Augustine), ¢ating Chrysostom’s significance
when it comes texegesis Similarly, although Calvin often finds disagresmhwith
Chrysostom in thénstitutes he seems to view him as a more reliable guide tha
Augustine when it comes to exegetical works. RrdArolder elucidates: “Calvin
possessesaoctrinal hermeneutigvhich is basically traditional and conservatived a
dependent on a type of Augustinian grasp of thésGan message. Heterprets
Scripture however, using a hermeneutical method which rednistically inspired,
contextually considered, and influenced far morédaisyjunderstanding of the
interpretation of Chrysostom”. R. Ward Holder, t@a as Commentator on the Pauline
Epistles,” inCalvin and the Bibléed. Donald D. McKim; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2006), 224-256; 250; emphasiemin

2 Margaret M. MitchellThe Heavenly Trumpet: John Chrysostom and the fA?aaline
Interpretation(Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000; repr. Louisvilley.KWestminster John
Knox Press, 2002), xv.
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This second half of the sermon is not always diyeetated to the subject-matter
of the first. Instead it can be occasioned by soareern which happens to be
close to John’s mind at the time or he may contmtigeme which was initially

addressed in other sermons preached before theaatience.

Frances Young elaborates on the ethical applicatidiChrysostom’s homilies:

It is reckoned that in his ninety homilies on MatthChrysostom spoke on
almsgiving forty times, poverty thirteen times, gga more than thirty times and
wealth wrongly acquired or used about twenty timesQften he sounds like the
typical hectoring moralist, as these themes keeprrig, creeping in on the

barest of pretexts where they seem hardly relelant.

Elsewhere Young explains:

It has often been noted that on the whole thesgegioal homilies fall into two
parts: the first follows the text providing commanyt, then, after a certain time,
Chrysostom abandons the text and develops a ldmgr&tion on one of his
favourite themes, the latter bearing preciouslitdlation to the text or

commentary preceding it.

However, if we limit our exegetical interest to tlexpository” portion of each homily we

are, as Margaret M. Mitchell rightly points outyaling what their author thought most

important”®

¥ Wendy Mayer and Pauline Allefiphn ChrysostortECF; London: Routledge, 2000),
30.

* Frances Young, “They Speak to Us Across the Cirst@. John ChrysostomExpT
109/2 (1997): 38-41; 40.

® Frances YoungBiblical Exegesis and the Formation of ChristianltGre (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1997), 249.

® Mitchell, The Heavenly Trumpetvii.
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In this chapter | seek to attend to the exegetitsaghts that Chrysostom brings as both an

expositorandcreative applierof 1 Corinthians.

Paul as Pastoral Model

Frederic Henry Chase rightly captures the pastbn’ddnterest in the pastor Paul:

[Chrysostom] rejoices to mark how the great misaigmpastor varies rebuke
with commendation.... [Chrysostom himself] was an &sifor because he was

first of all a Pastof.

Indeed, it seems that Chrysostom’s immediate isténeapproaching Paul’s letters in a
homiletic setting is the questiofWhat is Paul’'s pastoral approach?"This question
permeates and steers his discussion of 1 Corirgfiand leads him to reflect on an

apostolic author who igastorally sensitivandrhetorically competent

Pastorally Sensitive

Perhaps the most important feature of Chrysostimpsession of Paul is that the apostle

is pastorally sensitivecarefully and lovingly arranging his discussion the sake of his

hearers’ spiritual health:

For this is the character of Paul: even on theshafSiittle things he composes big

praise, but he does not do this with flattery; bynmeans! For how could he who

" Frederic Henry Chas€hrysostom: A Study in the History of Biblical iptestation

(1887; repr. Charleston, S.C.: Bibliolife, 2009791

® S0 in Homily 1, for example, he calls his heatersbserve Paul's pastoral aim: “Do you
see how with each word he pulls down their puffpgride, training their thoughts by
every means for heaven?” Homily 1 on 1 Corinthj&S 61.13. In Homily 2,
Chrysostom draws attention to Paul’s covert mettforbnfrontation: “By means of
praises and thanksgivings he touches them harsklgimily 2 on 1 Corinthians; PG
61.17. All further references to Chrysostom’s Haamiare to the series on 1 Corinthians.
All translations and emphases are my own. | aitktaanslate from thBatrologia
Graecaedition, with an awareness of Frederick Fieldiaal edition.
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desired neither money nor glory nor any other ghaig act in such a way?

Rather he arranges all things for the sake of #adiration’

Often in the homilies on 1 Corinthians, Paul’'s pestapproach is described using the
terminology of therapy: Paul is the skilful “phyisin”, who discerns “symptoms” and
applies “medicine” to Corinthian “disease”, effextiits “cure”’® This therapeutic

concern must be heeded if one is to apprehend whi#ites with vehemence; why he
writes with gentleness; why he utilises digressishy he uses irony or reason or deferral:

“he arranges all things for the sake of their dadwvd.

Rhetorically Competent

Furthermore, Chrysostom views Paullastorically competent Although Chrysostom
insists that Paul does not conduct his apostolgsimn according to the Corinthian model
of “external wisdom” and “human reasoning” but eathccording to the operation of
divine grace'! he believes that Paul communicates his divinelggimessage using
recognisable rhetorical devices. He donesseem to think that the letter utilises a
conventional rhetorical macro-structure, but hights Paul’'s repeated use of rhetorical
devices such as thoughtfully organised anticipatfqroof and witnes$® reason*

digression'® example'® juxtapositiont’ andreductio ad absurdurtf

° Homily 26; PG 61.213.

1% see for example Homily 1, PG 61.12, which refer€orinthian “disease”, or Homily
12, PG 61.96, in which Paul acts as a “physiciamtiis therapeutic imagery had, for
centuries, been a commonplace in philosophicalnamcl argumentation. See Martha C.
NussbaumThe Therapy of Desire: Theory and Practice in Hel&c Ethics(Princeton,
N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1994).

" This is a major theme, for example, in Homily 4.

2 For example, in Homily 2 Chrysostom indicates fPatll ‘oikovouik@®g” prepares
(mpoodomorodvteg) for his later argument (PG 61.18).

3 For example, in Homily 5, Paul calls the Corintfsas “witnesses’lfiptupag) against
themselves (PG 61.39). In Homily 7 Chrysostomasske need to set forth “proofs”
(&modeiteic), a requirement that Paul has fulfilled (PG 61.54)

4 For example, in Homily 18 Paul is said to make afsthoth threats and reasonsiag
aneldg kai Aoyiopovg tibnowv) in persuading the Corinthians (PG 61.145).

'3 For example, in Homily 37 Chrysostom reflects, &fhjust as he always does, he
returns to his former topiatpotépav Uné0sorv], from which he had digresse¢Efn] to
discuss these things” (PG 61.317).

'8 For example, in Homily 41 Chrysostom says that Pases both reasons and
examples” kal Aoyiopovg kai mapadeiypata tibnot) in making his point (PG 61.355).
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Two broad rhetorical features are especially wotthgote, as Chrysostom appears to

view them as “customary” for Paul and thus consityanformative.

The first “customary” rhetorical feature is thataafrefulalternationbetween vehement

rebuke and soothing repair:

Having corrected the three weightiest chargesstyirthe division of the church;
secondly, the issue of the one who has committedasémmorality; thirdly, the

issue of the greedy person — he now adopts a tsoneof speec?’

Next, because he had put fear into them, see how again he raises them up,

alongside an exhortation to moderatfon.

For that which | said before | will also say nhowat he does not place all of the
heavy accusations in a row, but rather, after dgaliith them in their proper

order, he distributes the gentler topics in thesinad then?*

The second broad “customary” rhetorical featurPadl’s letter might be thought of as

metaschematismper covert reversal

Chrysostom holds that a fundamental element of ®paktoral approach is his right

concern to convince his hearers by building hietsagradually:

" For example, in Homily 42, Chrysostom remarkssths Paul always does, he blends
topic with topic préBeoiv vmobéoel]” (PG 61.364).

'8 1n Homily 39 Chrysostom commends the use ofréftiictio ad absurduniwhich Paul
also often uses” (PG 61.337).

Y Homily 19; PG 61.152. Of the varied problems tBatysostom perceives in Corinth, it
is not factionalism but resurrection-denial thaiyas to be the weightiest: “He places the
most severe issue of all last — that concerningdherrection”. Homily 26; PG 61.212.

2 Homily 24; PG 61.198.

“ Homily 26; PG 61.212.
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Just as | have always been saying — that we mustdor rebukes gently and

little by little — this Paul also does héefe.

This frequently involves a movement from that whigmild to that which istrong or

from that which igdistantto that which iglirect

This Paul also does here. For, being about togoan issue full of many
dangers, fit to pull the church from its foundaphe makes use of milder

languagée”

But he has something to say that is beyond thesgshk- for he places the greater

things last*

Do you see how little by little he leads to thatiethis close at hand? He does
this customarily, beginning with distant exampkesd ending with that which is

more directly related to the isstre.

This characteristic movement from that whiclmi¢d or distantto that which istrongor
direct may at times involve an initial use advertself-reference, which eventually gives

way toovertconfrontation:

He always develops the heavy issues in relatidisown persof®

Up to this point, using harsh words, he did notaihthe curtain, but he argued

as though he himself were the one hearing theegghi. But because now it is

time to show mercy, he removes it and takes offlagk?’

22 Homily 3; PG 61.21.
% Homily 3; PG 61.21.
4 Homily 33; PG 61.281.
% Homily 35; PG 61.299.
% Homily 35; PG 61.297.
“"Homily 12; PG 61.96.
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When he was discussing their divisions, he didimotediately heavily rebuke
them on the matter, but was more gentle at firad, &terwards he ended in

accusatiorf®

And at this point he says it obscurely, but asd®sgn and grows heated, he
removes the veil from the head.... Butin the beigigine does not do this, for it

is better to proceed gently, little by litd2.

By this movement fronaovertto overt, Paul gently invites an open and willing reception

from his hearers, before cunningly (but lovinglg)ling them to a reversal of values:

This is especially what Paul repeatedly sets oattmmplish, when he wants to
lead people away from something. He shows thav¢ng things the person
desires are unwittingly lost. And you too shoutdthis: if you want to lead
someone away from pleasure, show that the issds teabitterness; if you want

to take someone away from vainglory, show thaighee is full of dishonou?’

As the above quotation indicates, Chrysostom t&les seriously as a mentor in terms of
pastoral approach. Chrysostom views himself ag<$Pattientive collaborator in the
ecclesial ambd' He understands himself to be, like Paul, a plesié discerning
symptoms and prescribing cures. In the final serofahe series, Chrysostom looks back
at Paul's approach and seeks to pass on Paul’'slmbldew to rebuke sinners: one must

use loving sensitivity rather than selfish anger:

% Homily 15; PG 61.122.

2 Homily 38; PG 61.323.

% Homily 36; PG 61.308-9.

3L This point is made powerfully by the common aitistotif in which Paul watches over
Chrysostom’s shoulder during sermon preparationvemidpers exegetical ideas. The
motif can be found in MitchellThe Heavenly Trumpetvhere it is helpfully elucidated
(35). More broadly, Mitchell convincingly argudsat Chrysostom saw Paul as a mentor
and collaborator.

%24f | have declared these things more plainly thaught, let no one blame me. For |
do not want to make a display of dignified wordst tather to make my hearers
dignified.... For also a doctor who desires to autan ulcer is not concerned about how
he might keep his hands clean, but rather how Ilglitnhiring relief from the ulcer”.

Homily 37, PG 61.320; see also Homily 11, PG 61i84vhich Chrysostom promises to
prescribe a cure.
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By these words [“my love be with you all”] he indies that the things he had
written did not come from passion or wrath, bunfroare, given that after such
an accusation he does not turn away from themiplvas them and embraces
them from afar, enfolding them through these Istgerd writings. For this is

what the one who corrects mustHo.

2. Chrysostom as Preacher of 1 Corinthians

Pastoral Creativity in Exposition and Application

It should not be surprising, then, if the pastarad rhetorical tact that Chrysostom has
perceived in Paul is also evident in his own haasili Indeed, it is suddenly obvious that
the homilies generally involve a movement from distant(Corinth) to thedirect

(Antioch); from themild (indirect application) to thetrong(direct confrontation); from
thecovert(speaking about “them”) to thevert(addressing “you”). There may be more to
the link between “exposition” and “application” @hrysostom’s exegetical homilies than
is first apparent. A brief examination of sevdramilies will be worthwhile. | will focus
on a sequence of homilies for which the relatiopddtween exposition and application

appears obscure or tenuous.

In the exposition section ¢fomily 11, Chrysostom identifies the issue in 1 Corinthians
4:3-5 as the Corinthiangrrogant judgement of one anothé&ust like judges on their

seats™*

This sin (like that of the “fornicator”, as Jopnints out) is shown to arise from
pride, as the Corinthians usurp the divine positionuafgke, making false judgements

based on present appearances.

The application section of this homily, howeverai®ut the evils of wealth:

% Homily 44; PG 61.377.
% Homily 11; PG 61.87.
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What then should we do? Know the shabbiness sEtli@ngs, and that wealth

is a senseless runaway slave, surrounding thoséhawmit with innumerable

evils*®

The link between exposition and application maysteeem to be something of a stretch.
But a closer look reveals that from the preacheeispective, the denial &fod as Judge
lies at the heart of both sections. Those who nsakedeceived judgements (whether in

Corinth or in Antioch) are exhibiting a seriousetdise:

Consider how greatly humans are deceived in thggoeénts that they makel...
Whatever sin you like, first let us examine it; aradi will see that it arises in this

very way>°

The Corinthian problem of proud self-deceit is shown to fidtiocheneexpression
particularly in the luxurious pursuit of preserdires. So Chrysostom sensitively applies
the lesson thabod is the true Judge his own hearers by urging them to recall thayt
cannot deceive God, the true Judge, and thus sipowigk their unfitting passion for
present wealth Thus, having come alongside his hearers inxpestion section, he

directly confronts them in the application.

That the exposition and application are consciolisked in this way is indicated by

Chrysostom’s closing words, in which he returngh®theme of his exposition:

And on that day we will hav&od’s praise, just as Paul also says: “And then each
one’s praise will come from God". For that whiadntes from humans is

fleeting®’

% Homily 11; PG 61.94.
% Homily 11; PG 61.92.
3" Homily 11; PG 61.96.
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Homily 12follows a similar pattern. The exposition sectfoouses on 1 Corinthians 4:6-
10 (in Chrysostom’s version, “Now these things,tbeos, | have transferred so as to be
about myself and Apollos, for your sake, so thatsryou might learn not to consider
people above that which is written”). Chrysostoomgs out that the divisive Corinthian

boasting in polished speakers is essentially aemaftpuffed up pride in humans.

The application section, however, focuses espgaiallthe believers’ acceptance of the

customary impropriety associated with weddings miagried life in Antioch:

For tell me, is it not evil to commit sexual immbig? So shall we allow this to

happen even onc&?

Again, this application initially appears to be eiated to the exposition. But once again,
a closer look reveals that from the preacher'sygetive, both exposition and application

deal with a common problem: thatfride in another’'s esteem

So it seems that this also comes from being puffeftotto guoidoewg]: being
exalted on behalf of another — even if one is matted on behalf of oneself. For
just as someone who is proud of another’s wealth @at of arrogance, so it is

with the one who is proud of another's gldPy.

Chrysostom equates tkBorinthian believers’ arrogant pride in their chosen leadgltsy
with Antiochenearrogant pride in society’s glory. Just as ini@tbrbelievers are priding
themselves in their association with polished spesgkso in Antioch believers are priding

themselves in their acceptance by an immoral saciet

% Homily 12; PG 61.103.
% Homily 12; PG 61.97.
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Tell me! Are these then the ones whose glory yasea And how could this be
anything other than the ultimate folly, to seek phhaise of humans who are so

corrupt in their opinions and who act so randorffly?

In Homily 13 the exposition relates to 1 Corinthians 4:10-16:

He shows how they [the apostles] are condemnedathdsaying “We are fools
and weak and dishonoured; and we hunger and #ricsgo naked and beaten
and homeless; and we labour, working with our oands” — which are signs of
genuine teachers and apostles. But the othershigineminded on the basis of

the opposites of theée.

But the application again moves to focus on thericfion to share wealth with all:

For wealth is a chain, an awful chain for those wbmot know how to use it, an
inhumane and savage tyrant.... How then will thisgem [our escape from

wealth]? When we share our wealth with*all.

This might initially appear to bear little relatiom the passage under discussion.
However, it would seem that once again, Chrysostamattempted to sensitively apply
the underlyingoastoral pointof the passage to the particular orientation sfdwn
audience. In this instance, the “pastoral poistthie necessity of forsaking present pride

and glory, in the imitation of apostolic humility:

They should zealously seek these ways of the asosttheir dangers and
humiliations, rather than their honours and gloriEsr it is these things that the

gospel require§®

“CHomily 12; PG 61.106-7.
“I Homily 13; PG 61.107.
“2Homily 13; PG 61.112.
“>Homily 13; PG 61.107.
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This assertion seems to act as a bridge betweearsigigm and application. Chrysostom’s
audience is to consider Paul, and pursue his dikdigess in body and soul, eschewing
present wealtlin preference for greater riches. Far from beingelated to the context of
1 Corinthians then, Chrysostom’s injunction to shaealth attempts to strike at the heart

of the issue that Paul has identified in Corintie kove of present glory.

Homily 15also seems to move awkwardly between expositidnagplication. The
exposition focuses on the sexually immoral man Gbtinthians 5; but the application

focuses on the greedy desire for wealth:

Where now are the wealthy? Those who count uplsiapd compound interest,

those who take from all people and are never gdigf

But once again it would seem that Chrysostom engtting to be pastorally attentive to
the “disease” beneath the symptoms, and to brihghisiunderlying issue in his
application. Chrysostom suggests that the sexiraltyoral man of 1 Corinthians 5 may

in fact be one of the would-be “wise” of the Cohiilain congregatioft, and as such, the
object of the congregation’s boasting. And wheia3orinth this proud boasting has
resulted in the acceptance of sexual immoralitntioch the equivalent boasting results
in the acceptance of unrestrained greed. Thigerietween exposition and application is

actually made explicit, albeit briefly:

Now it seems very much to me that the issue coimgthe leaven also applies
to the priests who allow much old leaven to renweithin, not purging from their
borders — that is, the church — the greedy, swiadénd all that would exclude

from the kingdom of heaven. Fgreedis indeed “old leaven*

This issue then becomes the focus of the homilyicaion.

“Homily 15; PG 61.128.
5 “50@ob TIvog Towg dvrog” Homily 15; PG 61.122.
“Homily 15; PG 61.127.
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In each of these homilies, then, the pastor Chigsofias sought to discern and
effectively confront the congregation with the Artihnene manifestation of the underlying

Corinthian problem.

Broad Problems in Corinth

It will be obvious by now that there is a clustérecurring themes in Chrysostom’s
exegetical homilies on 1 Corinthians. It will beifful to pay this some attention, noting

three important strandbpastful pride present wealthandhuman autonomy

The Problem of Boastful Pride

There is no doubt that for Chrysostdmoastful prideis chief among the problems in

Corinth. This topic frequently appears in the “esiion” sections of the homilies.

Young rightly notes:

He links the factionalism of the Corinthian chuseith theirarrogance drawing
his hearers’ attention to the way Paul puts dtveir swelling prideinsisting

that the church is God's so it ought to be unffed.

Chrysostom believes that the rise of would-be wisdors in the Corinthian church has
created division and has effectively demoted thly godly leaderé® But the Corinthian
catastrophe in chapters 1-4 is not fundamentadliyttire church igivided but rather that

its divisions expose the spiritual disaster of ramjpoastful pride

“"Young, “They Speak,” 38; emphasis mine.

“8“For men who were godly and friends of God wereckeal and thrown out because of
their lack of learning, while those who were fulllionumerable evils were approved
because of their polished speech”. Homily 11; RB®.
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So, because these evils all sprang from arrogadeetpvoiag], and from
supposing themselves to be exceptional, he cleangdhese things first of
all.... See how immediately, from the beginningchsts out their pridecdv

topov katéBahe]!*

Do you see how, with every word, he casts out theffed up pridefatéfaiev

a0TGV O Poonua]?*

Having thus shamed those who were unsound in thys.whe again pulls down

their pride fov topov], saying “I do not know whether | baptised anyetse”>"

Having brought down the puffed up prid® [pbonua] of those who were high-
minded because of baptism, he moves to those whe vaasting on the basis of

external wisdom?
Having brought down their pridedv to@ov] and said, “Has not God made
foolish the wisdom of this world”, he also mentiaghe cause, on account of

which these things happen&d.

What he had said earlier was sufficient to castrdtive pride katafaAeiv tov

thpov] of those who boasted on account of wisdm.

See what he says, repressing their pride fogov avtiv]! *®

The other topics of the letter are likewise gerngmplained as arising from pride.

Paul's response to the sexually immoral man ofi§:described as follows:

“9 Introduction — Homily 1; PG 61.12.
0 Homily 1; PG 61.13.
1 Homily 3; PG 61.25
2 Homily 3; PG 61.26.
>3 Homily 4; PG 61.32.
> Homily 6; PG 61.47.
*>Homily 8; PG 61.69.
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Firstly he denounces the puffed up priggdnua] of the man, seeing as the sin
was made up of two parts working together: sexmatorality; and that which is
worse than sexual immorality, the refusal to griever the sin that has been
committed. For it is not so much that the sin Ib@sn committed that troubles

him, but that the sin has been committed withopengance®

Since, then, this is what the one who committedigexnmorality was like,
having made his soul so reckless and inflexibleugh his sin, it was necessary

to rebuke his priderpoxatafdilet tov topov].*’

The issue of lawsuits in chapteissaid to arise from the same sort of bold spirit

And here again he makes his accusation on comnaahiyowledged grounds.
For in the former place he says, “It is actuallpaded that there is sexual
immorality among you”; and here he says, “Do anyad dare?” Right from the
beginning he shows his emotion and indicates tenhtatter arises from being

daring and lawless.

Chrysostom'’s discussion tfe problem of idol meat in chapteisBnilarly draws
attention to the problem of pride: many are “swoleth pride” about their “perfect

knowledge”, and so end up injuring themselves ghdrs:

And first he nullifies their pridetpv to@ov avt®v], declaring that the possession

of perfect knowledge, which they thought set thdueseapart, was common to

all.®®

See how he pulls down their puffed up pride goonua]!>®

% Homily 11; PG 61.90.
>"Homily 11; PG 61.91.
*8 Homily 20; PG 61.160.
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This pride in “perfect knowledge” is contrastedwéin orientation of love:

All of these evils arose from this: not from petfenowledge but from refusing

to greatly love or have mercy on their neighb%ur.

Chrysostom’s application in this homily begins witie insistence that his hearers should
consider human pridedv togov tov dvBpdmivov]® to be nothing. Commenting dine
conclusion of this matter in chapter, e repeats that the “sources of these evils” are

great boastingd\aloveia udAiota] and carelessness.

In relation tothe problem of headcoverings in chapter Chrysostom observes that Paul
must pull down the “puffed up pride of the oppors2ifito ¢vonua t@v
évavtiovpévwv].® Thedivisions at the Lord’s Suppér the same chapter are said to

express BBpwv i to Seinvov, BPprv gic TV éxkAnoiav”.*

Chrysostom describéke problems of spiritual gifts in chapters-12 as relating to envy

and pride:

Having restrained the envy of those with lessasgénd removed their
discouragement, which it seems they had due tdegrgdts being granted to
others, he also humbles the pride of these peoptevoi kai tovtwv TOV

thpov] who had received the greater gffts.

%9 Homily 20; PG 61.162.

0 Homily 20; PG 61.161.

®1 Homily 20; PG 61.168.

%2 Homily 23; PG 61.194.

% Homily 26; PG 61.213.

% Homily 27; PG 61.228.

% Homily 31; PG 61.258 (on chapter 12); On chaptesde homily 35; PG 61.310, where
Paul is said to have rebuked their love of tongeeas “to pull down their pride{oov
a0T®OV Kataondoot]”.

144



Chrysostom hears thiscussion of love in chapter A3 an antidote to such an

orientation:

However, the miraculous signs would not have catisisd Rather these [greater
gifts] lift the careless up to vain-glory and arange Eic kevodo€iav... kai

- 66
amovolav].

Do you see how he doubly pulls down their puffedodpe o6 @Uonua avt@v]?
Because they have knowledge “in part”, and evein gussession of this is not

of themselvesY

Thedenial of the resurrection of the deadchapter 15 is viewed by Chrysostom as the

most serious problem in Corinth, “for indeed, ewliryg hangs upon the resurrectidf”.

And once again, Paul’s response involves “demaigttheir arrogancerfjv
arévorav]”, * calling upon the Corinthians to “drive away pridév topov] with

humility [81& tf¢ Tanewvo@pooivng]”. ™

In the final homily of the series, Chrysostom swpghe issues of the letter as expressing,

negatively, a neglect of love, and positively, aness of pride:

“Let everything be done in love”. Because in faeerything that has been

mentioned so far has come about because of theatalthis’

Of all the evils, prided togog] was the causF.

% Homily 32; PG 61.271; cf. Homily 35; PG 61.301.
" Homily 34; PG 61.287.
% Homily 39: PG 61.336.
%9 Homily 39: PG 61.336.
O Homily 40; PG 61.354.
" Homily 44; PG 61.375.
2 Homily 44; PG 61.377.
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Young concludes:

Above all | am inclined to respect Chrysostom’savihat the issues are pride,
status, attitude, finance and morality, rather tfase doctrines, gnostic or

otherwise’®

The Problem of Obsession with Present Wealth

While Chrysostom'’s identification of the problembmfastful prideis often found in the
“exposition” sections of his homilies, his discussbf the problem ofresent wealthas
has been seen, often occurs in the “applicatioctices. It might be concluded from the
connections examined above that, from Chrysostperspective, the problematic
Corinthian orientation of boastful pride most frequently firmbncrete expression in
Antiochin a luxurious infatuation with the possessiompsent wealth. The following

application from Homily 6 is representative:

| am saying these things both to rulers and toethaso are ruled, and before all
others, to myself: that we should demonstrate amiradble life, and, rightly

ordering ourselves, should look down on all thipgssent. Let us think nothing
of riches, and think much of hell. Let us look doan glory, and look rather at
salvation. Let us endure toil and labour herarier that we might not fall into

punishment ther&'

As seen in this quotation, the pride in wealth tBhatysostom consistently opposes is
emphatically bound to theresentand is frequently contrasted with thurity of true
glory. Again, this emphasis is especially a feainfrthe “application” sections of the

homilies:

3 Frances M. Young, “John Chrysostom on First artb8é Corinthians,SP18/1
(1986): 349-352; 350.
“Homily 6; PG 61.54.
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For the more perfect things remain in the futiire.

Desiring then to take away their pridexpeAciv tov to@ov], and to show that
these things are not only no basis for prisleaAAwmnilecbai], but also that they
are a cause for shame, he firstly makes fun of tisarying, “Without us you

have begun to reign”. “What | mean is that for i@ says, “the present time is
not for honour or glory, which you are enjoyingt for persecution and insult,

which we are suffering™

And why am | speaking of present things? For, desb, on that day, these
things will not be said [that the greedy are betféthan the poor], when both

will appear naked’

For those who seek rewards from God for laboutkérpresent, and pursue

virtue for the sake of present reward, have dirhieistheir reward®

The Problem of Human Autonomy

For Chrysostom, this present-focused, wealth-alesbpide effectively placésumans in

the position of glory, rather than God his theme is especially present in the homibies

1 Corinthians 1-4:

These latter people made the cross vain, whiléattreer proclaimed God'’s

power. The latter, besides failing to find thentfs they needed, also set things

> Homily 12; PG 61.98.

® Homily 13; PG 61.107.

" Homily 15; PG 61.127. Cf. 61.130, in which Chrgtom concludes the homily by
urging his hearers to await true wealth from Gdteathan to expect it all in the present.
"® Homily 20; PG 61.170. Chrysostom understandptbblem of idol-meat to involve
the Corinthians’ assumption that they have arrizegerfection in terms of knowledge.
Chrysostom points out, rather, that they hawtyet reached the destination: Homily 23;
PG 61.1809.
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up to boast abodhemselveshe former, besides receiving the truth, were als

made to pride themselves@od [¢mi t® 06 kaAAwnileoBan mofer].”

For also the “perfect” are those who know thaman thingsare exceedingly
weak; and who look past them, because nothinglie tgained by them. This is

what the believers were lil€8.

In these homilies on chapters 1-4 Chrysostom regbBatlenounces those who effectively
relate their status to “this or that persotd @sivi kai t@ deivi) rather than to God or

Christ:

Not the church “of this or that persortopide kai totde], but of God®

Not “this or that persontpd deivog kai to¥ deivog], but “the name of the

Lord".®

And it is not this or that person psiva ki 6 deiva], but Christ who is the cause

of this noble birth, having made us wise and righteand holy/®

For it is not this or that person §civa... kai 6 deiva] who has made us wise, but
Christ So let the one who boasts boadtim, not in this or that persomd

Setvi ki T Seivi].®

This Corinthian pride in the wealth and honour agged with humans in the present is

effectively an attempt to “save themselves”, rathan to depend upon God:

" Homily 6; PG 61.50.
8 Homily 7; PG 61.55.
8 Homily 1; PG 61.13.
8 Homily 1; PG 61.13.
8 Homily 5; PG 61.42.
% Homily 5; PG 61.42.
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For God does all things for this reason: that hghiniepress pride and high-
mindednesstpv togov kai to epdvnual; that he might pull down boastingd
kavydoOai].... He does all things in order that we might ddas nothing to be
of ourselvesin order that all things might be ascriltedGod And have you
given yourselves over to this or that persab §eivi kai t@ deivi]? And what
pardon will you receive for this? For God has shdlat we are not able to be

saved by ourselves alone, and he has done thistfeimeginning®

We have, then, a cluster of Corinthian-Antiocherabfems identified in the expositions
and applications of Chrysostom’s homilies, consgstif boastful pridean obsession with

present wealthandthe accompanying displacement of God

The Solution to Corinthian Problems

For Chrysostom, the solution to these problemsrselgy recalling that “God overcomes

by contraries”:

Paul wants to indicate how God overcomes by caeBdix tdv évavtiwv],

and how the gospel is not hum&n.

So then, poverty with God becomes the cause oftiyesdd humility, the cause
of exaltation; and the despising of glory, the eaofglory. So also, becoming a

fool makes one wiser than all. For all goes bytiaies with us{ov évavtiwv

& o' Auiv].®’

This is what Christianity is like: in slavery itayits freedonf®

% Homily 5; PG 61.41. Chrysostom goes on to aphily to his hearers: “Do not say that
anything is of yourself, but in everything boast3nd. Never account anything to a
human”. Homily 5; PG 61.42.

8 Homily 4; PG 61.33.

8 Homily 10; PG 61.82.

% Homily 18; PG 61.157.

149



The most fundamental of these “contraries” is utdedly the pursuit of death and the

Cross.

He calls one to become dead to the world; anddiéginess does not harm, but

rather benefits, becoming the cause offfife.

The cross, although appearing to be disgracefslpkaome the cause of

innumerable blessings, and the basis and rootsgjeakable glory”

Having said, “Without us you have begun to reigarid “God has demonstrated
us as last, as those condemned to death”, he nomsshe ways in which they
have been condemned to death, saying “We are &molsveak and dishonoured,
and we hunger and thirst and go naked and arerbaateare homeless, and
labour, working with our own hands” — which are #igns of genuine teachers
and apostles. But the others prided themselveseooontraries of theseéri toig

gvavtiolg uéya éppévouv], on wisdom, glory, wealth, and honatr.

Indeed, in his exposition of the opening chaptéis Gorinthians, the gospel itself may be

summed up as the message of death:

For he went about proclaiming dedth.

For the cross and death were the proclamafion.

And [true] “wisdom” is what he calls the gospeldahe manner of salvation,

being saved through the crdés.

8 Homily 10; PG 61.81-2.

0 Homily 10; PG 61.82.

I Homily 13; PG 61.107.

2 Homily 6; PG 61.48.

% Homily 6; PG 61.49.

* Homily 7; PG 61.55 Other comments in the same homily emphasisetikagospel, as
far as Paul is concerned here, is synonymous htftitoss: PG 61.500 yap fidecav, 6t
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The Corinthians, and Chrysostom’s hearers, are sumachto follow the apostle Paul as
he lives in the shadow of the cross of Christ, /loloking to the future for a reversal of
evident status. Indeed, even at points of theri¢iat do not emphasise this connection to
Christ’s cruciform example, Chrysostom can bringpithe foreground, as in his homily

about lawsuits:

Do this then, and, looking up to heaven, consibat you have become like the
one who is seated there upon the Cherubim. Ferdsealso insulted and
endured it; he was accused and did not retaliateyds beaten and did not
avenge; but rather he did the contrary to those ditiGuch things, giving

innumerable blessings. And he called us to bedaritators of him®

Inhabiting thecruciform Christ, then, is the way in which believers exprgson with

Christin this present age:

Let us not simply hold Christ, but let us be ceradrtb him. For if we are apart

from him, we are destroy€d.

For those who are captivated by their society’sidrpursuit of wealth, this humble
identification with the crucified Christ is the suevidence that they are willing to depend

on God rather than on personal status or worldiyess:

They should not be high-minded even on the basisedf spiritual things,

because they have nothing from themsefVes.

oUtw Adupar €xer 6 otavpog, 6t Tiig oikovpévng yivetar cwtnpia kai tol €0l TpOg TOvG
GvOpOTOUG KATAAAXYT).... Zopiav O Kal TOV XpLoTOV KAAET Kal TOV 6TaUPOV Kal TO
Krjpuypa.

% Homily 16; PG 61.137. Chrysostom goes on to nithkeconnection t®aul’s imitation
of Christ explicit.

% Homily 8; PG 61.72.

" Homily 10; PG 61.83
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The pastoral “point” of chapters 1-4 for Chrysostdnen, is thathe church is to humbly
acknowledge its dependence on God by clinging testCénd accepting his cross, rather
than feeding the disease of human pride by entengiwealth-obsessed boastful

divisions

3. Chrysostom as Pastoral Interpreter

It may be pointed out that this pastoral “point"lo€orinthians 1-4 expresses rather well
Chrysostom’s conception of the essence of the @dmigaith, evident across the breadth
of his corpus. Those who come to Christ are catiegject the world’s pursuit of vain

glory, and to humbly celebrate God’s mercy, whigsging this mercy on to the poor.

Young recalls the circumstances of Chrysostom’s ommversion:

Chrysostom'’s story begins with worldly success. wées a pupil of the most
famous orator and educator of the time, Libaniug, labanius clearly saw him
as his successor — if only he had not been stglehebChristians! In other
words, young John was brilliant and had tremengwaspects. He could have
had the “glory” ¢loxg that was a key motivation in ancient societyit eny
wonder that so much of his preaching challengesahmpty glory” (kenodoxia
pursued by so many? A great reputation, beingdazhby society, none of this
was worth anything compared with recognizing omei& unworthiness,
learning humility and respect for God and for theést and least of God’s

creatures®

Having experienced this turnaround, Chrysostom sdergo on to approach the
Scriptures as pastor with the expectation thatilidhear Paul calling his wealth-attracted
congregation to a similar pattern of humiliatiobhis Vorverstandnisets Chrysostom on
a hermeneutical spiral that finds repeated exegjeditirmation, whether in explicit

command or evocative nuance. He approaches 1t@iams expecting to find a rebuke

% Young, “They Speak,” 39.
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for the proud pursuit of Antiochene wealth; andngéhighly attuned to this, he finds it,
magnifies it, and expands upon it. Indeed, fromy€bstom’s perspective as preacher, his
vocation is not simply to report what Palidl say, but to give creative voice to what Paul
is sayingthrough this part of Scripture, in this new cir@atance: “What are you saying, O
blessed Paul?® Paulis sayingthat the Christians of Antioch must forsake thide and

their envious love of wealth, and so give honouGta rather than to humans.

Disease in Corinth

But it might be objected: What relevance doesltlaige for those of us who would like to
understand what Padid say, 300 years before Chrysostom read him? Wwem® this it
should be noticed that, from Chrysostom’s perspecthe confrontation with a proud
pursuit of wealth that so often comes to the fanetfin his homily applications bears
continuity with the underlying occasion of 1 Cohians itself. According to Chrysostom
it is theproud wealth and wisdowf first-century Corinttthat give rise to every topic Paul
tackles in the letter. This orientation might heught of as the fundamental disease in
Corinth, underlying the varied symptoms. Chryspstotroduces the series of homilies as

follows:

Just as Corinth is now the foremost city of Gresodn the older period it
admired itself for its numerous superior qualittédife [TAeovextrpact

Prwtikoig], and above all, its excessive wealgpriudtwv neplovoia].... Now

we have said these things not because of showioessdemonstrate great
learning (for what is there in knowing these thifigdut because they are useful

to us in the argument of the lett8?f.

% Homily 24; PG 61.199. See also Homily 16, PG 8%; Homily 22, PG 61.184;
Homily 28, PG 61.233; Homily 33, PG 61.284; Hon8ly, PG 61.310; Homily 39, PG
61.335; Homily 41, PG 61.359; Homily 42, PG 61.3&6ere Chrysostom directs similar
questions to Paul while preaching.

199 ntroduction; PG 61.10-11.
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So the problem of proud wealth was not only anassiapplication in Antioch{even
though, as mentioned, the element of weilthostly found in the “application” sections
of the homilies); it is also a matter of thecasion of the lettéf* In the concluding

homily of the series he repeats this assertionhisatoncern has been with the issues that

genuinely affected first century Roman Corinth:

This pride brought about “external” wisdom, andsthias the chief of the evils,

which especially troubled Corinff{?

Significantly, this identification of matters of wpetitive wealth, status and elitist wisdom
in Roman Corinth as an explanation for the variseges of the letter finds strong

resonance with recent research.

Witherington draws attention to issues of wealtt alitism in Corinth:

People “got ahead” in life on the basis of patr@agd clientage. It was a
reciprocity culture.... This presented enormous fgnois for Paul in Corinth,
because deciding to work with his hands, havingsed patronage, angered

some of the more elite Christians in Corinth amtitetrouble'®

Andrew D. Clarke considers the significance of cetitive social status and secular

“wisdom”:

The impact of secular society is betrayed in tetEwation of the importance of
social status for leadership in the church (1 C26), and the pursuit of self-

exaltation and boasting in order to enhance tladtist1 Cor 1.29).... [In1

1% |ndeed, as Chase points 0Ghfysostom153-60), Chrysostom is interested in many
details that might now be thought of as “historicatical”’, such as dating, provenance,
occasion, arrangement, and literary context.

192 Homily 44; PG 61.377.

193 witherington,New Testament Rhetorit8.
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Corinthians 1:18-29] [t]he wisdom of the world, déathe Greeks, was being

elevated in contrast to the apparent foolishnesseéross®

Bruce W. Winter asserts that many of the problewis Corinthians can be traced to the
cultural norms of Roman Corinth, and points toithpact of the elite Corinthian embrace

of Romanitason a range of issues in the letter.

One of these issues was the sexual conduct of ebthe Christians, which

reflected the defence made by the élite on thesera¥®

Chrysostom’s contribution to this discussion istéeinder that these problems, arising
in a society that emphasised wealth and statug, beerpastorally evaluatethy Paul as

together exhibiting the spiritual disease of présdrsessed, God-denying pride:

First of all Paul sets himself against the disgatbold ambition], pulling up the
root of the evils, and its offshoot, the spiritci§cord’®®

Chrysostom models for us the truth teatio-historicalaccounts of the Corinthian issues
need not be placed in oppositionsgaritual or theologicalaccounts of the Corinthian
problems'®” Rather they may be seen as complementary pensgdndeedessential
complementary perspectives for those who wish ttetstand Paul the first-century

pastor.

1% Andrew D. ClarkeSecular and Christian Leadership in Corinth: A SsEiistorical
and Exegetical Study of 1 Corinthians It@iden: Brill, 1993; repr., Milton Keynes,
Paternoster, 2006), 110-11.

19 winter, After Paul 27.

1% |ntroduction; PG 61.12.

197 See for example Oh-Young Kwon, “A Critical ReviefvRecent Scholarship on the
Pauline Opposition and the Nature of its Wisdewo{a) in 1 Corinthians 1-4,CBR8/3
(2010): 386-427; 420: “A wide range of scholarlypbtheses about the identification of
Paul’'s Corinthian opponents and the backgrountieif tvisdom traditions has been
investigated. Of those hypotheses, rhetoricalsamibl approaches appear to be the most
appropriate method for an adequate descriptiohehature and background of
Corinthian wisdom thoughts as addressed in 1 CGdt. 1
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So when the pastor John Chrysostom pleads witbdmgregation to abandon their proud,
present-obsessed love of wealth, he is, he beliaigisfully continuing the trajectory set

by the pastor Paul, whose letter essentially conérthe same disease. Those who wish to
interpret “what Paul said” would do well to payeattion to this trajectory in Chrysostom

and beyond.

4. Conclusion: John Chrysostom on 1 Corinthians 1-4

Chrysostom’s forty-four homilies on 1 Corinthiansishbe approached as a homiletic
series in which the Antiochene preacher seeksterlito Paul and direct his passion to a
different, but similarly “diseased”, congregatioRather than being thrown by the
sometimes obscure link between “exposition” andpfaation” in the exegetical homilies,
| suggest that it may be fruitful to think of thieH aspastorally creativeandexegetically

meditative in the context of the world of the biblical boa& a whole.

In this light, in Chrysostom’s homilies on 1 Cohi@tns 1-4 we encounter a Paul whose
pastoral sensitivity moves carefully between Cériaabd Antioch, perceiving in the varied
problems of both locations a unifying disease oélfefuelled autonomous pride. And

we hear Paul’'s antidote for the Corinthian disessplified from the Antiochene ambo:

Let us possess the height that comes fromility. Let us observe the nature of
human things, in order that we might burn with agimg forthings to come For
there is no other way to become humble except &yave of divine things and
the contempt of present things.... For, castingtloeiiove of these [present]
things, we will have that divine love, and we veilljoy immortal glory.May

God grant that all of us obtain this, by the gras®l compassion of our Lord
Jesus Christto whom, with the Father, together with the HSyirit, be glory,

power and honour, now and eternally, for ever ared.eAmen-®

1% Homily 1; PG 61.16.
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5. 1 Corinthians 1-4 as Exhibiting Paul's Perceptio n and
Critique of Boastful, Present-Obsessed, Human Autonomy
in Corinth

It may be noted that my interpretation of Chrysostbove is at odds with the reading
suggested by Margaret M. Mitchell in her 1991 wdtkul and the Rhetoric of
Reconciliation Mitchell, conceding that her attention at thiatet had been focused on the

openingparts of Chrysostom’s homilies, later summarisasrbading of the homilies:

| was convinced [that 1 Corinthians] drew self-adoasly upon Greco-Roman
political commonplaces against factionalism, inesrth persuade the tiny church
community in that urbanized Greek context to errtivisiveness and pursue
peace and concord in a unity centered on theitengs as the body of Christ....

| sought verification of my thesis in the writingGreek patristic authors.... [I]
soon discovered that the rhetorically trained pneaérom Antioch [Chrysostom]
understood 1 Corinthians in very much the sametiatyl did, both commenting
upon Paul’s purpose and execution as pervasivelgdan the quest for ecclesial
unity, and also even describing what Paul was dbingmploying political

terminology himself®

| have suggested that it may be more compreheysatentive to hear Chrysostom as
interpreting 1 Corinthians 1-4 to be a pastoratotipn to the disease bbastful, present-
obsessed human autonantghrysostom perceives that thalitical dispute concerning
leadership in the Corinthian church betraymatoral-theologicatrisis of misplaced
confidence. The letter is thus not precisely @ssned argument foecclesial unityso

much as a sustained critiquelafman autonomyThe distinction is important.

We move now to an examination of 1 Corinthians itsdlf. | suggest, in substantial

agreement with Chrysostom’s perspective, thatgbgtion is attentively heard as a

199 Mitchell, The Heavenly Trumpetv.
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confrontation between Corinthidmuman autonomgas evaluated by Paul) and its
alternative dependence upon Gdds exemplified by Paul and the “apostles”). The
divisions in the church (which, in agreement wititdfell, | take to be political in nature;
and in agreement with Chrysostom and Clarke, | talaise especially from issues of
competitive leadership) are taken by Paul to bagigmatic of this grave theological

error.

This can be demonstrated by an examination ofttetorical conclusion points
throughout Paul’'s argumentation in this sectiomaat every one of which pits that which
is avBpwnov against that which i8eo0. These rhetorical conclusion points are generally

introduced by logical indicators suchyag, tva, dote or fueic Oé.

Conclusion Points Throughout Paul's Argumentation:The Human and the Divine

1:17

This verse, introduced byp, brings 1:13-17 to a climax by asserting that Raul

apostolic task is proclamation rather than baptisinis noteworthy that the thing that Paul

emphatically finds problematic is the type of sgtibiwisdom that relies upon human

oratorical skill 6Ok év sopia Adyov). Smit argues that:

in rejectingoogia Adyov [Paul] does not attack rhetoric as such,hurhan

reasoningwhich they greatly admir?

110 Joop Smit, “ ‘What is Apollos? What is Paul?'Search for the Coherence of First
Corinthians 1:10-4:21NovT44/3 (2002): 231-251; 231; emphasis mine. | am in
agreement with Winter that such “human” oratorwéll represented by the Sophists:
Bruce W. WinterPhilo and Paul Among the Sophists: Alexandrian @adinthian
Responses to a Julio-Claudian Movem@it ed.; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans,
2002). Isocrates demonstrates the well-known aorttet the Sophists placed little
emphasis ottruth: “But they [those who teach political discoursetie manner of the
Sophists] say that the knowledge of matters capassed on just as easily as the
knowledge of the alphabet, as if one can have bbthese without having made a proper
examination. They imagine that because of theagattance of their promises they will
command awe, and the instruction of their speeehieseem to be of great worth. They
fail to realise that it is not those who dardtastabout the arts who make them great, but
those who have the power to search out all thatlmaipund in them” (IsocrateAgainst
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Witherington follows Mitchell in viewing 1:10 asdhlprogrammatic thesis statement or
propositioof the letter*! setting the theme for the entire discourse, asoetaed by a

shortnarratioin 1:11-17. This passage as a whole is said tagsehapters 1-4 as:

an exposition of true wisdom (as offered in thepgdsmeant to cause the

Corinthians to decide to change their factious bield*?

It does seem that this section envisages dividitetsare political in nature, rather than

doctrinal. The use of similar formulations in GeeRoman*? and Jewish* depictions of

the Sophists13.10). Philo writes: “Now | am speaking of thasho are unclean,
meaning those who have never tasted educatiohpsetwho act treacherously: Having
received education in a crooked way, they havestommed the beauty of wisdom
[cogiog] into the ugliness of sophistrgdeicteiac]” (Philo, Every Good Man is Fredt).
Dio Chrysostom describes a trip to Corinth, perhagisally in the late first century: “And
there at this time, around the temple of Poseidar,could hear many of the wicked
Sophists, crying out and reviling one another, tair so-called disciples fighting one
another... [and] myriads of lawyers, twisting judgensg (Dio ChrysostomEighth
Discourse: On Virtue (Diogenes}.4b-6).

1 As does Collins: “The identification of 1 Cor 1:10as the formal expression of Paul's
thesis allows the letter to be seen as a pleaéunity of the community”. Collingirst
Corinthians 14.

112 Ben Witherington 111 Conflict & Community in Corinth: A Socio-Rhetorical
Commentary on 1 and 2 CorinthiafSrand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1995), 98. Cf.
Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetorj&5-66. As Martin points out, “socio-rhetorical
commentaries often rely on a classical rhetoricarayement”. Martin, “Invention and
Arrangement,” irPaul and Rhetori¢ed. Sampley and Lampe), 53; note 20.

113 Depictions of political “division” by Greco-Romapeakers and writers often include
the problems of “zeal” and “strife”, and call fonity of mind and purpose for the sake of
political harmony. Diodorus’ account of battle éetrayal is simply notable for using the
same terms that Paul uses in 1 Corinthians to tdpision and factions: “When the
treason became obvious to all throughout the aitg, the multitudes were divided into
factions — those wishing to fight with the Atherséaand those wishing to help the
Lakedemonians, a certain person, acting on hisipitiative, proclaimed that those who
wished could take up arms with the Athenians anddvians” (Diodorus Siculus,

Library, 12.66.2). Sophocle®edipus at Colonuss illustrative of the fact that influential
Greek literature commonly combined the problemzeail and strife, as Paul goes on to
do in 1 Corinthians: “As when he has reached tlikafryouth, bearing its light follies,
what plagues are outside a person’s great sufferiice there any troubles a person does
not experience? Envy, factions, strife, fightg] amurders” (Sophocle§edipus at
Colonus 1230-1235). Plutarch uses similar terminologyéscribe political unrest: “For
conflicting passions and violent motions prevaile@very place. For those rejoicing did
not keep quiet but came face to face with those wie in much fear and suffering in
such a great city; and, being arrogant about wiagt@@ming, came into strife with them”
(Plutarch,Lives, Caesar32.2-3).

114 Jewish writers similarly appeal for harmony in thee of divisive “strife”. Pseudo-
Phocylides illustrates: “They [that is, the sun #imel moon] always have harmony; for if
there were strife among the blessed ones, heavaldwot stand” (Pseudo-Phocylides,
Sentences’4-75). Josephus blames problems on politicdidaalism, and reports the
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political faction and competitive allegiance sugpdhe idea that Paul is interpreting the
situation in Corinth along similar lines. The Guhians’ divided allegiance to external

figureheads follows the pattern of secular comjoetifor status®

However, following Bjerkelund’s analysis, Thiselt@nunpersuaded that verse 10 carries
the rhetorical function of propositia'*® He rightly notes that the verse may be heard as a
non-technical appeal, rather than gnepositioof a conventional rhetorical argument.

Petr Pokorny and Ulrich Heckel in fact view 1:18tlaspropositiq setting up a

fundamental antithesis between Corinthian supéyiand Christ’s cross, which pervades

and structures the letter:

Der Satz Uiber das Wort vom Kreuz (1,18) hat — ghnkie R6m 1,16 — die
Funktion einer Kernthese (propositio), die den gegea Brief bestimmt,
zunéchst in 1,18-2,5 ausgefihrt (probatio) unddaitPistisformel in 15,3-5 als
Inhalt des Evangeliums wieder aufgenommen wirddudeh ergibt sich eine
Inclusio (Rahmung) des ganzen Schreibens. Gatrsiitzt den Menschen nicht

in seiner auReren Macht, sondern er kommt zu ihseiimer Schwachg’

Whether or not the designatipnopositiois appropriate (and Martin has pointed out

significant problems associated with such designatt?), it does seem that the antithesis

call to like-mindedness: “When did our bondage bggWWas it not from the factions of
our forefathers, when the madness of Aristobuluskyrcanus, and our quarrels between
one another brought Pompey to the city, and Gogestéd to the Romans those not
worthy of freedom?” (Josephudswish War5.395-6). “But especially | urge you to be
like-minded; and in whatever way one of you surpasmother, defer to one another,
making the best use of your virtues” (Josephugtiquities of the Jewd2.283).

15 The repeated genitives, often translated “I bekong’, may represent Paul’s pejorative
way of encapsulating childish squabbling, or thegleage of benefaction. Mitchell argues
that a significant background is the language o¢piachild and master-slave
relationships: MitchellPaul and the Rhetorj@5. Clarke suggests the background of
patronage and benefaction: ClarBecular and Christian89-95.

116 Thiselton First Epistle,111-114.

17 petr Pokorny and Ulrich Heckdljnleitung in das Neue Testament: seine Literand u
Theologie im UberblickTiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007), 231.

18 Martin cites Mitchell’'s attempt to demonstratetthalO is the “thesis statement” and
notes, “This attempt to find thmusain one of the parts of speech possessed a natural
simplicity that eclipsed its complexity in actuahptice”. Martin, “Invention and
Arrangement,” irPaul and Rhetori¢ed. Sampley and Lampe), 78.
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here between that whichligimanand that which islivinegoes on to underlie much of the

rest of the letter, as this examination will dentoats.

1:25

This verse, introduced byép, brings 1:18-25 to a climax with a theological imax‘For
the foolishness of God is wiser than humans, aadvwakness of God is stronger than
humans”. The limitation that must be overcoméni tvhich ishuman(t@v dvBponwv).
Origen emphasises this distinction between thathvls human and that which is
divine**° and Wilhelm Wuellner sees such a distinction asntiain point of the opening

of the letter body:

The main theme of the homily [that is, of 1 Coriatls 1-3] is stated in 1 Cor

1.19. It contains the divine judgment lomman wisdom?®

1:31

This verse, introduced Hya, brings 1:26-31 to a climax with a Scripture qtiota, “Let
the one who boasts boast in the Lord.” The impfiemblem is boasting ihuman status
(cf. 1:26) rather than iGod (ur) kavxfiontat tdoa capé évwmiov tod Osod). Gail R.
O’Day points out* that Paul may be drawing on Jeremiah 9:23-24 haiting the
Corinthians to give up every source of securitysimlg God, particularly the triad of
human wisdom, might, and wealth. This triad (1.@6)ontrasted with a triad that
emphatically comeBom God in Christéote €v Xp1ot® 'Incod, 6¢ £€yevion cogia nuiv

amd Be00, Sikatoovvn Te Kai aytaopdg kai aroAvtpwotg (1:30).

19 Origen,Commentary on 1 Corinthiaris6.8-12.

120\vilhelm Wuellner, “Haggadic Homily Genre in 1 Quifiians 1-3,"JBL 89/2 (1970):
199-204; 201; emphasis mine.

121 Gail R. O’Day, “Jeremiah 9:22-23 and 1 Corinthidr®6-31: A Study in
Intertextuality,”JBL 109/2 (1990): 259-267.
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Indeed, Jewish prophetic and wisdom literaturedeisly that associated with the motif
of reversal) makes a sharp distinction between mi#galy boasting imumansand
dependently boasting in th@rd, as can be seen below. It seems that Paul pesctie

Corinthian church to be effectively doing the formather than the latter.

Jeremiah 9:22-23, Septuagint

Thus says the Lord: “The wise should not boest}ds6w] in their wisdom, and
the strong should not boast in their strength,taedvealthy should not boast in
their wealth. But let the one who boasts boathis1 that they understand and

know that | am the Lord, who makes mercy and jestied righteousness upon

the earth, because these things are my will”, say4.ord.

Sirach 1:11

The fear of the Lord is glory and a boast and géadrand a crown of rejoicing.

Sirach 9:16
May righteous men be your dinner companions, ang yoar boastfatxnud]

be in the fear of the Lord.

Sirach 10:19-22

What seed is honourable? Human seed. What séeddairable? Those who
fear the Lord. What seed is dishonourable? Husesd. What seed is
dishonourable? Those who break the commandmémsng brothers and
sisters, the one who leads them is honoured; hilieithord’s eyes, it is those

who fear him. Wealthy or esteemed or poor, theadb is the fear of the Lord.

Sirach 11:1

The wisdom of the humble lifts their head, and thésit in the midst of those

who are great.
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Pseudo-PhocylideSentences$3-54
Do not be arrogant with respect to wisdom or stifeiog wealth. The one God is

wise, powerful, and at the same time full of blegsi

Irenaeus thus hears 1 Corinthians 1:29 as proti@gécessity of grace, in the face of a
boastful human desire to usurp God'’s positidnAugustine insists that in these verses,
Paul’s clear intention is to confront the problefpdde in human work¥? because God
himself is our righteousne$¥. According to John of Damascus, Paul presentsthisan
boastingas the origin of all sif®® And Clement of Rome draws on this theme of 1
Corinthians in order to establish a fundamentéiuae ofhumility, before urging the

Corinthians very practically to forsake partisapshithe latter part of his letter:

1 Clementl3:1

Let us be humble then, brothers and sisters, forgakl boasting fAaloveiav]
and pride {0¢oc] and foolishness and anger; and let us do thatiwisiwritten.
For the Holy Spirit says, “Do not let the one wBaiise boast in their wisdom,
or the one who is strong boast in their strengttihe one who is wealthy boast
in their wealth; but let the one who boasts baashé Lord, to seek him and to

do justice and righteousness”.

2.5

This verse, introduced Hya, brings 2:1-5 to a climax with a summarizing pspo
clause: “So that your faith might not rest on humasdom Ev cogig dvOpwnwv], but on
God’s power”. The contrast is not between diffétgpes of wisdom, but between
different authoritieshumanor divine. The term “demonstration&féde1€1¢] is used

ironically here, as it was known as a technicahtef rhetorical “proof™?

122|renaeusAgainst Heresie80.1.

128 Augustine Predestination of the Sain%s9.

124 Augustine On Patiencel 7.

125 John of Damascu§ommentary on 1 CorinthianBG 95.

126 5ee, for example, CicerAcademic®.8; Quintilian,Institutes of Oraton.10.7.
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Origen rehearses the thrust of this section in ring a desire for polished rhetoric,
insisting that it is only by “divine agency” thaovds achieve powéf.! Christian Wolff
suggests that this verse, along with many othetisagse chapters, indicates that the base
problem, in Paul’s view, is the Corinthians’ dedweself-attestatiorand the fulfilment of
human ideals, rather than an acquiescence to #egsaork of God through the crucified

one!?®

2:9-10

These verses bring 2:6-10 to a climax with a Sargtuotation and insistent adversative
(nuiv &£): no eye, ear, diumanheart apdiav avBpwrov) has comprehended the things
of God; butGod has revealed them to those of his choosing. ©h&a&st is between the
ability of worldly rulers (00deig t@v dpxévtwv Tod ai®vog tovtov) to discern the things

of God andGod’sown revelation to the apostles:

Thenyiv is in emphatic contrast to “the rulers of this lddmwho do not know
(v.8). God reveals His glory, through His Spitit,those for whom it is

prepared?

Paul arguably alludes to Isaiah 6 (and Isaiah 64h6Be, picking up Isaiah’s emphatic
opposition betweehumanpresumption andivinerevelation. Tertullian rightly insists
that the mention of the “rulers of this age” is pamarily intended to evoke thought of
supernaturalrulers, but of all-todiumanrulers, representative of ignorant worldly power,

and seen quintessentially in Rofie.

127 Origen,Against Celsu8ook 6, Chapter 2.

128 Christian Wolff,Der erste Brief des Paulus an die Korinti{gnd ed.; TKNT 7;
Leipzig: Evangelische Verlangsanstalt, 2000), 8.

129 Archibald Robertson and Alfred Plummér Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
the First Epistle of St Paul to the Corinthiad€C; Edinburgh, T&T Clark, 1911), 43.
130 Tertullian,Against MarcionBook 5, Chapter 6.
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2:16

This verse brings 2:10-16 to a climax with a Seniptquotation and insistent adversative
(Nueic 8¢): “For who has known the mind of the Lord... But heve the mind of Christ.”
The contrast is between the “knowledge” of those ate unable to receive froBod’s

Spirit, and those who do receive frddod’s Spirit

It seems that the designation “spiritual” was rsdiatio the competition for esteem among
the Corinthian believers. In first century Romanisty, the term “spirit” had some use in

Stoic and other articulations of reality:

SenecaEpistles 41.1-2%
God is near you, with you, within you. This is wham saying, Lucilius: a
sacred spirit lies inside us; an observer of owdgand bad deeds, and a

protector. In accordance with the way we treat fteats us.

However, Paul refuses to remove the term fromeiation to the Spirit o6od who is the

means of divine revelation.

John of Damascus hears Paul opposing human séitfisnty here'* Chrysostom
likewise insists, in his homily on 2:6-16, that Psuconfronting théhumanreasoning that

is used to rejedbod

And since you have used wisdom for the rejectio®odl, and have sought more

of it than it has strength to provide, God has ghgau its weakness, leading you

away from human hopéyfpwnivng éAnidog].***

31 This letter is about the importance of the huaml as a locus for the activity of the
divine.

132 John of Damascu§ommentaryPG 95, in which he insists that humans are il ée
help “from above”.

133 Homily 7; PG 61.60.
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But all the things that we know are not of humaigiar{ovk dvBpwmiva], so as

to be doubtful, but of His mind, and Spiritdaf.

But we have the mind of Christhat is, Spiritual, divine, having nothing human

[008&v &avBpcymvov Exovral.™*®

34

This verse, introduced byép, brings 3:1-4 to a climax by justifying Paul’'s cba that the
Corinthians are not acting as Spiritiapeople: “For when one says ‘| follow Paul’, and
another, ‘I follow Apollos’, are you not humaaifk &vOpwrofi éote]?” It seems that the
problem of divisive attachment to external figuratie is that it is evidence of being
merely (and proudlyhuman In continuity with Hebrew prophets and Jewisteipreters,
as seen below, Paul seeks to summon those whorrbeiyes as boastful and puffed up
away from aligning themselves with the values amgr ofhumanrule and benefaction,

and rather to trust iGod who will bring reversal to the weak and humble.

Esther Addition C: 14:17e
But | have done this [refused to bow down to Hamardrder that | might not
place theglory of ahumanabove thelory of God and that | might not worship

anyone besides you my Lord, and that | might nbtraarrogance.

Philo, On the Decaloguet1**’
For if the One who is uncreated and imperishabteetarnal, who needs nothing
and is maker of everything, the Benefactor and Kihlgings and God of gods

could not bring himself to overlook the humble... wshould |,as a mortal

13 Homily 7; PG 61.61-62.

%5 Homily 7; PG 61.61.62.

1% Here and at numerous points elsewhere | capitdiiséirst letter of “Spiritual” to
indicate that, from Paul's perspective, genuineritglity” is necessarily derived from
the “Spirit”.

137 philo’s emphasis in context is that God is willtegcondescend to offer his laws to
each individual.
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carry myself in a way that is arrogant and puffpcand loud-mouthed toward

those like myself?

3:9

This verse, introduced byép, brings 3:5-9 to a climax by summarising the felabf
Paul and Apollos to each other, and to God. Padil/gollos are God'’s fellow workers.
This corrective functions by only allowirgumanleadership significance if it receives
approvedivineempowerment. It seems that Paul is at painsstatte himself and
Apollos from competitive conventions of reciprocihat might otherwise be associated
with travelling speakers. Seneca laments thetfettsome people would only pursue
virtue for the sake of commercial gain. Paul engjges that it i$Sod who repays his

workers:

SenecaPn Benefits4.1.1-2

[We are considering] whether the giving of benefitsd the esteem that is
returned for them, are to be sought for their oskes There are some who act
with honour only for the reward, being unsatisfigith free virtue; although it

carries no greatness if it is for sale!

Clement of Alexandria hears this section as configithat human philosophical
persuasion is useless unless its hearers begirfaitithin God The labour of God’s co-
workers will not bear fruit through merelymanmeans=>® As might be expected,

Chrysostom also emphasises this distinction:

“And to each as the Lord assigned”. For not ebémamallest thing canfeom
themselvesbutfrom God who gave it into their hands. For it is in ordleat

they might not say, “What then? Are we not to Itivese who minister to us?”

138 Clement of AlexandriaThe Stromata, or Miscellani&ook 1, Chapter 1.
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“Yes!” he says. “But you need to know how muchtdr their ministry is not

from themselvedutfrom God who gives it:*

3:17

This verse brings 3:10-17 to a climax with a stearning: God will destroy those who
destroy his temple. This warning functions to shibat those who build other than with
thedivinely givenfoundation will receivalivine rejection Kent L. Yinger rightly
observes that this section represents “a contiomati Paul’'s attempt to stop their

boasting in human leaders, begun in vers&s.”

3:21-3

These verses, introduced &yte, bring at least 3:18-23 (and surely more) to mak,
picking up the language of the problem stated 1®1:2. The problem in this conclusion
is clearlyboasting about humansProud “possession” of humans is ironically tutoa

its head, as Paul concludes that the Corinthiagmsklves are ultimately possessed by

God

Helmut Merklein calls this section the “erste Kamdibn” of chapters 1-4! and Fee
labels it “a preliminary conclusion, a conclusiohigh makes certain that the long
argument of 1:18-3:4 was not some mere sermonigeatorical aside, but rather spoke to
the root of the problem of their strifé*? Robertson and Plummer sum up this point that

clearly harks back to the material of the first ues:

139 Homily 8; PG 61.71.

10 Kent L. Yinger,Paul, Judaism, and Judgment According to Dg@ismbridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1999), 220.

%I Merklein, Der erste Brief, Kapitel 1-277.

142 Fee First Epistle 150. Fee goes on: “All of this recalls and agplihe argument of
1:18-2:16.” He later sums up the problem envisdgaxhapters 1-3 as “the Corinthian
pride in man and wisdom” 155.
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To “glory in men” is the opposite of ‘glorying iheé Lord’ (i.31)**°
This significant recapitulatory climax, in whichetlkey problem isBjoasting in humaris

is broadened in 4:1-5*

4.5

This verse, introduced h¥ote, brings 4:1-5 to a climax by giving a plain prakidn: “So
judge nothing before the appointed time; waittki# Lord comes.... At that time each
will receive praise from God”. The problem seemswolvepremature human
judgementsio avOpwmivng fuépag — verse 3, no doubt ironically hinting at the
“jludgement day” of God) about leaders, which donediect judgement (praise) that

comesin the future from Gaod

Barth rightly captures this consistent emphasitiwithapters 1-4 on the confrontation of

the humanwith thedivine

What Christianity is specially concerned about igi€tian knowledge... the
understanding or the failure to understand thestiverdsino tos 600 (from
God). Unless everything deceives, that is thedt@rPaul’s utterance (1 Cor. i.—
iv).145

The problems in 1:10-4:5, then, seem to centreaasting in humansOr perhaps more
accuratelypoasting in that which is humgwhether other human leaders, or one’s own

spiritual superiority or independence), as oppdsequlacing appropriate confidence in

13 Robertson and Plummegritical and Exegetical Commentary2. | am quoting from
the authors’ own copy of the book, in which thegorally incorrect reference “i.21” has
been corrected to “i.31".

144 Kate C. Donahoe rightly notes: “Though a chapteisibn separates 3:18-23 and 4:1-
5, these two sections nevertheless belong togatharrecapitulation of previous themes”.
Kate C. Donahoe, “From Self-Praise to Self-BoastiPaul’'s Unmasking of the
Conflicting Rhetorico-Linguistic Phenomena in 1 Dthians” (Ph.D. diss., University of
St. Andrews, 2008), 73.

145 Barth,Resurrection of the Dea@6.
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that which isdivine. A number of related concrete issues seem taeclasound this core
problem as it is framed in this section:
« LeadershipAllegiance to particular external figureheadsd@ossibly their
baptism); worldly, premature judgement of local uleaders
*  Wise SpeecliEsteem for secular models of wisdom and speestbem for
secular examples of power and rule
e Spiritual StatusA desire to be thought of as “spiritual” despitaic “fleshly-

ness” and spiritual immaturity; pride related toatvhne “possesses”

After this point there is a conscious re-framindhd critical issue. In 4:6-7, Paul reveals
that he has “transformed{i{tecxnudtioa) the issue in terms of himself and Apollos, in
order that the Corinthians might not become “pufiget on behalf of one leader over
against another. This word means “transform” elssw in Paul (Phil. 3:21) and other
early literature. David R. Hall has commented esieely on this verse, following

Chrysostom and others in suggesting:

The meaning is that Paul has disguised his argyraerhat what really applies

to other people has been applied to himself andldgd'®

Hall's correct observation that the verb alwaysiearthe meaning “to alter the form or
appearance of something into something else” magppéied not just to thpersonalities
represented in the accusatidsut also to théevel of the accusationThat is, Paul has
“disguised” his argument as though he were simpblidg with himself and Apollos as
figureheads of a Corinthian dispute, whereas intigedeeper accusation is that in their
proud neglect of certain leaders and preferencpdbtished speakers the Corinthian

believers in general are “puffed dp’and oblivious of their need falependenceThis in

16 Hall, Unity, 5.

47 Laurence L. Welborn’s suggestion that this imageies obvious political overtones of
conceited oratory is making the imagery too speciertainly the idea of conceit is
clear, but to claim that the examples of aristacratatory that Welborn lists are the same
specification of “conceit” as that intended by Piaulather speculative. The same verb is
used, for example, iMestament of Levi4:7-8, in which the picture is of pride in prigst
position The verb is used in Colossians 2:18 to pictuigepn manifesspirituality.

170



fact is how his argument subsequently takes “sH&pie’the rest of the chapter. From
this point, the problem seems no longer to be fchimderms of division itself; rather the
underlying issue, which had been “shaped” in teofrdivisive attachment to Paul and
Apollos, now comes openly to the fo¥8theologically inappropriate boasting that
denies dependence and exhibits itself in “presdasieased” or “prematurely

triumphalistic™*°

status-seeking
In disclosing his covert allusion to Corinthian fes then, Paul is both parodying the
local “would-be wise” leaders’ allegiance to extrfigureheadsS’ and unveiling the

church-wide root of this orientation: puffed up faapocentrism.

4:7

This verse, introduced byp, brings to a climax the short but crucial sectiéd:6-7, in
which Paul reveals the essence of the issue tldbbbéan “shaped” in terms of himself and
Apollos:**?“What do you have that you did not receive? Afngbu did receive it, why do
you boast as though you did not?” The problemagppropriatdoastingthat wrongly

implies human accomplishment.

Chrysostom defines the word in Homily 1 (PG 61.4§}heopposite of humility
Laurence L. Welborn, “Discord in Corinth: First @ahians 1-4 and Ancient Politics,” in
Christianity at Corinth: The Quest for the Pauli@hurch(ed. Edward Adams and David
G. Horrell; Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Kn®tess, 2004), 139-144; 142-143.

148 To continue the metaphor of the verb in question.

149 Chrysostom rightly notes: “Up to this point, usinarsh words, he did not unveil the
curtain, but he argued as though he himself wer®tte hearing these things.... But
because now it is time to show mercy, he removasdttakes off the mask”. Garland
comments, “it should not be overlooked that 1:18438ys the foundation for what he says
in 3:5to 4:5". Garlandl Corinthians 131.

130 take this phrase from Thiselton, and will commemther on this concept later in this
chapter.

1311t is possible that faction leaders themselveswising covert allusion, implicitly
including themselves in their praise of their choigureheads. See B. Fiori, “Covert
Allusion’ in 1 Corinthians 1-4,CBQ47 (1985): 85-102; WinteRhilo and Paul 196-
201; Clarke Secular and Christignl22-124.

132 The meaning and purpose of the phrase “not betfmtdvhich is written” is greatly
discussed. It may be that Augustine’s view is Wwpif refreshed emphasis. Augustine
reads this phrase as an injunction tothetWordahead of itservants Augustine, Letter
95.4 “To Brother Paulinus and Sister Theresia”ry8bstom perhaps also hears the
phrase in this way: His text readsx v nuiv padnte, to un Omep O yéypantat @poveiv.
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Chrysostom appears to understand the variety wdtginal problems in Corinth (such as
baptism, eloquence, teaching, pride in spiritutisgind words of teaching) to be in view

in the singular corrective of this sectidthy boast as though you did not receive?

For these things do not belong to you, but commfilee grace of God. And if
you should say “faith”, it comes from his calliray; if you should say
“forgiveness of sins” or “gifts” or “the word of éehing” or “miracles”, all things
come from this grace. Tell me then what you h&at you did not receive but
which came from yourself! You have nothing to $3ly.
Basil of Caesare®’ Ambrose!® and Augustin&® similarly understand this boasting to
be a fundamental repudiationdifine grace or an attempt at self-merited justification.
Whether or not the terminology of “justificatiors appropriate, the force of Paul’s
rhetorical questions in 4:7 is not misperceiveddogustine and the other Patristics here.
Paul is confronting those in Corinth with the furdmtal theological necessity of

reception as opposed to bold presumptuous autonomy. Cpererives this well:

Ainsi, face a la confiance en la chair, a la card@en I’'homme livré et
abandonné a lui-méme, face a l'isolement volontdine apdtre ou d’'un croyant,

il affirme, car c'est nécessaire: “Nous avons tegu” >’

133 Homily 12; PG 61.98.

134 See Basil of Caesargdomily 20, PG 31, in which Basil hears this verse asaeding
to the problem of pride in human righteousness.

1% See Ambrose)e paenitentia2,6,40, in which Ambrose quotes this verse as
representing the essence of divine forgivenesguestification.

1% See Augustine, “Letter to Valentine”, in which Austine takes the boasting of this
verse to represent the attempt at self-justificati8ee als®n the Trinity Book 14,
Chapter 15, in which Augustine reads this verseoa$ronting the Christian soul that is
proud of its own accomplishment. Also, “LetteRaulinus of Nola” 186,3,10, in which
Augustine again reads this verse as confrontingdse that humans can merit
justification.

157 M. Carrez, “La Confiance en 'Homme et la Confiaren Soi Selon I'Apétre Paul,”
RHPR44 (1964): 191-199; 199.
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It is not surprising then, that Clement of Romeyiiging the Corinthians to abandon
partisanship forty years later, establishes nog thik church’s priounity, but firstly its

fundamental orientation dfumility:

1 Clemeng:1
All of you were humble, never boasting, submittrather than demanding
submission, gladly giving rather than receivingpwyawith the things provided

by God.

Clement observes that their subsequent loss of tloived from a fundamental loss of

humility:

1 ClemenB:1-2

All glory and growth were given to you, and thatiebhis written was fulfilled:
“The one | loved ate and drank and grew and bedatrand kicked”.From this
came zeal and envy, strife and factions, persatatiml homelessness, war and

captivity.

Paul’s “unveiling” of the critical issue is followleby an intensely challenging ironic

crescendo in 4:8-13, which serves to heighten aystailise the proud, autonomous,

present-obsessed orientation which has really beeiew since 1:10.

4:13

This verse encapsulates the ironic apostolic sspfecation of 4:8-13: “Up to this

moment we have become the scum of the earth, theeref the world.” The problem of

prematurely triumphant self-assertion is refledteBaul’s ironic, emphatically present,

abasement.

Wayne Meeks comments:
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There is a fairly wide consensus among exegetéshisgpassage, taken in
context with the many statements emphasizing thedwand temporal sequence
throughout the letter, especially in chapter 1%bda us to discern one major
issue behind the varied problems addressed btter.| As it is commonly put,
the issue is between the “realized eschatologyhefgroup called the
pneumatikoor theteleioiin Corinth and the “futurist eschatology” or

“eschatological reservation” of Palif.

A number of scholars hesitate to use the theolbtgca “realised eschatology” of those
in Corinth, cautioning that the problems of the i@tiians were not directed by a coherent

doctrinal position on eschatology. For examplentideTronier writes:

[T]he term “realized eschatology” would not havedmanuch sense; Paul’s
opponents did not change some genuinely Chrisfisnre eschatology” by
claiming it for the present. Rather, they did concern themselves with any

idea of eschatology at all; eschatology was siraplsent>®

This sort of critique is not uncommonly associatétth the assertion that the problems in
Corinth can be understood more fruitfullysacialterms rather thatiheologicalterms.

Winter, for example, critiques Thiselton’s 1978cet “Realized Eschatology in Corinth”:

138 \Wayne Meeks, “Social Functions of Apocalyptic Laage,” inApocalypticism in the
Mediterranean World and the Near East. Proceedwfghe International Colloquium on
Apocalypticism, Uppsala, August 12-17, 1928. David Hellholm; %' ed.; Tuibingen:
Mohr Siebeck 1989), 687-705; 699.

%9 Henrik Tronier, “The Corinthian Correspondencevissgn Philosophical Idealism and
Apocalypticism,” inPaul beyond the Judaism/Hellenism Divige. Troels Engberg-
Pedersen; Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knozd3r 2001), 165-196; 189. N.T.
Wright similarly argues: “Many scholars have coroand to the view argued by Richard
Hays that the problem at Corinth was not too musdhatology but not nearly enough.
The Corinthians were attempting to produce a métfrChristianity and paganism; their
‘puffed-up’ posturing came not from believing tlafiewish-style eschatology had already
brought them to God'’s final future, but from pugtitogether their beliefs about
themselves as Christians with ideas from pagamebilhy”. N.T. WrightThe
Resurrection of the Son of God: Christian Origimslahe Question of God, Vol. 3
(Minneapolis, Minn.: Fortress Press, 2003), 279.
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That view has been subjected to scrutiny and faarzke deficient, partly
because of its misunderstanding of a text fundaahémtts thesis, viz., 1
Corinthians 4:6ff. Paul skilfully used all the impassociated with the rhetorical
device he actually cites, i.e. the covert allusidrose covertness he discloses.
There is an alternative explanatidor certain assumptions concerning their

belief about resurrection in chapter ’£%.

Similarly, Kwon objects to Thiselton’s identificati of over-realised eschatology in

Corinth, summarising:

The limits of using over-realized eschatology ag®planation for the Corinthian
problems are thus exposed.social and rhetorical analysis, however, is bette
able to provide an adequate explanatfonthe social consequencescofpia as

addressed in 1 Cor. 13}

It is at this point, however, that John Chrysostombodel of interpretation may be helpful.
As noted above, Chrysostom emphasises thadbial problems arising from a
competitive culturare pastorally evaluated by Paul as evidengeaid, present-
obsesseod-denial That is, social and theological viewpoints naetlbe seen as
alternatives, but rather as essential complememptngpectives. If the divisive problems
in 1 Corinthians 1-4 may be illuminated by secstandards of competition and sophistic
oratory, they may concurrently be evaluated andacitarised as effectively “present-
obsessed”. This is particularly the case for therch from whose location Paul had
engaged in the Thessalonian correspondence, irmwiécimportance of eschatological
hope is such a fundamental assumption. The fat@QGhbrinthian Christians are engaging
in competition for present glory is evidence theyt areeffectivelyclaiming for

themselves an honour that, according to Paul'snasitbn and teaching, is reserved for the

future manifestation of Christ.

10 Winter, After Pau| 25-6; emphasis mine.
181 Kwon, “Critical Review,” 391; emphasis mine.
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It is probably true that these Christians in Cdrihad naconsciously cohereraberrant
theology. Therefore Thiselton’s more recent phfasemature triumphalism” may be
more precisely apposite. Paul may be heard asimgiato a tradition obpposition to
behaviour that is effectively present-obsessdudch is exemplified in the ministry of

Jesus (but dates back to the biblical prophetspsuPnptuousiumananticipation of

divine triumph is strongly challenged by ttieinetiming of reversal:

Mark 8:31-35

And he began to teach them that it was necessatiiddson of Man to suffer
much.... And, taking him aside, Peter began to rethik. But, turning and
looking at his disciples, he rebuked Peter and, $Biepart from me Satan, for
you are not considering the ways of God but rattheways of humans”.... “For
whoever wants to save their life will lose it; lwitoever loses their life because

of me and the gospel will save it".

Acts 1:6-8

So when they came together, they asked him, “Lisrthis the time that you will
restore the kingdom to Israel?” He said to thelins“not for you to know times
or seasons that the father has set in his authdsitiy you will receive power

with the coming of the Holy Spirit upon you”.

Just as in Mark 8 Jesus is depicted as interpr&atgr’s disdain of suffering as an
effective denial of the “ways of God”, so it seetinat Paul interprets the Corinthians’
thirst for comfortable honour as an effective deafahe divine timing of glory: “Already
you are satisfied; already you have become ricthawit us you have begun to reign!”
Indeed, in reflecting on these verses in 1 Corambj Chrysostom takes a Corinthian

emphasis opresent sufficiencto be evidence of prodtdumanautonomy
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“Already you have become satisfied; already youeHagen made rich!” That is,
you want nothing else; you have become perfect;haue reached the summit

itself; you stand in need of no-one, so you supp¥se

Do you see how he cleanses their pride fopov]?'®

Human things and outward show are nothing to uspeuook to God alon&’

4:20-21

These verses, introduced Y§p, bring 4:14-21 to a climax, in which the expeaatof an
“apostolic parousia” is presented as a challenger the kingdom of God is not a matter
of talk but of power.... Shall | come to you witlwip, or in love and with a gentle
spirit?” The contrast is presented as being betveesgant “talk” of would-be leaders

and the genuine power of the divinely-sent apodtlés noteworthy that Paul links the
problem to participation in the kingdom@bd Indeed, Chrysostom suggests that Paul is

making a distinction between divine and human “Wénese:

He says “ways in Christ” to show that they havehimag human[o0dév £€xovoty

&vBpwmivov], and that he does things rightly with His h&ip.

And that our teaching @ivine [tod fsiav eivai], and that we proclaim the
kingdom of heaven, we provide the signs as a greatef, which we produce

by the power of the Spirtf®

It is significant then that this section (4:8-2&}ich brings chapters 1-4 to a rhetorical

climax, has lost explicit mention of the issue @fdnity, rather attacking openly the root

182 Homily 12; PG 61.98.
183 Homily 12; PG 61.99.
%4 Homily 12; PG 61.100.
1% Homily 14; PG 61.115.
1% Homily 14; PG 61.116.
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pastoral problem of present-obsessed, cross-depyidg. Mitchell’s claim that this
section offers the “standard rhetorical practice@amparing “the person or city under
discussion with illustrious examples” may well beeative to thform of Paul's
argumentation; but she neglects the crucial faattthecontentof this climactic
comparison concerns exemplary apostotindemned-nesand not exemplary apostolic
unity.*®” Although Mitchell claims that Paul is presentitigiself as an alternative to
“fractious boasting” and “the opposite of a factitist”,'*® the explicit terminology of
dis/unity is hardly prominent in 4:8-21. If Padshbeen examining “boasting, being
puffed up, allegiances to leaders, judgmentalidaims to be wise and enriched”
primarily as ‘symptoms and manifestationCorinthian factionalism*®® why in

bringing this section to a concluding crescendosdwenot make any explicit mention of

this primary issue?°

Indeed, Merklein usefully points out that as thetuf@tion of this major rhetorical unit,

4:16 enables a renewed understanding of Paul’stintein 1:10:

die Mahnungen von 1,10 zielt letztlich bereits 41if6. Es geht Paulus also nicht

bloR um Einmitigkeit unteseinerAutoritat...!"*

Mitchell does indeed note the prevalence of thélgra of proud boasting in 1
Corinthians:"?and sees it as a cause of division, in keeping @éttain Greco-Roman
literary examples of division. However, her argutidat the problem afisunityis itself

the key issue neglects the way that in 1 Corinthibr4 Paul focuses on and drives toward
the pastorally evaluated problem of prematurelyntiphantpride/boastingn human
leaders. The rhetorical conclusion points examatdsolve set confidence in that which is

humanagainst confidence in that whichdiwine and the climactic opposition of

167 Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetorj@19.

188 Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetorj@22.

189 Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetorj@10; emphasis original.

179 Mitchell’s claim that Paul's references to thatigthis “human” are practically veiled
references to the problem of factionalism is ehtitmconvincing: MitchellPaul and the
Rhetoric 211.

"1 Merklein, Der erste Brief, Kapitel 44, 112; emphasis original.

72 Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetorj@1ff.
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Corinthian and apostolic characteristics in chagtierreally the endpoint of this
trajectory: a showdown between the apparent wtalithose who are proudhumanand

the contrasting cruciformity of those who are appsiby Godas apostle¥’

Summary of Chapters 4 and the Problems in Corinth

| have sought to demonstrate that Corinthian bogss not simply a “component of the
party conflicts within the Corinthian church® Paul’s problert/® rather appears to be
that party conflicts over leadership within the i@thian church are evidence lobastful,
present-obsessed human autonormydiscerning Paul’'s rhetoric here it is thus no
enough to draw attention to “terms aogoirooted in the issue of political
divisiveness®"® and conclude that the chief issue is divisionfitéteis essential to be
attentive to where Paul drives his discussion. fiesenting problem of political
partisanship in relation to external figureheadsayes the theological crisis of

autonomous, present-obsessed boastingss Frances Young summarises:

They were at variance with one another becausenbftmn andkenodoxia
(empty glory) — a particular moral concern of Clugtem’s in a society where

reputation §oxa was a key motivatioh’®

13 Fee rightly recognises: “The section is domindtgdwo themes: their pride (vv. 6-8,
10) and his weaknesses (vv. 9, 11-13). He begirgoing right to the root of the matter —
their pride — which has caused them to be ‘puffgdagainst Paul (v. 6)". Feé&jrst
Epistle 165.

7 Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetorj@®5.

175 use the phrase “Paul’s problem” rather than i@bians’ problem” because, as
Elisabeth Schiissler Fiorenza has rightly pointegtbe text itself gives us Paul’s
rhetorically-purposeful encapsulation of the issimeSorinth. Of course, this need not
imply that Paul’s conception is incorrect; simghat it is part of a considered rhetorical
interchange. See Elisabeth Schissler FiorenzattiRbal Situation and Historical
Reconstruction in | CorinthiansNTS33 (1987): 386-403.

176 Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetorjcl11.

17 Sigurd Grindheim usefully notes: “It should notdoeerlooked... that Paul understood
these factions as symptomatic of a grave theolbgitar in Corinth”. Sigurd Grindheim,
“Wisdom for the Perfect: Paul's Challenge to theithian Church,”"JBL 121/4 (2002):
689-709; 689.

178 young,Biblical Exegesis250. For Chrysostom’s linking of divisivenesgtdfed-up
self-seeking, see for example Homily 10; PG 61é82tyetatl ndAwv éml TV pdyxnyv tg
coiag th¢ E€wbev, kal Td EyKARUATX TOV EvTelBeV TEQUOIWUEVWY KAl S1ATEUVEVTWY

v 'EkkAnoiav.

179



Marion L. Soards correctly captures the fundaméwtdiom Paul’s perspective, of the

problem of boasting in Corinth:

Throughout this letter Paul criticizes the partigudctions of the Corinthians, but
above all he denounces the will to boast. Thetwibe superior and to brag
about it was the fundamental problem that generhiedther symptomatic

problems in Corintti’®

My contention here is that this boasting was, inlBaview, (unwittingly*®®) theological
because it impliedonfidence outside of God, claiming in the preseatmanifest wisdom
and spirituality that can only really be found h&fdin Christ, awaiting manifestation at

his future revelation

It is significant that this understanding of “bdagt in 1 Corinthians — as being not
merely factionalistic, butheological- resonates strongly with Simon Gathercole’s
findings regarding “boasting” in Romans 1*¥5 Basil of Caesarea had, long before,
linked the boasting of 1 Corinthians to a presurmpsupursuit of self-generated
righteousnes¥? It may be that throughout the Pauline Corpusadting” carries highly
theological overtones, drawing on prophetic languaigd representing on the one hand

misplaced human confidence before God, and ontties,cappropriate dependence on

79 Marion L. Soards, “1 Corinthians,” iMercer Commentary on the New Testan{edt
Watson E. Mills and Richard F. Wilson; Macon Gaerger University Press, 2003; repr.
from Mercer Commentary on the Biblglacon, Ga.: Mercer University Press, 1995),
1163-1190; 1164.

8Munck encapsulates this well: “They did not reatizat by the very use of that wisdom
terminology they were betraying the message thattheir wealth, and that the feeling of
being up on the pinnacle and pitying the others avbstrayal of Christ and his apostles”.
Johannes Munck, “The Church without Factions: Ssiét | Corinthians 1-4” in
Christianity at Corinth: The Quest for the Pauli@aurch(eds. E. Adams and D. G.
Horrell; Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox, @4), 61-70; 70.

'81 Simon J. Gathercol&Yhere is BoastingZarly Jewish Soteriology and Paul’s
Response in Romans iGrand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2003). According t
Gathercole, the boasting that Paul counters impliesnfidence outside of “God’s action
in Christ” 262.

182 See Basil of Caesargdomily 20, PG 31, in which Basil reads 1 Corinthians 1330

as undermining the pride of self-sought righteoaspand insisting upon the
righteousness that comes from God through faith.
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God. Certainly this terminology seems to be emgdbiy this way in 2 Corinthians 10-13,

Galatians 6:13-14, and Philippians 186.

My argument, to summarise, is that in the openimapters of 1 Corinthians Paul
interprets and critiques the divisive politicalugigles over status and leadership in the
church of Roman Corinth as exemplifying a fundarakpéastoral-theological problem of

boastful, present-obsessed, human autonomy

1:10-2:5: The cross and human wisdom
2:6-3:4: The Spirit and human capability
3:5-4:5: Divine work and human authority

4:6-21: Divinely ordained death and human boasting

6. Relation to Other Conceptions of the Corinthian
Problems

It will be evident that | am in agreement with Mitdl that the nature of the factions at
Corinth was political rather than explicitly docial*** | am convinced, along with
Winter, that the varied problems in Corinth (indhgl but not limited to, the political
partisanship) arose in association with accommodat secular patterns of life in Roman
Corinth. In particular | am persuaded with Litfhmat these secular patterns involved

rhetorical competitiveness, and with Clarke, tisaties of church leadership were critical:

183 |n a recent exploration of the theme of boasting Corinthians, Kate C. Donahoe
argues, “Like the Greco-Roman writers who distisubetween acceptable selfpraise and
unacceptable ‘boasting,” Paul also distinguishewéen these two categories. Unlike the
Greco-Roman definitions, Paul defines these caiegar terms of praising the Lord. For
Paul, ‘boasting’ is a grievous matter that extewds beyond the Greco-Roman notions of
social decorum. That which aims to increase onecsas status or honor is deemed
unacceptable ‘boasting,” whereas that which sezksihg glory to the Lord is acceptable
‘boasting.” Donahoe, “From Self-Praise to Self-Btag”, 71.

184 \Welborn, among others, has rightly criticised wiew that the Corinthians themselves
were consciously taking part in a theological comérsy: “It is no longer necessary to
argue against the position that the conflict thatked 1 Corinthians was essentially
theological in character. The attempt to identify parties with views and practices
condemned elsewhere in the epistle, as if thegzaréipresented different positions in a
dogmatic controversy, has collapsed under its oeight”. Welborn, “Discord in

Corinth,” in Christianity at Corinth(ed. Adams and Horrell), 143.
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Paul has given a firm critique of secular influenaethe community.... Paul
urges the Corinthians that their view of Christiemdership should differ from
the expectations of leadership in secular Coriftaul opposes their adoption of
a party-spirit of loyalty to specific patron figeheir elevation of the
importance of status in the Christian church; theasting in men; their affinity

with the wisdom of secular leadéfs.

The examination given in this chapter indicates these insights are remarkably
consonant with John Chrysostom’s evaluation of@bénthian situation: a Corinthian
love of wealth and “external wisdom” has resultegalished orators displacing truly

godly leaders in Corinth, causing rifts within ttieurch.

In the tradition of John Chrysostom, furthermorbavVe viewed this socio-historical
evaluation as just one essential component of preggal of the Corinthian problems.
Another essential component is the recognitiobastful, present-obsessed human
autonomyas that which, from the perspective of Paul thetqratheologically binds the
Corinthian problems together. Of course, as | Haefly indicated in the previous
chapter, other attempts have been made to disqeastaral or theological unity to the
Corinthian problems, and the suggestion | havereffénere bears some continuity with

such attempts.

It is worth firstly noting Patristic theologianshetr than Chrysostom. Basil of Caesarea
heavily utilises the Corinthian correspondencerespntingpride as the archetypal sif®
Augustine’s conception cfelf-sufficient prideas humanity’s chief problem is steeped in
his reading of the opening chapters of 1 Corinthf&h John of Damascus begins his

discussion concerning the cross and faith by ctinfdwo quotations from chapters 1-4

18 Clarke,Secular and Christignl18.

18 See, for example, Hom. 20 “De humiliate” 3: PG 830-531, in which “boasting in
God” is interpreted as a refusal to boast in oo&/a righteousness, and a consequent
humble reliance on God’s grace and his gift of feitxesurrection.

187 See, for example, Letter 232.6 “To the People afikura”, in which Augustine
emphasises the necessity of being brought down $edfrsufficiency to humility. The
“assaults of pride” are combated by the cross afsfhin which the humility of God finds
its focus.
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of 1 Corinthians, using them to introduce a stdrtiice between reliance @wodand
reliance orhuman reasoning$® He goes on, after a few paragraphs, to insistthian
with Christ through the cross forces one to rekaon God rather than on human and
natural reasonings. Again, he quotes from 1 Cloiants 1-4 to confirm that Christ is the

one in whom those “lying in death” find life.

The legacy of John Chrysostom’s understanding @bfinthians is evident in the
exposition of numerous later interpreters, perhmpst interestingly Thomas Aquinas and

John Calvin.

Certainly, Aquinas’ view of the letter as a guide the church’s reception of Christ's
sacramentssgcramentagoes beyond Chrysostom’s exploration ofiesteriain his
homilies; but within this framework Thomas sees@ement fronpresentreality
(baptism, marriage, Eucharist; chapters 1-14)ftauae reality that can only presently be
possessed in signification (resurrection; chap®r 1n his discussion of chapters 14,
Thomas echoes Chrysostom’s concern to set thatvidlimumanagainst that which isf
God Like Chrysostom, Thomas finds this distinctiomee in the opening verses of the
letter, insisting that the name “Paul” implies hlityj and that “called” indicates that his
dignity comedrom God Chrysostom’s (probably indirect) legacy becomiegious when
Thomas emphasises that the gospel gained adharenoghhumble fishermerthereby
ruling outhuman boasting1-4, paragraph 68; compare with Chrysostom’s Hip#)ji.
Thomas draws the application that salvation shbeldttributed t&sodrather thai€men
(1-4, paragraph 70). Like Chrysostom, he undedstdime ecclesial disunity to relate to
disputes over leadership, and finds that the rbtii@matter is boastful human judgement
(3-1, paragraphs 122, 131). The Corinthians neethdlerstand that all things, whether
ministerial ability or salvation, come from God@frist (3-1, paragraph 134; 3-2,
paragraph 148; 3-3, paragraph 184). Thus tivéde should turn tdumility (4-2,

paragraphs 201-203).

188 John of Damascug&xposition of the Orthodox Faitichapter 11.
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John Calvin’s introduction to 1 CorinthidfiScould almost be viewed as a revision of

Chrysostom’s introduction to his homily serieshdd&. Walchenbach notes:

The single book in the New Testament in which Gatost frequently quotes

Chrysostom is 1 Corinthiarts>

Like Chrysostom he begins by pointing out the weaftCorinth. He depicts the
influence of rhetorically polished status-hungryulebbe leaders, as well as the
Corinthian ideals of luxury, pride, greed and amhbit Like Chrysostom he views the
issue of the resurrection as the ultimate obje@atfin’s subtle attack, an attack which
proceeds by directing attention away from the glafrthe Lord and rather to superficial
human honour. Like Chrysostom, Calvin notes Pad'storal strategy of moving
carefully from soothing to chiding at the beginnwfghe letter, as he aims to “cure” the
Corinthians of theipride and lead them tbumility. The Corinthians must move from
confidence in theiown judgemento acquiescence t6od, whose superior wisdom is seen

in the abasement of the cross.

Moving to more recent interpretation of 1 CorintitsaBarth’s reading is worthy of

note!®!

Although Barth characterises the historical backgd as Gnosticism, he
summarises the core problem in pastoral termsesstrained human vitalityA
summary cannot do justice to Barth’'s argumentatiom his understanding of the flow of

1 Corinthians might be expressed as follows:

God is set against unbridled human vitality...

* Inreligion (that is, pride): Chapters 1-4
e Innatural life (that is, desire): Chapters 5-6
e ...And in its opposite (proud asceticism): Chapter 7

189 The “Argument” of the epistl&Zommentary on 1 Corinthians

19 3ohn R. WalchenbacBiphn Calvin as Biblical Commentator: An Investigatinto
Calvin’s Use of John Chrysostom as an Exegetic&fMiEugene, Oreg.: Wipf & Stock,
2010), 49.

191 Barth,Resurrection of the Dead
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¢ In knowledge (and freedom): Chapters 8-10

e Inrebellion: Chapter 11a
¢ In material & spiritual egoism: Chapter 11b
* In the most sparkling spirituality: Chapters 12-14

But the expectation of future resurrection revéladgall people need life that coméem

God (Chapter 15)

Wolfhart Pannenberg uses the phrase “human sedftass before God”, and concedes a

similarity with the bold self-assertion polemicaigdressed in the book of Romans:

[Hluman self-assertion before God is inherent ithiostification through the
works of the law and wisdom. Paul’s attack [indri@thians] was directed
against groups that claimed a specific spirituglezbence and wisdom while

denying a place of central importance to the cofshrist!%

Thiselton considers that socio-historical factoesyrhe examined alongside a consistent
theological problem that is expressed, as has bet, in the Corinthians’ “premature
triumphalism” and spiritual enthusiasti. This enthusiastic spirituality is hinted at in

chapters 1-4, and is reflected more prominenthhadetter progresses.

Wolff argues that the Corinthian pursuit of selleatation is opposed by the cross, which
contradictthumanconceptions of God and salvation. Paul’'s ownimglicruciformity
presents a corrective to those in Corinth whodrgrithusiastically leap over theesent

into the eschatoi?*

That Paul is opposingontentions over leadershipat he perceives as expressing an

orientation ofboastful, present-obsessed human autonitnry finds strong resonance

192\\olfhart Pannenberg, “A Theology of the Cro3a/W8/2 (1988): 162-172; 163.

193 Thiselton reflects approvingly on Schrage’s inssgi{H]e speaks of the premature
triumphalism of the addressees as the “illusiothefenthusiasts”... for those whose
emphasis on the Spirit overlooked the realitiesattinuing sin and struggle, and the need
for discipline and order”. ThiseltoRjrst Epistle 358.

%4 Wolff, Der erste Brief8-9.
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with much ancient and recent interpretation ofléteer, although thedeistorical and
theologicalperspectives are not always brought togetheuggdest that this orientation is
evident in Paul’s encapsulationalf of the main issues in 1 Corinthians, including
divisions over leadership (chapters 1-4); proucptance of sexual immorality, greed,
and impurity (chapters 5-7); proud, exploitativearecclesial one-upmanship (chapters

8-14); and effective denial of the need for futbioglily resurrection (chapter 15).

Charles H. Talbert, amongst others, has suggestdt is not possible to reduce the

problems in Corinth to a single cause:

In 1 Corinthians one finds a number of factors hdlhe problems: for example,
overrealized eschatology (1 Cor 4;7;11;15); theaff of social stratification (1
Cor 8-10; 11); misunderstanding of Paul’s earlter (1 Cor 5); divisions due
to allegiance to different leaders growing in part of the scattered character of
the various church groups or cells in Corinth; aymaver of Jewish norms that
were contrary to Christian practice (e.g., 1 CaB4436). It is impossible to
reduce all of the issues dealt with in 1 CorintBitmone cause like Gnosticism

or overrealized eschatolodV.

However, as | have suggested above, the issug @mply the historical “factors behind
the problems” in Corinth, blRaul’s pastoral conception of what binds those peots
together In the next chapter | will demonstrate how tiisfying conception continues in
1 Corinthians 5-14; and in the subsequent chaptédl demonstrate how it continues in 1

Corinthians 15.

19 Charles H. TalberReading Corinthians: A Literary and Theological Goentary(2™
ed.; Macon, Ga.: Smyth & Helwys, 2003), 10.
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7. An Application of Kerygmatic Rhetoric

The Problem of Boasting and the Solution of the Cres

| have suggested above that the chief solutiohédCtorinthian problems, as interpreted
by Chrysostom, is the divine “contrary” of the gosAlthough conceptions of the
Corinthian problems vary greatly, there is littkeutht that the cross provides Paul’s ironic

solution to these problems.

Thus in the cross there is revaluation of all teingthis reality in a lasting and
binding way, because the crucified One makes knomag and for all only the
God who in the depths, in the deathly misery, sidess and nothingness intends

to be God and Savid®

The fact of the cross as God’s means of salvatpposes the core pastoral-theological

problem of boastful autonomy by undermining humptimism theologically:

The word of the cross can only have negative vaiuthe sense that it opens up
a radical contestation of all the images of God than is prone to make.... The
theology of the cross functions exclusively asitical instance on all discourse

on God*’

It is the fact that God must be known through ki§-gresentation in the shame of the
cross that makes human boasting theoretically meisa, and thus reins in “unrestrained

human vitality” in the theologically fundamentakarof knowledge of Goti®

1% Jiirgen BeckeRaul: Apostle to the Gentild¢gans. O.C. Dean, Jr.; Louisville, Ky.:
Westminster John Knox Press, 1993), 208; trafzaofus. Der Apostel der Volker
(Tubingen: Mohr, 1989).

7 Guilhen Antier, “Entre Resurrection et Croix: Nommn.'Evénement Selon Paul (1
Corinthiens 15),'ETRel79/4 (2004): 477-492; 489; translated from thgiogl French.

198 \Wolff makes this point well: “Paul discloses: Tlogeless, zealous, quarrelsome
behaviour of the Corinthians (1:11, 3:3f; 4:6; J%Hows that for them it is finally all
about self attestation for the fulfilment of theiwn religious expectations and ideals and
thus about “human wisdom” (2:5, 13; 1:20), not hegreabout the true wisdom of God.
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The cross consequently serves as a model for @irigestylein opposition to a worldly

model provided by human rulers and esteemed im@ori

While the cross is hot mentioned explicitly witHirCor. 4, its presence can be
seen clearly, nonetheless. A number of scholars haticed that the cross plays
a great role in Paul’s presentation as a stewatldeofospel in 1 Cor. 4. In this
chapter Paul declares his own weakness, usingathe sord for weakness
(astheneia) that he spoke about earlier in the me=sskof God displayed at the
cross (1 Cor. 1:25; 4:9-13). He also describesalfras “sentenced to death”
and perceives himself to be a “spectacle to thédiohese descriptions

signify an agreement with the message of the ¢tashe preached (1 Cor.

1:17f; 2:1-5)*°

Thus the cross is used by Paul in chapters 1-4tbatbmbat the cortheological
problemhe perceives in Corinth, and consequently to mGtheistianlifestylethat
contrasts with the religious and social manifestatiand causes of that key theological
problem. As the section draws to a close, Pawdgmis himself as an exemplary

embodiment of such a cruciform lifestyle.

These chapters comprise a warning against thesfowiss and destructiveness of
human arrogance and an exposition of how God egjtlrote in Christ to live a

cruciform life 2%

Of course, Paul does not in 1 Corinthians damysort of present Christian optimism or
triumph; but he subjects what he perceives to §&lfeconfident, over-manifest

theological error, together with its lifestyle migsitations, to the “pessimistic” theological

For this manifests itself in the saving work of Gbdbugh a crucified one, which directly
contradicts and shows up the failure of human spr&tions of God and salvation (1:18-
25; 2:6-8)". Wolff,Der erste Brief8; translated from the original German.

199 Wwilliams, “Living as Christ Crucified,” 123-124.

% Garland,1 Corinthians 39.
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corrective of the cross. Thus, much of the coiwadn chapters 1-4 (indeed in 1-14)
gives more attention to the “cross” than the “resttion” side of the cross-resurrection

dialectic often detected in Paul’s theoldd}.

It is too limiting, however, to simply characteriBaul’s solution in chapters 1-4 as the
negative critique of the cross. This “pessimistitgological corrective seems to be an
expression of a broader positive theme of the rsityesf divine gracious initiativé®

The verse that introduces the theme of the crhsstrihtes this well:

For the message of the cross is foolishness t@ thwb® are being destroyed, but

to us who are being saved it is the power of GddCorinthians 1:18)

The cross provides the focal point for human denisif God (perhaps in the very act of
straining to know him) at the same time as progdime vehicle for humans to receive
God’s saving power. In this sense it acts neggtitvedemolish human attempts at

knowledge of God, but positively to graciously offeat very knowledgdrom God

1 Corinthians 1-4 and the Rhetoric of Reversal

| have argued in the opening chapter of this diaen that the conceptual imagery of
reversalresources a variety of applications in early Jbawliscourse. In particular | noted
that for Daniel and Mark (among numerous others)ntiotif of (dual) reversal is adopted

in order to restrain a perceived over-active apétion of divine triumph.

21 Tannehill is sensitive to this dialectic, but remb the deferral of resurrection in 1
Corinthians in his summary: “Rising with Christ cat be separated from dying with
Christ, for the one is the necessary reverse ditteemther. Dying with Christ is
meaningful only because it is related to partidgratn Christ’s resurrection life, and
rising with Christ is possible only through dyingthwChrist to the old world. The two
aspects occur together in the passages”. Robdrhehill,Dying and Rising with
Christ: A Study in Pauline Theolog¢ugene, Oreg.: Wipf & Stock, 1967), 130.

292 Barth identifies this with his repeated emphasishe phrase “from God”:
Resurrection of the Dead6.
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With regard to the book of Daniel, Hengel hintstthia emphasis on the deferral of
triumph to divine timing may even be a consciowtion to the overly presumptuous

perspective of the Maccabeans:

The fact that, unlike the Maccabees, they did fiigr sesistance on the sabbath
at the beginning of the persecution, indicatestttiay surrendered
unconditionally to the will of God revealed in tiierah.... In Dan.11.34b the
seer already laments the fact that “many join tredwes to them from flattery”

because of the initial success of the Maccabehs 4ittle help”?%?

Jurgen C.H. Lebram follows Casey in rejecting donsédn to the Maccabeans in Daniel

11:34, but still views Daniel as opposing bold inmaatism:

We can say for sure, then, that the principlefefgious man of the Apocalypse
consist in the rejection of all violence, partialfaof the implementation of the
Kingdom of God by force. At this point we see tttat apocalyptic movement
behind the Book of Daniel is derived from an oppiosito an enthusiastic

Naherwartung®

In counteracting such premature triumphalism, thekiof Daniel defers ultimate triumph
to the timingof God which may involve a prolonged period of sufferfiog the righteous

in the interim.

With regard to the gospel of Mark, many commentaford a similar reaction against

worldly triumphalism. Visser ‘T Hooft is illustriae:

293 Martin Hengel Judaism and Hellenism: Studies in Their EncountePalestine

During the Early Hellenistic Perio@rans. John Bowdeh,ondon, SCM Press, 1974),
178;trans ofJudentum und Hellenism(#/UNT, 10; 2 ed; Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr,
1973).

204 Jiirgen C.H. Lebram, “The Piety of the Jewish Apgaticists,” in Apocalypticism in
the Mediterranean World and the Near East: Procegsdiof the International Colloquium
on Apocalypticism, Uppsala, August 12-17, 195@. David Hellholm; 2 ed.; Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 1989), 171-210; 183.
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In these chapters [leading up to chapter 9] thefeheme is the persistent
attempt which Jesus makes to explain the true eatuhis messianic mission
and the lack of understanding of the disciplesre&tlimes he explains that
Jerusalem, which is the goal of their journey, Wélthe place of a supreme
sacrifice and not of worldly success.... As theykhabout the messiah and the
messianic age their thoughts turn to the power fvtliey as associates of the
messiah may acquire. Jesus has to say that ifstilethink in terms of worldly
ambition, they have not understood at all how herprets his own messianic

mission and the mission of the messianic commufiity.

This ambitious triumphalism is countered by Mardsiouncement of the divine calling

of the cross:

[In Mark’s Gospel to “save oneself’ by “coming dovirom the cross”
represents blatant self-aggrandisement and not\siseff-preservation. This is
clear from the fact that Mark has had Jesus dé§iaeing one’s self” through a
wilful rejection of “cross bearing” as tantamouwtin to asserting oneself over
others at their expense and to the attempt — opaheof both individuals and
nations — to gain and use worldly power to congunet dominate their

enemies®®

Those who would be disciples of Jesus and leadénis people must learn to subject

their conceptions of glory and power to the divie®nomy that begins with the cross.

The issue oboastful, present-obsessed human autoniomiyCorinthians is thus precisely
the sort of issue that is penetratingly addressetthd application of the motif of reversal
in early Christianity. Those who hold presumptu@esas about their own status in the

present are confronted withod’sway of the cross. The Corinthians must decidethédre

25\ A, Visser ‘T Hooft, “Triumphalism in the GospglSJT38 (1985): 491-504; 497-8.
208 3. Gibson, “Jesus’ Refusal to Produce a ‘Sign’ @1k1-13),”JSNT(1990/12): 37-66;
46.
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they will continue to proudly identify themselvegthe glory of “this or that person”, or
whether they will descend, with Paul, to inhabé timuciform Christ. This descent

represents the faithful embrace of keygmathat ends in resurrection.

Conclusion to Chapter 3

In this chapter | have paid attention to John Cbst@m’s reading of 1 Corinthians,
particularly chapters 1-4. | have found it essgniti attend to the exegetical insights that
Chrysostom brings as both arpositorandapplier of the letter to his Antiochene hearers.
Chrysostom detects broad problems in Corinth thatle summarised as boastful pride,
present wealth, and human autonomy. Paul’s solttidhese problems, according to

Chrysostom, is God'’s “contrary” way of the cross.

This conception of the issues of 1 Corinthians ihvélves both a recognition of their
socio-historical setting, in the displacement afligdeaders, and their pastoral

interpretation by Paul, as a boastful affront t® ¢ifory of God.

| seek to emulate this approach, and to affirm €bsyom’s sense of these chapters. An
analysis of each minor and major conclusion pdirdughout Paul’'s argumentation
indicates that the chief problem is not preciskbt boasting is causing disunity; but
rather that disunity is evidence of a theologicallynificant orientation of boastful,
present-obsessed human autonomy. This chief prolsleountered with the corrective of

the cross, as the opening move in Pak#'isygmaticrhetoric of reversal.
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Chapter 4

1 Corinthians 5-14 and Paul’'s Ethics “in the

Lord”



1. A Pauline Pattern of Ethical Argumentation

| have suggested already that chapters 5-14 reyptrasesthical section in which the summons
to imitate Paul’s way of the cross receives expamsiln this chapter | seek to show that this

expansion occurs according to an observable Pagtiieal pattern.

Because this common ethical arrangement impliestaio theological logic (of identification
with Christ in his bodily accomplishments), my exqaition will interact to some degree with
investigations and systematisations of Paulineethiich as those by Burridge, Countryman,
Furnish, Hays, Horrell, Klawans, Lohse, Meeks, Rosand Schrage. However, because my
overall thesis concerns the arrangement of thisifaletter rather than Pauline ethics in

general, my focus will be on the order and functiéthe material in 1 Corinthians 5-14.

The Pattern and its Logic

| suggest that the general logic of much Paulihecetmay be encapsulated as follows: those
who are brought intanion with Christ in his bodily accomplishmeate called to offer their

bodiesselflessly to God through Christ, and particidaténgly within thebodyof Christ.

We shall need above all to direct our gaze to tbeie of thebody of Christ
Himself, who became man, was crucified and rosénada thebody of Jesus Christ
God is united with humanity, the whole of humanétyaccepted by God, and the
world is reconciled with God. In tHeody of Jesus Chrigod took upon himself the

sin of the whole world and bore?it.

! In section 2 of chapter 2, under the headtagtorally Driven Rhetoric
2 Dietrich BonhoefferEthics(trans. Neville Horton Smith; London: SCM Pres858), 71;
trans. ofethik (ed. Eberhard Bethge; Munich: Kaiser, 1949); ersphanine.
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It is my contention that this logic is evidencediimommon arrangement of Pauline etflids.
seems possible to detect a common movement of ptsadthin Paul’'s discussion of

sin/sanctification, as follows:

« Theme I: sanctification of the church that involee®idance of sexual immorality,
impurity, and greed/passionate desire — oftenlatios tobodies

« Theme II: sanctification of the church that invawbe avoidance of inter-relational
sin, and the promotion of love — particularly exgeed in self-restraint/submission

within thebodyof Christ

This Pattern in the Pauline Literature

1 Thessalonians 4

This chapter forms the major hortatory section @hgssalonians, and begins with issues of

sexual immorality €fi¢ mopveiag) and the control of personal bodily membeats&utod

okelog — the word is debated, and may refer to one’s lwvdy a man’s wife) in verses 1-8:

1 Thessalonians 4:1-8heme |: sexual immorality, bodies, lustful passjagreed

Restrain yourselves from sexual immoralitgpveiag] (4:3)

Let each hold their own vessebptod okedog] in holiness and honour (4:4)

% Although systematisations of Pauline ethics rigbtiek to be attentive to the ethical norms
communicated or assumed throughout the Paulirratitee, my own interest here is a survey
of those sections of Paul’s letters that are esfigeegarded as “hortatory”.

* The terminology of “body” is sometimes, but naways, explicitly used in this common
movement of concepts. | consider that the condéptscluster in “Theme I” concern humans
in their communicative physical natures, partidylar terms ofdesiring and pursuing basic
appetitive taboas Thus, whemwua is used in this setting, it is more specific thobinson’s
idea of the “complete person”, but somewhat bro#itken Gundry’s conception of
“physicality”. | concur with Thiselton, who sugdes“Gundry argues for the importance of
‘the physical side afoma,” highlighted by its proximity to ‘flesh’... in [1 6r] 6:14-20. But
Késemann'’s notion of the self as sharing in theenlable, visible, intelligible, communicable,
tangible life of the ‘world’ is broad and more fal to the arguments of this and parallel
Pauline passages. Gundry is not ‘wrong,’ but synafdes not go far enough”. Thiselton,
Hermeneutics of Doctrinel7.
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The Thessalonians are not to engage in the passidaaire £G6e1 émibuuiag) of Gentiles, or

to be greedyn(\covekteiv®) in regard to these things:

Not in passionate desirév[ndfer émbupiag], like the Gentiles who do not know
God; let no one wrong or be greedyfovexteiv] with regard to a brother in this

matter (4:5-6)

The discussion moves in verses 9-12 to the neddverof one anothedyandv dAARAoLC):

1 Thessalonians 4:9-1Zheme I love

Now concerning brotherly lovepjAadeAgpiag] you have no need for U write to
you, for you yourselves are taught by God to lone anotherdyandv dAAfiAouvg]
(4:9)

Charles A. Wanamaker describes this paraenetiag@ssmpn as moving from “sexual norms

to “familial love”.®

Galatians 5:19-21, 22ff

This vice list serves to represent the “works”tad flesh, and begins with sexual immorality

(mopveia), impurity Grabapoia), debaucherydoédyeia), and idolatry €idwAolatpia), before

moving onto other (especially interactional) vices:

® The precise sense of this word in context is dghaSee the discussion of Countryman’s
views below.

® In 1 Thessalonians, the usage of hortatory lorait®logy occurs only from 4:9: 1
Thessalonians 4:9-10, 5:8, 5:13

" The construction in the Greek here is unexpea@gdeiav £xete ypdpetv Ouiv), but may
perhaps reflect the Pauline practice of placingotings for basic catechetical development
squarely on the Christian community (cf. 2 Cor.212:.Eph. 4:17-24).

8 Charles A. WanamakeFhe Epistles to the Thessalonians: A CommentatheGreek Text
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1990), 150-159.
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Galatians 5:19-21Theme I: sexual immorality, impurity, debauchetg,
The works of the flesh are plain, for they are s¢xmmorality fropveta], impurity
[dxabapoia], debaucherydoéhyeia], idolatry [eidwAolatpia], sorcery, enmities,

strife [#pic”], zeal Efiloc], anger, quarrels, dissenssions, divisions

Notably, the subsequent “virtue list” begins witvé @ydnn), and emphasises inter-personal

virtues:

Galatians 5:22-23Theme lI: love, joy, peace, etc.
But the fruit of the Spirit is lovedydnr], joy, peace, patience, kindness, goodness,

faithfulness, gentleness, self-control

Furnish comments, “It is hardly accidental thatddweads the opening triad and thus stands

first in the whole list™°

1 Corinthians 514

I will explore 1 Corinthians 5-14 in much greatetall later in this chapter. At this point, a
general observation will suffice. As the main ettisection of 1 Corinthians, chapters 5-14
move from a discussion that includes sexual imnitgrétopveia), impurity Exxkaddpate trv
nadaidy {ounv), greed gueic adikeite kal dmootepeite), bodily ownershipd®pa ov tfj

nopveig GAAX T@ kuplw) and marriage in chapters 5-7, to a discussiassogs that require
self-sacrificial love ¢ydnn oikodouel) within the one bodyef c@ua ot toAAoi éopev) in

chapters 8-14.

° Numerous important early manuscripts have theusimdhere; and this would agree with
Paul’s use of the term in catechetical lists elsawt{e.g. Rom 1:28-31; 2 Cor 12:20).

% Victor Paul FurnishTheology and Ethics in Pa@iNashville, Tenn.: Abingdon Press, 1968),
87.
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1 Corinthians 5—7Theme I: sexual immorality, greed, impurity, badie
Actually it is reported that there is sexual imniityd ntopveia] among you, and such

that is not even tolerated among the Gentiles (5:1)

Clean out §kxafdpate'] the old leaven, in order that you might be a tmtch (5:7)

But now | write to you that you should not minglélwanyone who takes the name
“brother” who is a fornicatorrépvog] or greedy fideovéktng] or an idolator

[eldwAoAdtprc] or a reviler or a drunkard or a swindler. (5:11)

But you act unjustly and defraudirootepeite], and this to brothers and sisters!... Do
not be deceived: neither fornicator$gvoi] nor idolators §idwAoAdtpat] nor
adulterersioixoi] nor the sexually pervertegdAaxoi] nor man-bedders
[&poevokoitai] ' nor thieves nor the greedyNeovéxtai] nor drunkards nor revilers

nor swindlers will inherit the kingdom of God. (618)

The body f@ua™? is not for sexual immoraliyropveia] but for the Lord, and the

Lord for the body. (6:13)

Because of sexual immoralitiesf mopveiag], each husband should have his own

wife, and each wife her own husbahd. The wife does not exercise authority over

1 Of course, this verse hints at the practices assatwith the feast of Unleavened Bread and
Passover. It is noteworthy for the purposes & shirvey that Paul chooses to utilise the
terminology of purity in the context of a discussinf the community’s allowance abpveia.
Fitzmyer comments, “He writezkkatharate‘clean out’ (plur. impv.), which in this context
means not only purification, but also connotes esioin of that which contaminates.”
Fitzmyer,First Corinthians 241.

2 The previous two terms in this list are notorigudifficult to translate. For the sake of the
survey, their precise meanings are less importent the broad fact that they relate to sexual
vice.

131t is important to note that at this point the 8yt in view is corporeal rather than corporate.
Fee notes that this is “one of the more importhedlogical passages in the NT about the
human body.” Fedirst Epistle 251.

14 Along with many commentators, | takéyftw” to refer to sexual relations.
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her own body{o0 idiov cwuatog], but rather the husband; likewise the husband doe

not exercise authority over his own body, but rathe wife. (7:1-4)

1 Corinthians 8-14Theme II: love, concern for the other, one body
Now concerning idol meat, we know that “we all h&wnewledge”. Knowledge puffs

up, but love builds upifydmn oixoSouei].* (8:1)

Therefore if food causes my brother or sister tonétle, | will never eat meat again,

so that my brother or sister might not stumblel33:

Though being free of all, | have enslaved myseHiltpin order that | might gain

many. (9:19)

The bread that we break — is it not a participatiothe body of Christdoivwvia tod
owpatog Tod Xpiotod]? Because there is one loaf, we who are mangm@eeody

[8v odua]. ™ (10:16-17)

Everything is “lawful”, but not everything is bemaél. Everything is “lawful” but
not everything builds up[xodouei]. Let no one seek their own good, but that of the

other. (10:23-4)

For those who eat and drink without discerninglibdy Biakpivwv to o®dua] bring

judgement upon themselvEg(11:29)

'3 Although “love” here is a noun rather than an inapige verb, it is clear that the verse is
introducing an extended summons for a renewaltiifidé and action in Corinth, characterised
especially by “love” and “building up”. This sens®tches the pattern as it occurs elsewhere
in the material surveyed.

16 Again, there is no imperative to act as “one bduigte, but rather the statement that the
Supper assumes (or creates) this identity. As 8iith however, the imperatival implication of
this statement is clear: the Corinthians aradias those who are collectively one body,
participating in Christ himself.

199



You togethe?® are the body of Christ§te s@ua Xpiotod], and individually parts of

it. (12:27)

And if... | do not have lovedlydnnv d¢ ur| €xw], | am nothing. (13:2)

Let everything be done for the sake of building mmg oikodounv]. (14:26)

2 Corinthians 12:20-21

In this vice list, there appears to be a conscibstinction between the two areas that have

been identified, although here they occur in therse of the usual order:

2 Corinthians 12:20Theme II: strife, zeal, evil speech, etc.
For | fear that when | come | might not find youlagish to find you, and that you
might not find me as you wish — that there mighsbiéfe Epic], zeal EiiAoc],*® anger

[6uuoi], squabblesgpiBeiai], slander kataAaAai], gossiping, pride, and disorder.

2 Corinthians 12:21Theme I: (former) impurity, sexual immorality, delchery

| fear that when | come, my God might humble me tad | might have to mourn
over many who had sinned previously and not regeot¢he impurity £
axabapoia] and sexual immoralitydopveiq] and debauchenépelyeia] which they

had practised.

" The textual variants at this point do not jeapserdhe point that this verse evidences a
summons to acknowledge the corporate body. It sebatavainwg andtob kupiov are later
clarifying additions, brought in from 11:27.

18 This translation attempts to communicate the o@eonature of the plural indicative.

91 consider that these two nourdgi€, {ijAoc) are better taken as being singular (as in 1
Corinthians 3:3); and that the plural variantseafiem scribal conformation to the other plural
nouns in context.
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Firstly, Paul expresses fear that he will encouimterpersonal problems such as quarrelling
and anger; secondly, he expresses fear that henatiunter a failure to deal with fundamental
sins of impurity kaBapoia), sexual sinfopveiq), and debaucherggeAyeix). Thus

although the two areas are described in the rewdrgee usual order, the latter vices are

assumed to be logically prior.

Philippians 3:174:9

The ethical teaching of Philippians cannot be kmiito one section at the end of the letter.
Nevertheless, this passage represents an extendatbhy section, bringing to a conclusion
the call to embody Christ-likeness that pervadedétier’® The section follows Paul’s
reflection on his own embodiment of this call (3:8-so 3:10: “[l want] to know him and the
power of his resurrection and the sharing of hffesimgs, becoming like his death, if
somehow | might attain the resurrection of the dgatihe next section begins (3:17)
“Become imitators of me...”; and 4:9 may be seerotonfan inclusio: “And that which you

have learnt and received and heard and seen indoghese things”.

This section commences with a negative injunctigairast the misuse of bodies. There is no
explicit mention here of sexual immorality, butmiaeiscent of Romans 1, there is an ironic
exposing of human commitment to shame rather thany,gearthliness rather than heaven, and
the idolatry of the human bodyj ¢otAia®)). The Philippians are to live in contrast to tisy

of life, given their union with Christ:

% L oveday Alexander rightly argues, “Paul’s convents called to follow the pattern of
voluntary humiliation exhibited in the Christ-hymnot only in encountering persecution (1.27-
30) but also, and perhaps more immediately, irr tiedhtionships with one another (2.1-5; 4.2-
3)". Loveday Alexander, “Hellenistic Letter-Forraad the Structure of Philippians,”

JSNT37 (1989): 87-101; 99.

L The connotation of this word in context has bessatly debated. In favour of the view that
it points to the appetites rather than to Jewislrgilaws, Markus Bockmuehl rightly notes,
“The wordkoilia, which literally denotes the abdomen..., refersisceral appetites in Rom.
16.18, and in 1 Cor. 6.13 it is used to make atpmdiout sexual ethics (Sir. 23.6).” Markus
Bockmuehl,The Epistle to the PhilippialNTC; London: A&C Black, 1997), 231.
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Philippians 3:17—4:1Theme |: renewal of bodies

Their end is destruction, their god is the stomaoi\ia], and their glory is in their
shame, having their minds set on earthly thingst dir citizenship is in heaven,
from which we await our saviour, the Lord Jesusisthwho will transform the body
of our humiliation {6 c®ua tAg tanevdoewg], conforming it to his glorious body

[ocuatt Thg 86Eng avtod] (3:19-21)

The passage moves on immediately to an inter-parstruggle in Philippi that requires a

commitment to church unity:

Philippians 4:2-9Theme II: pursuit of unity

| urge Euodia and Syntyche to have the same mititkin.ord. (4:2)

This positive injunctionrapakaA®) is followed with further positive injunctions tejoice,

pray, and consider praiseworthy things. Thus algfmoneither sexual immorality nor love are
explicitly mentioned in this hortatory section, th&loes appear to be a movement from
negative injunctions related to pre-Christian mésakthe body, to positive injunctions that
begin with church unity. The rhythm of Paulineietiharrangement detected so far, then, may

also exist here.

Romans 1

In Romans 1:24, those who face the ironic judgeroéf@od are said to be handed over, in the
desires gv taic émbupinig) of their hearts, to the impurityikabapsiav) of dishonouring their

bodies €& cbpata):

Romans 1:24Theme I: lusts, impurity, bodies

Therefore God gave them over in the desi¢egpuini] of their hearts to impurity

[dxabapoiav], to the dishonouring of their bodiesuata] with one another.
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This dishonouring of bodies is elaborated in sexerahs in 1:25-27. Following this depiction
of the ironic divine punishment for human rebellema “giving over” to bodily impurity and
sexual decadence, Paul extends this “giving oweteverykind of evil” - which especially

appears to involve acts of relational dissension:

Romans 1:28-31Theme II: “all” unrighteousness: strife, deceitce

God gave them over to an unsound mind, to do thimgtsshould not be done, filled
with every kind of injusticeddikiq], % wickednessrovnpia], evil greed frAeovefiq
kakiq]; full of envy [@B6vou], murder fpdvov], strife [Epidog], deceit PéAov], being
people of corrupt charactetdkon®eiag], gossips {16vpiotdg], slanderers

[kataAdAoug]

Moo notes this movement from sexual to relationces:

In vv. 22-24 and 25-27 Paul has shown how the demuaorality that pervades
humanity has its roots in the rejection of the Bgad in favor of gods of their own
making. In the third and final portrayal of thia-setribution sequence (vv. 28-32),
he traces sins of inhumanity, of man’s hatred sffeilow man in all its terrible

manifestations, to this same root sin of idol&fry.

2 |n agreement with the committee for the Nestlendll27, | find it unlikely that the variant
“mopvela” is original at this point. Such an intrusion reakKittle sense of the flow of the
passage, and may be explained as a scribal migigeafithe subsequent wordgvnpia.

% Moo, Epistle to the Roman417.
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Romans 1215

Just as 1:24-28 presented the dishonouring of badighe fundamental expression of godless
desire, so in chapter 12, the sacrificial pres@maif holy bodiestx swuata vucv>*) to God

is the fundamental expression of minds in renéwal:

Romans 12:1-2Theme I: bodies devoted to God
I urge you then, brothers and sisters, becaudgeahtercies of God, to present your

bodies f& cwuata] as a living sacrifice, holy and pleasing to God

In a movement similar to that in chapter 1, thenelétic ethical discussion beginning in
chapter 12 proceeds franodies(12:1-2) to relationships within thene bodyev cdhua),

requiring mutual service and other-honouring lodgifin):

Romans 12:3-15:3Fheme Il: love, concern for the other, one gitted\°

For just as in one body we have many parts, angdhis do not all have the same
function, so, though many, we are one body in €fgisc®ud éopev év Xprot®], and
are members of one another, having gifts accortirige grace with which he

distributed them to us. (12:4-6)

Let love [ydnn] be genuine.... Love your neighbour as yourself:4410)

24 James Dunn rightly comments on this verse, “Thatpio be emphasized... is thabua
denotes not just the person, but the person indrigoreality, in his concrete relationships
within this world.” James D.G. DunRomans 9-1WBC; Dallas, Tex.: Word, 1988), 709.
Subsequent to this in Romans 12, as seen belosverefes tekua refer to thecorporate
body.

% David Peterson points out that the introductomges of chapter 12 appear to announce a
reversal of the spiral of sin of chapter 1: Davatd?son, “Worship and Ethics in Romans 12,
TB44/2 (1993): 271-288.

% |n Romans, love terminology is used for exhortatimly beginning at 12:9. The noun
&yann and its cognate verb occur as an exhortation mds 12:9, 13:9-10, 14:15.

”
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If you grieve your brother or sister on accounfaafd, you are no longer walking in

love [aydmnv]. (14:15)

Therefore welcome one another, just as Christ wedzbyou for the glory of God.

(15:7)

Thus there is a movement from the ethics of thpa®al body to that of the corporate body.

However, there is not an equivalence of emphadisden each issue at each point. When
Paul is focusing negatively on sin or idolatry i@shapter 1), he emphasises ittngurity
associated with individual bodiewhen he is focusing positively on sanctificatisnch as

from chapter 12), he emphasise®rpersonal love within the body of Christhe “downward
spiral” of Romans 1 is introduced with the them@agsionately-pursued bodily impurity, and
expanded in terms of sexual decadence beforditafly extended to issues of relational
dissension; whereas it is the relational issuesdhime to prominence in the positive ethical
material beginning in chapter 12, rather than trenér issues. Apart from the plural “bodies”
(12:1), with its obvious allusion to 1:24-27, 6:12; 6:19 and 8:10-13, this major positive
ethical section focuses on issues of relationddgfflessness, and love — extending through to
chapter 15. To over-simplify, Paul envisages alpadovement fronpersonal impurityto

mutual love
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Disputed Pauline¥’

Colossians 34

Again, the opening vice list is divided into twestiinct sections, the first including sexual
immorality (topveiav), impurity @Gxabapoiav), passionate desiredfog émbopiav kaknv)

and greedrAsove€iav), and the second involving anger and other inegs@nal vices:

Colossians 3:5-7Theme I: sexual immorality, impurity, evil luggseed, idolatry

Put to death, therefore, those parts that arelgastxual immorality fopveiav],
impurity [GkaBapoiav], evil passionate desiredfog émbuuiav kakrv], and greed
[mAeovetiav], which is idolatry EidwAoAatpia] — on account of which the wrath of
God is coming upon the sons of disobediefic¥ou used to walk among them, when

you pursued these things.

Colossians 3:8Theme II: wrath, evil speech
But now you must also get rid of all things suctwaath [ppyrv], anger puuév], evil

[kaxkiav], slander pAacenuiav], shameful speech from your mouttidxpoloyiav].

Once more, this is followed by a “virtue” sectianguding much of chapters 3 and 4) that
climactically emphasises mutual lover(dotv 8¢ tovtoig v dydnnv) within the one body

(év &vi odpart):

Colossians 3:12—-4:Theme II: love; one body

%" Even if the remaining epistles are not Pauliney tt least represent an early conscious
attempt to sit faithfully within Pauline traditionThus, as extended letters in the Pauline
tradition, they will still be of interest. For threason, my examination of Pauline ethics
includes contested Pauline epistles. As it tuttstbe non-contested epistles remain
prominent in terms of the pattern | am arguing fohe letters that appear least to fit the
pattern that | am suggesting are the Pastorals.

8| leave this textually uncertain phrase in my $fation, but its presence or absence does not
bear upon my point.
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Clothe yourselves, then... with merciful compassiathfryxva oiktipuod], kindness
[xpnotétnta], humility [taneivoppocidvnv], gentlenessmpaiitntal, patience
[uakpoBupiav], bearing one anothe&yexspevor GAARAwv] and forgiving one
another fapiléuevor].... Above all, clothe yourselves with lovéyannv].... And

let the peace of Christ rule in your hearts, tochjou were also called in one body

[€v &vi obdpaty] (3:12-15)

Ephesians 2

This chapter functions, similarly to the beginnofgRomans, to establish a theological basis
for the ethical injunctions that will be the empisasf a later part of the letter. Hoehner
characterises the progress of this chapter, whiploees the achievement of Christ on behalf
of his people, as a movement from “new positionviiddially” (2:1-10) to “new position

corporately” (2:11-22%°

It does indeed appear that Paul relates the saluifion between Christ and his people firstly

to the passions and desires of the fl@ghuvuiaic tic capkoc: 2:1-10):

Ephesians 2:1-10theme I: lusts of flesh, confronted with deathe&urrection in

Christ

We all once behaved in the desires of the flesfy Emibupiaig tfig oaprog] (2:3)

And secondly Paul relates the salvific union betw€érist and his people to the ethnic

diversity of Jews and Gentiledv(gvi cpatt: 2:11-22):

%9 Harold W. HoehnerEphesians: An Exegetical Comment&Brand Rapids, Mich.: Baker
Academic, 2002), 305; 351.

%0 Although the mention of “desires” here matchesghttern under investigation, there is no
certainty that “of the flesh” refers solely to blydappetites. Andrew T. Lincoln tentatively
suggests that the distinctive wording may “confffesh’ to the sensual”. Andrew T. Lincoln,
EphesiangWBC; Dallas, Tex.: Word, 1990), 98.
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Ephesians 2:11-2Zheme II: division, confronted with death & resertion in
Christ; one body

But now in Christ Jesus, you who were once fahaffe been brought near by the
blood of Christ.... [Christ has] reconciled bothoine body ¢v €vi cwpati] to God,

through the cross. (2:13, 16)

Thus through union with Christ in his bodily accdisipments, former desires are reversed

(2:1-10), and distant Jews and Gentiles find bodionciliation (2:11-22).

Ephesians 46

Chapters 4—-6 form the major hortatory section eflétiter, and again, one can detect a
movement between (1) sanctification of the chutwt Emphasises avoidance of sexual
immorality, impurity and greed (in relation to bed); and (Il) sanctification of the church that
emphasises the promotion of mutual gifted lovel{imithe body). In this instance, however,

these two themes alternate:

Ephesians 4:1-16fheme II: bear with one another in love. Thereris body.?
With all humility and gentleness, with patienceabieg with one another in lové\
aydnn] (4:2)

One body §v cGua] and one Spirit (4:4)

Ephesians 4:17-2&heme |: Gentiles have given themselves overlialdhery,
impurity, greed
They have given themselves over to debauchermsieiq] in works of all impurity

[axabapoiac], with greed frheovetiq]. (4:19)

%1 In Ephesians, love terminology is used for exhimteonly from 3:17, and in the passages
described here as exhibiting “Theme 1I": Ephesianiy, 4:2, 4:15-16, 5:1, 5:25-33.
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Ephesians 4:25-5:Zheme II: build each other up in love, being mersioé one
another

We are members of one anoth&rfev dAAAAwVY uéAn] (4:25)

Ephesians 5:3-14rheme |: among you there must not be even a hsexaal
immorality, impurity, greed
Sexual immorality fopveia] and all impurity fxafapoia] or greed fileoveia] must

not even be named among you (5:3)

Ephesians 5:15-6:Theme II: live wisely, filled with the Spirit, suliting to one
another

Be filled with the Spirit, speaking to one anothesubmitting to one another in the
fear of Christ (5:18-21)

Christ cares for the church, because we are membéis body fouatog avtod]*

(5:29-30)
Thus there is a movement between largely negatjuactions related to sexual immorality
(mopveia), impurity @Gxabapoia) and greedrleovelia); and largely positive injunctions
related to self-restraining mutual lov ¢rydnn) within the one bodyef cwua). Ephesians
thus flexibly evidences the pattern under invesitbga

Pastorals

Interestingly, the list of requirements for overseia Titus begins with their marital integrity,

before moving on to other issues:

Titus 1:6-8:beginning with marriage

%2 The context here is the way in which wives andbhansis relate; but the point of interest for
this survey is that their way of relating is frameithin the wider concerns of the “Theme II”
subsection, using the imagery of the corporate wédyhrist.
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Blameless, the husband of one wife, having childrefaith. ..

It would seem that the central conception of sédveand its effects is expressed in Titus in a
way that is reminiscent of Romans, involving a nmoeat from “worldly passions kpouikag

¢mbupiag) to the purified kabapion) pursuit of good deeds (2:11-14).

The list of requirements for overseers in 1 Timdikgwise begins with the necessity of

marital integrity, before moving onto interpersoissiues:

1 Timothy 3:2-3:beginning with marriage
It is necessary for an overseer to be above reprale husband of one wife,

temperate...

George W. Knight Ill comments:

The items focus on two areas: (1) personal setfyglise and maturity, and (2) ability
to relate well to others and to teach and car¢him. These two are intertwined,
although there seems to be a tendency to movetfierpersonal to the

interpersonaf®

Along with this movement from personal to intereral, it is noteworthy that in virtue lists of

the Pastorals, faith-driven love remains primary:

The pistis-agag combination forms the core of nine virtue lise\véng to ground

acceptable behaviour in faith in Chriét.

% George W. Knight IlI;The Pastoral Epistles: A Commentary on the Greek (MGTC;
Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1992), 156.

3 Philip H. TownerThe Goal of Our Instruction: The Structure of Theepl and Ethics in the
Pastoral EpistlegSheffield: JSOT Press, 1989), 167.
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It may be then that there is a discernible likeriese to the general pattern of Pauline ethics

explored so far, although the pattern is less agpdrere than in the earlier letters.

A Pauline Pattern

It has repeatedly been seen that the grasping elésirbasic appetitive taboos is generally
dealt withfirst in ethical sections, especially involving the tlesrof sexual immorality,

impurity, and greedy desif@opveia, dkabapoia, doéAysia, émbupia, theovelia).

“Sexual immorality” fropveia, tépvog) is used in the Pauline literature almost exclelyiin
the sections examined above (with the one additeng 1 Timothy 1:10), and almost always

appears as the primary vite.

Porneig well translated by the encompassing notion of aratity, seems to be a

focal term with which Paul associates vices andraper conduct (1 Thess. 43%).

“Impurity” (&dkabapoia) is likewise used in Paul only in the catechetists and
“sin/sanctification” sections that have been ciadddve, except for one instance, in which the
context suggests the NRSV's translation “impureivest’ (1 Thessalonians 2:3).
Contextually it is hard to determine a clear difece in meaning betweénrabapoia and

nopveia in these sections.

% The word occurs in some textual variants in Roniaf8 (followed in the Textus Receptus),
notably in connection with “greed”, and occurs i€drinthians 5:1, 5:9, 5:10, 5:11, 6:9, 6:13,
6:18, 7:2; 2 Corinthians 12:21; Galatians 5:19; égiins 5:3, 5:5; Colossians 3:5; 1
Thessalonians 4:3. In the latter five passagekisfist, the term occurs first in a string of
related injunctions or vices. The word is alsedus 1 Timothy 1:10, in a vice list that
appears to follow the ordering of the Decalogue.

% J. Paul Sampleyyalking Between the Times: Paul’s Moral ReasotfMinneapolis, Minn.:
Fortress Press, 1991), 57.

3" This word occurs in Romans 1:24, 6:19; 2 Corimkia2:21; Galatians 5:19; Ephesians
4:19, 5:3; Colossians 3:5; 1 Thessalonians 2:fds3alonians 4:7.
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As L. William Countryman points oupurity is a significant concern of the Torah, a concern

which includes, but is by no means limited to, s#¢xagulation:

The reader of the Torah can scarcely miss its sg@oncern with purity, and this

concern was one of the principal forces keepingglsdistinct from the Nations.

However, Klawans suggests an understandingarhl defilemenas a metaphorical expansion
of the concept of impurity, and it would seem tthéé meaning is closest to Paul’s use of the

term in the contexts above:

The notion of “moral” defilement, as we and othease described it elsewhere,
concerns the idea that certain grave sins areisouethat they defile. These acts—
often referred to as “abominations”... — include &of (e.g., Lev 19:3 1, 20:1-3),
sexual sins (e.g., Lev 18:24-30), and bloodsheyl,(Mum 35:33-34). Themorally,
but notritually, defile the sinner (Lev 18:24), the land of Isrded\( 18:25; Ezek

36:17), and the sanctuary of God (Lev 20:3; Ezak 5*

Another conceptually similar term, “debauchergbd\ys1a), is, again, only used in the
“sin/sanctification” sections and catecheticaldistentioned above, along with one other vice
list (which perhaps follows a similar pattern, mayifrom bodily self-indulgence to

interpersonal strife) in Romans 13:3.

“Greed”/“the greedy” fAsoveia, mheovéktng) occurs in many of the same sections examined

above (and infrequently elsewhere), often nexiximdapaia or topveia.** The conceptually

% L. william CountrymanDirt, Greed, and Sex: Sexual Ethics in the Newarasnt and

Their Implications for Todayrev. ed.; Minneapolis, Minn.: Fortress Press,72009.

% Jonathan Klawans, “Pure Violence: Sacrifice anéll@®ent in Ancient Israel, HTR 94/2
(2001): 133-155; 152-153; emphasis original.

“°The word occurs in Romans 13:13; 2 Corinthian@12Galatians 5:19; Ephesians 4:19.

“! These words occurs in Romans 1:29; 1 Corinthiabh®, %:11, 6:10; 2 Corinthians 9:5 (in a
very different context); Ephesians 4:19, 5:3, £6lossians 3:5; 1 Thessalonians 2:5 (again, in
a contrasting context).
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related worcEmBuuia, when used negatively, occurs almost entirehhendame contexts,

excepting its use in the Pastor&ls.

Rosner draws on the work of Reinmuth to confirmithportance of both sexual immorality

and greed in Paul and his theological heritage:

[H]is major achievement in relation to the presstody is the carefully documented
assertion that sexual immorality and greed arekigyovices in the Scriptures (A),
Jewish moral teaching (B), and Paul’s ethics (&though not labelled as such by
Reinmuth, these data constitute a fine examplaefriediation of Scripture via
Jewish moral teaching to Paul’s ethics. That Raethics are pervaded by an
opposition to these two vices is thus explicableeims of indirect dependence upon

the Scripture§®

Countryman suggests that the association of greeeficusness with sexual immorality may

be understood in relation to the concept of sept@berty:

Christians held firmly to the notion of private sek property and made this the
foundation for constructing their sexual ethic...te€d, in this sense, is not simply
desire, but a kind of grasping behaviour that enbamne’s own property at the

expense of another or delights in possessing rmareanothet?

This property ethic gave rise to certain prohilmta@eemed necessary to protect it.
Adultery was wrong because it was theft of a nedgisbproperty. Incest was wrong

because, being defined primarily as a revolt ofyiheng against the old, it upset the

“2 This word occurs in Romans 1:24, 6:12, 7:7-8 (laedxemplary of fundamental sin),
13:13-14; Galatians 5:15-17, 5:24; Ephesians 222;4Colossians 3:5; 1 Thessalonians 4:5; 1
Timothy 6:9; 2 Timothy 2:22, 3:6, 4:3; Titus 2:12;13:3.

“3Brian S. RosnelRaul, Scripture and Ethics: A Study of 1 Corinttsdi7(Leiden: Brill,

1994), 37.

4 Countrymanpirt, Greed, and Sex144-145.
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internal hierarchy of the family. Prostitutionptigh a less serious concern, was
wrong insofar as it represented the triumph ofvittlial gratification over against the
principle of subordination to the household.... [TlFerah’s definition of sexual
property and the ethic relative to it was the dvat gesus and Paul found current in

their own time®®

This may indeed help explain certain Pauline passasuch as 1 Thessalonians 4%4-6.
However, it is not clear that the concept of propeonsistentlyreplacesthe concept of purity
in New Testament sexual ethics, as Countryman argBaul’s use of purity terminology
noted above hints that as members of Christ, baigeare to embody the calling to (personal
and corporate) bodily purity that was foreshadotezrthinologicallyin Israel’s commitment to
ritual purity, andoy metaphorical extensidn Israel’s insistent repudiation of moral
“defilement”; an insistence which, by the first teny, especially focused on the rejection of

porneia

Indeed, at a number of points, the lustful or gyesttitude that Paul mentions alongside the
pursuit of sexual immorality seems to have nothindo with sexual property concerns, but to
be either a reference to a similarly fundamentgtigless desire fanaterial wealthor a

general assertion ebmmitted selfishnesthe opposite of the attitude of surrender implici

“offering” the body to God. Indeed, Rosner comnsent

It is my contention that when the evidence is adhgExamined it weighs against
takingmAcoveia/mAeovéktne to signify sexual greed in Colossians 3:5 and

Ephesians 5:4'

> Countrymanpirt, Greed, and Sex.62-163.

¢ Rosner concludes that this use of the ve@wvekteiv may well have been an idiom
referring to adultery, “wronging the husband ohé&atof the woman involved in the sexual
liaison”. Brian S. Rosnefreed as Idolatry: The Origin and Meaning of a HaalMetaphor
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2007), 107.

“"RosnerGreed as Idolatry105.

214



It would seem that in the Pauline literature, fuméatal ethical godlessness or wickedness
may be encapsulated with thtitudeof grasping self-assertion (often in terms of pasaie
desiref? and with the personalbodily practicexcharacterised as idolatrous greed and

impurity/sexual immorality.

Correspondingly, it has repeatedly been seen thal'® exhortations regarding corporate
bodily life are generally dealt witbecondin ethical sections, and involve mutual love as th
primary virtue, usually occurring either first osa climactic encompassing final&his

occurs both in virtue lists and in extended hortasections.

The centrality of love (especialliydnn) in Paul's writings has been well established,
and is documented in virtually every major workRawline theology and ethics. To
summarize brieflygydann, for Paul, is the greatest of the Christian “vétlj the most
important ethical trait of the Christian life.... W& whole understanding of ethical

righteousness now seems to be dominated by thepbotlove?®

This theme appears generally to be expressedabd@desying commitment to make peace
with, edify, or submit to others within the commiynin a spirit of unity. A large proportion
of instances of “love” terminology in the lettetsrduted to Paul occur in the passages that
have been examined above; that is, occurring distand oftersubsequefto sections
dealing with the restraint of bodily immorality agceed®® In Romans, for example, love
terminology is used for exhortation only beginnaigl2:9. In 1 Corinthians, such usage

occurs only in chapters 8-16. In Ephesians, itonly from 3:17, in the passages

8 G.D. Collier argues that a greedy desire to gmheythe boundaries is the root of all
covetous sins and the content of the Decalogue: Gdbier, “That We Might Not Crave

Evil': The Structure and Argument of 1 Corinthiak®1-13,"JSNT17/55 (1995): 55-75.

9 Roger MohrlangMatthew and Paul: A Comparison of Ethical Perspes{Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1984), 101.

*® The nourirydrn and its cognate verb occur as an exhortation imates 12:9; 13:9-10;
14:15; 1 Corinthians 8:1; 13; 14:1; 16:14; 2 Cdrians 2:8; 8:8, 24; 13:11; Galatians 5:6, 13-
14, 22; Ephesians 3:17; 4:2, 15-16; 5:1, 25-33ligphans 1.9; 2:2; Colossians 2:2; 3:12-14,
19; 1 Thessalonians 4:9-10; 5:8, 13; 1 Timothy 2:35; 4:12; 6:11; 2 Timothy 1:7; 2:22;
Titus 2:2; Philemon 9.
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described above as exhibiting “Theme 1I". In 1 $$eonians, this usage of hortatory love

terminology occurs only from 4:9.

It would seem that for Paul, personal bodily imputwhether viewed as actual or as a more
abstract realm of identity) quintessentially représ defiant decadent autonomy, while mutual
love quintessentially represents the fruit of tipgriSof Christ in those who are united to

Christ. Those who, by faith, share in Christ's bodily asleiments must identify with Christ
bodily, by turning from (theologically former) iddtous and greedy desire in relation to their
bodies, and worshiping God, giving themselves uprie another in self-denying love as

members together of Christ’'s body

2. This Pattern in 1 Corinthians 5-14

Perhaps then, chapters 5-14 of 1 Corinthians reptes observable Pauline pattern for a
major hortatory section, sandwiched between, aodiging application for, two more

“theological” sections (1-4 and 15) within the mawdy of the letter:

1-4 The Cross

5-7 The Cross Applied Ethically (1): Sexual immoraligyeed, bodies belonging
to the Lord

8-14  The Cross Applied Ethically (Il): Self-restrainbyvie, participation in the one
body

15 The Resurrection
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Chapters 5-7: Glorify God in Your Body

Themes of Chapters-5

Thethemesof chapters 5—7 seem to fit the pattern that Ehasen arguing exists in Paul’'s
ethics: the church at Corinth is here called toeswder their bold claims to bodily self-

ownership implied in issues of sexual immoralitypurity, and greed.

Thus in each section, Paul depicts the Corinthilasway that is continuous with the critique
of the Corinthian church that was developed in tdvapl—4. They are depicted as boldly
parading their assumed self-ownership. In eactissePaul challenges the various
expressions of this puffed up self-assertion, atigdo the cross as that which demands

humble submission tdivine ownership*

In 5:1-13, the community is warned to turn their pride iman of immorality? into a
willingness to be rid of impurity (here picturedlaaven), in view of Christ’s sacrifice:
5:1-2: Actually it is said that among you thersésual immorality fopveia]...And
you are puffed uprepuoiwuévor]!
5:6-7: Your boastingqadxnua op@v] is not good.... Clean out [purifgxkkabdpate]
the old yeast, in order that you might be new dougRor our Passover lamb, Christ,

has been sacrifice@quén).

In 6:1-11, the church is called to turn their acceptancenoéstrained greed into a

commitment to judge greed and to forgo personai:gaiery item in the closing vice list may

*! This does not sum up the full complexity of Paafgumentation in each of these
subsections; it rather notes a general patterrahatars to be common to each.

*2 |t seems reasonable that, if the man at fault iseagrich benefactor, the resistance of the
church to condemning his open sin represents caioveth goodwill in response to continued
patronage. See chapter 6 in Clai®ecular and Christian See also John K. Chow,
Patronage and Power: A Study of Social NetworkSaninth (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1992);
especially 139. My suggestion is that Paul intetgpthis goodwill as evidence of (to use
Chrysostom’s terminology) the “disease” of puffeuqaride that effectively downplays
dependence on God in Christ.
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be related to either the perception of corporeairg involved in Roman cultic celebrations
and parties? or the greedy pursuit of gain at the expense ofter. The section as a whole

has been rightly characterised by Hall as an etlwor on the theme of judging greed:

The trigger for the digression [6:1-11] may haverée wordtAsovéktr in the list

of vices in 5.11. The Corinthians’ pride in thigterance of sexual immorality seems
to Paul to be symptomatic of their proud tolerantenmorality in general, and the
case oftAcove€ia that forms the subject of 6.1-11 is a case intpdinis significant
that near the end of 6.1-11 (in vv. 9-10) thereeapp a very similar vice list to that of

5.11%

Those who have benefited from Christ’s sanctifyivagk, however, should act differently:

6:1: If any of you has a matter against anothar gau take it to be judged before
the unrighteous, and not before the saints?
6:8-11: Butinstead you treat unjusttdjxeite] and rob fmootepeite], and you do
this to brothers and sisters! Do you not know thatunjust §&iko1] will not inherit
the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived: neithersixually immoral{épvor] nor
idolaters EidwAoAdtpat] nor adulterersijoioi] nor the sexually perversgdiaxoi]
nor man-beddersipoevokoital] nor thieves gAéntal] nor the greedyqAeovéxtai]

nor drunkardsyéduvcoi] nor revilers hoidopor] nor swindlers §prayeg] will inherit

*3 Seneca, for example, portrays the revelry of a &obanquet in his description of the way
that slaves are treated: “Another slave, the warges, must wrestle back his age to model
feminine attire. He is not able to escape boyhbatljs called back to it. And though he has
the body of a soldier, his face is kept smooth, laadly hair plucked out from the roots. And
he is kept on watch all night, divided betweenlbid’s drunkenness and lust. And in the
bedroom he is a man, but at the banquet, he ig'a I8enecaEpistles 47.7. Philo similarly
depicts Roman celebrations, in contrast to thogheFherapeutae“Now | would like also to
mention their [that is, the Therapeutae’s] commsseanblies and the joyfulness of their
symposia. For there are others who, when they filleg themselves with drink, behave as
though it is not wine they have been drinking, tather something herbal that causes frenzy
and madness, and anything else that can be imatfineds more poisonous to reason. They
cry out and rave in the manner of wild dogs, amy thttack and devour one another.... And
equally, some would approve the style of symposia rife everywhere, through the pursuit
of Italian expense and luxury, which is sought byhbGreeks and Barbarians who desire show
rather than celebration in making their preparatiorPhilo, The Contemplative Lifet0; 48.

>4 Hall, Unity, 36 note 21.
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the kingdom of God. And some of you were theseghi But you were washed; but
you were sanctified; but you were justified in tieeme of our Lord Jesus Christ and

in the Spirit of our God.

In 6:12-20, the church is summoned to exchange assumed desedbm for surrendered
bodily restraint. Those who have been “bougtty God should evidence this non-self-
possession in the exercise of their bodies:
6:12: ‘Everything is lawful for me’
6:13, 19-20: But the body is not for sexual immitydltopveiq], but for the Lord —
and the Lord for the body.
Do you not know that your bodgdua] is a temple of the Holy Spirit who is in you,
whom you have from God, and you are not your owio? you were bought

[AyopdoOnze] at cost. Therefore glorify God in your body.

In chapter 7, Christians in various situations are urged tegip self-possessirfgppproaches
to sex, abstinence and marriage, and renew thiirds toward these practicels ‘kvpiw”
(7:22, 39). Once again, the Corinthians are regdrttiat they have been “bought” by God.
The distinction between belonging to humans andrigghg to God (7:23-4) is clearly
reminiscent of the same distinction that had beest®ngly emphasised in chapters 1-4 (e.qg.
3:21-23).

7:1, 4-5: “It is good for a man not to toug|[drtes®at] his wife”.*’

*° That the body of a slave was thought of as thegssson of the Greco-Roman owner is
illustrated in Aristophane#lutus lines 1-7 (spoken by the slave Cario):

“How painful a thing it is, O Zeus and the gods,

to be the slave of a foolish master.

For he may give the best of advice,

but if the master does not do what has been advised

it is necessary for the slave to share the burfi@msavils.

For the gods have not permitted the exerciserebtity to control his body,

but rather the one who has bought it”.

* There is perhaps a play on words when Paul coesltite section by saying that he thinks
he “has” the Spirit of God (7:4@xewv).

" That the wording refers to sexual pleasure orataiion is confirmed by Roy E. Ciampa,
“Revisiting the Euphemism in 1 Corinthians 7.J3NT31/3 (2009): 325-338.
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The wife does not exercise authority over her oatybtoG idiov cchpatog ovk
¢€ovoialer] but her husband does. And likewise, the huslohoes not exercise
authority over his own body, but the wife does. i@ rob [ drootepeite] one
another...

7:23-24: You were boughfjjopdcbnte] at cost; do not become slaves of humans
[avBpwnwv]. Let each remain, before Gothpa 8e@], in the situation in which they

were called.

The themes of chapters 5-7, then, cohere withdktenm of ethical arrangement exhibited
elsewhere in the letters of the Pauline Corpuslyappthe corrective of the cross of Christ
(introduced in chapters 1-4) to the Corinthian egpions of “puffed up” bodily sexual

immorality, greed, and impurity.

Regardless of the exact way in which the sectiolaasuits relates to the sections on either
side about sexual immorality (and the sectionsahteast related in terms of requiring a
commitment to communal judgement), each of theeissapresented in this part of the letter
recalls the usual themes that open Pauline ettlisalission. Ciampa and Rosner see the
presence of the section on lawsuits as the biggestption to their own outline of the letter,
which views 4:18-7:40 as being about the probleseafial immorality and 8:1-14:40 as
being about the problem of idolafi¥. They concede that greed is indeed viewed as anoth
fundamental vice in Paul and early Judaism/Chrigifabut it sits uneasily within a section
that is otherwise, in their estimation, only absexual immorality. It would seem less
strained to view the section as a whole (chapter3 &s relating generally to the church’s bold
acceptance of the fundamental bodily vices of skixmaorality, impurity, and greed,

associated with an idolatrous orientation.

°8 Ciampa and Rosner, “Structure and Argument,” 28.own perspective is that chapters 8-
14 are far more consistently about the need todauatérpersonal exploitatiohan the need to
avoididolatry.
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Terminology of Chapters&

Theterminologyof chapters 5-7 seems to affirm this patternth®fl2 occurrences of the
word otua in this section (after no occurrences in chapte#), all refer to personal bodi&s.
The wordsrtopveia/mdpvog occur 8 times in this section (including each ¢bgpand
nowhere else in 1 Corinthiaf%.The wordr\sovéktng occurs 3 times in chapters 5-6, and
nowhere else in 1 Corinthiafs.The words related to purity/cleansing occur twitéhese

chapters (once in chapter 5, once in chapter #)nawhere else in 1 Corinthiaffs.

Chapters 8-14: Discern the Body

Themes of Chapters-84

Thethemewf chapters 8—14 also seem to fit the pattermiihga strong similarity to the
themes dealt with in Romans 12:9 to 15, Colossatws4, 1 Thessalonians 4 (from verse 9),
the relevant sections of Ephesians 4-6, the |atdmtional) themes of many vice lists, and the
themes of many virtue lists. In 1 Corinthians 8-Rdul consistently summons those in
Corinth to put away the proud and exploitative eigsr of possessions, rights and abilities,
which have been resulting in community instabi{By10-11), division (11:18), and
jealousy/resignation (12:14-26). These divisivactices are to be replaced with a

commitment to unity and love within the one body.

On the unity of this section, Thiselton comments:

%95:3, 6:13 (twice), 6:15, 6:16, 6:18 (twice), 6:8%0, 7:4 (twice), 7:34.

5.1, 5:9, 5:10, 5:11, 6:9, 6:13, 6:18, 7:2. Thgmate verbropveiw occurs in two verses of
1 Corinthians: in 6:18, in relation to bodily samd in 10:8, in which the sins of Israel are
rehearsed, moving notably fraolatry to sexual immoralityto testing Christto grumbling
®15:10, 5:11, 6:10.

62 5:7: éxkabdparte; 7:14:4kdOaptd.
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It is very surprising how readily virtually all canentators appear to ignore the
fundamental continuity between the arguments aechés of 8:1-11:1 and the
application of these very same themes to issuesecoimg public or corporate

worship in 11:2-14:48

Indeed, in each sectiospmebelievers are called to restrain themselves ferstike of others,

as Thiselton points out elsewhere:

Chapters 8-14 place individualism, individual freed, and “autonomy” under a
relativizing question-mark. In these chapters é\ming right” is not enough if this

brings damage to anoth¥r.

Accordingly, Senft sums up chapters 8—14 as dealitlyissues of community and worsHiip.
Gorman asserts that chapters 8—14 form a unifipticaion of Paul's theme of cruciformity
generally to “liturgical” issue®® Ackerman argues that chapters 8—14 apply Paatsemesis
to “problems concerning lové”. Ciampa and Rosner see that chapters 8—14 areginigel

by “the double command of lové®.

The consistent exhortation to self-restraint fa siake of the other can be seen in each of the

main subsections within chapters 8-14:

In 8:1-13, the opening verse makes clear that a spirituaéspssion” (knowledge) is to be
tempered by love. Indeed this important transitierse alludes back to chapters 1-4, where

the problem of “puffed up” spirituality was empleatily countered with the message of the

% Thiselton,First Epistle 799.

% Anthony C. Thiselton, “The Significance of Rec&search on 1 Corinthians for
Hermeneutical Appropriation of This Epistle TodaMgot40/2 (2006): 320-352; 331.

%5 Christophe Senft,a Premiere Epitre de Saint Paul aux Corinthi¢Raris: Delachaux &
Niestle: 1979).

% GormanApostle of the Crucified Lor®38.

7 Ackerman,Lo, | Tell You a Mysteryl16.

% Ciampa and RosnefFijrst Letter, 370.
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cross; and forward to chapters 12—-14, where thaehef edifying ecclesial love reaches its
peak. Here, as that theme is first introducedptid practice of reclining in an idol temple
(ostensibly arising from firm Corinthian possessidriknowledge”) is to be restrained for the
sake of the weaker brother or sister, who may etiserbe emboldened (ironically,
oikodounOfoetal) to eat idol meat.
8:1: Now concerning meat sacrificed to idols, wewrthat “we all havedyouev]
knowledge”. Knowledgeyh&aoic] puffs up fpuoioi], but love Bydnn] builds up
[oikodoped].
8:13: Therefore, if food causes my brother or sigiev 4deA@dv pov] to stumble, |

will not eat meat ever again, in order that my beotor sister might not stumble.

In 9:1-27, Paul's own freedom and rights as an apostletare/s to be put under self-
restraint, for the sake of others’ salvation (se229, and to avoid his own disqualification on
account of lazy over-confidence (so 23-27).
9:1, 4: Am | not freedhebbepog]? Am | not an apostle?...
Do we not have the rightdovciav] to eat and drink? Do we not have the right to
bring along a believing wife...?
9:19: For, although | am fre&lev0epog] of all, | have enslaved myself to all, in
order that | might win many.
9:26-7: This is how | run; not aimlessly; and tisi©iow | fight: not beating the air.
But | beat my body and enslave it, in order thaight not proclaim to others, and yet

become disqualified myself.

%9 A variety of Jewish and Greco-Roman backgroundsbieen suggested for this section. For
a discussion of various possible backgrounds toghction, see Mitchell, “Pauline
Accommodation,” in Troels Engberg-Pederdeayl Beyond the Judaism/Hellenism Diyide
197-214. See also chapter four of David J. Ruddiptew to the Jews: Jewish Contours of
Pauline Flexibility in 1 Cor 9:19-23” (Ph.D. disSelwyn College, University of Cambridge,
2006); revised version forthcoming (Tubingen: M&ebeck, forthcoming). Whether Paul’s
accommodation is best understood as an adaptabittyregard to Torah (conventional view)
or Pharisaic halakha (Rudolph) or rhetoric (Markabls, “When in Rome, Would the Paul of
‘All Things to All People’ (1 Cor 9:19-23) Do ase¢liRomans Do?” [paper presented at the
Paul and Pauline Literature Group, Internationaétitey of the SBL, Rome,"@uly 2009]),

my point is that this theme of accommodation fuomtsi within chapters 8-10 to illustrate the
call to self-restraint for the sake of others (eiféhconcurrently serves as self-defence).
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In 10:1-11:1, the example of Israel’s over-confident lack dftraint is given. Israel is shown
to have had spiritual “possessions” equivalenhtsé of the self-assured in Corinth. But
spiritual privilege is shown to bring with it a cesponding need for humility (10:12) and
dependence upon Christ, as mutually participatiegirers of his body (10:16). In-principle
freedom is to be subservient then to the expressidependence on the Lord (10:22) and
consequently to pursuing the good of others wittisnbody (10:23-11:1, where the “someone”
who points out that the meat is consecrated isghigtio be taken as a fellow believer).

10:12: So let the one who thinks they stand watelhthey do not fall.

10:22: Or shall we provoke the Lord to jealousy &ve not stronger than him, are

we?

10:23-24: “Everything is lawful” — but not everytig benefits. “Everything is

lawful” — but not everything builds upikodouei]. No one should be self-seeking,

but rather should be other-seeking.

10:28: But if someone says to you, “This is conagtsa meat”, do not eat it for the

sake of the one who told you.

10:31-33: Do not become a reason for the stumldfnpws or Gentiles or the church

of God — just as, in all things, | aim to pleadgpabple; not seeking to benefit myself,

but to benefit many, in order that | might saventhe

Chapter 10 thus arguably functions to apply thdiReexample of chapter 9 as follows:

Chapter 9a Paul’s intention teerve otherdy restraining his own freedoms and rights
Chapter 9b Paul’s intention to avoid disqualification by tesningself-confidence
Chapter 10aThe warning of Israel's misplaceglf-confidenceeating with humble

self-restraint before God

0 Ciampa and Rosner draw on Senft and Chrysostarriiving at a similar conclusioffirst
Letter, 433-4.
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Chapter 10bThe situations of marketplace food and invitasiopating with a view teerving

others

Merklein,”* Oropezd? Hall,” and others view chapters 8-10 in a similar wathi® seeing
the two related but distinct problemspafrticipation in cult mealsndconsuming idol-meas
underlying a carefully constructed argument agatmst'strong”, who are botbndangering
othersandendangering themselve# is noteworthy in terms of the present argutrbat it is

theinterpersonalapplication that both begins (chapter 8) and €okapter 10b) this sectidf.

In 11:2-16, it appears that again, Paul believes that somesfreedom or autonomy is being
claimed and abuséd. Both men and women are warned not to shame ‘thesd” — which is,
in parallel to 3:21-23, presented in a way thatedethe Corinthian desire for possession:
one may be said to be or to possess their own readithe ultimate head is GodPaul's
response thus again involves the corrective tlegdiom does not mean autonomy — in relation
to others, or fundamentally, to God. Autonomyoigiive way to mutuality “in the Lord" ¢
Kupiw).
11:3-5: | want you to know that Christ is the hef@very man, and man is the head
of woman, and God is the head of Christ. Every mha prays or prophesies with a
covering coming down from his head shames his héauil every woman who prays

or prophesies with her head uncovered shames hdr he

" Merklein, “Die Einheitlichkeit,” 169.

2 OropezaPaul and Apostasy60-61.

3 Hall, Unity, 50.

™ A fact that perhaps argues against Garland’s siiggethat the “weak” of chapter 8 are
hypothetical: Garlandl, Corinthians 347.

5| take it that with regard to men, Paul is refegr{perhaps hypothetically) to the desire for a
position of religious esteem associated withdapite velato Plutarch mentions this practice
in his question, “Why, when they are praying to gloels, do they [i.e. Roman men] cover the
head, and yet when they meet people worthy of howbile they have thaimationon their
head, they uncover it?” PlutardRpman Questiond.0. With regard to women’s
headcoverings, perhaps Paul is concerned thatcsuispivisitors fovg dyyélovg?) might
interpret the worship of the Corinthian Christiaomen with images of autonomous Roman
wives or ecstatic female Bacchus-devotees or mysgtiéestesses in mind. Regardless, my
emphasis here is that Paul responds to the situlagionsisting on God-dependent mutuality.
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11:11-12: Nevertheless neither woman is apart fnmen nor man apart from woman
in the Lord Ev xupiw]. For just as woman came from man, so also mareso

through woman. But all come from Gaik frod 0e00].

In 11:17-34, it seems that personal “rights” are being exextist the expense of others’
dignity. Paul calls some to restrain their exar@éthese rights, for the sake of those others
who are being put to shame. The proclamation@Lltird’s death ought to be expressed in
the context of concern for other believers.
11:26-7, 29: For as often as you eat this breaddain#t from this cup, you proclaim
the Lord’s death until he comes. So whoever dmbtead or drinks from the cup of
the Lord unfittingly will be guilty of the body ardlood of the Lord... For the one
who eats and drinks without discerning the badysfoua] eats and drinks judgement
on themselves.
11:33: So, my brothers and sisters, wait for oralaer when you come together to

eat.

In 12:1-30, the claim to “spirituality” is being used to humt exclude others. Paul urges that
the self be seen as part of a wider inter-depertutahy, activated by the Spirit, in which
arrogant exploitation is entirely out of plae.

12:27: Now you are the body of Christijua Xpiotod], and each is a memberépn]

ofit.”’

® My reading fits well with Bruce Winter’s suggestithat the concept of cursing one another
in the name of a god (as illustrated in the cuabdets associated with the cult of Demeter and
Persephone at the base of Acrocorinth) may undedid’'s statement here. The introductory
verses would thus be an attack on interpersonitation rather than blasphemy: “I want you
to know that no one who speaks by the Spirit of Gayk, ‘Jesus, curse!™. See the discussion
in Winter, After Paul chapter 8.

" Here Paul adapts a conventional image used idificeission of interdependent societies.
Aristotle, for example, had declared, “Ratherpb&llong to the city. For each is a part of the
city. And the supervision of each part is achiewdtth regard for the supervision of the
whole”. Aristotle,Politics, 8.1. Often the metaphor is used in order togxesthe role of the
“greater parts” of the political body (cf. Livithe History of Rome:32, 7-11). Paul rather
goes on to use the image to insist on the honotlveofless noble” parts.
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In 13:1-13 Paul demonstrates “the most excellent way”. ®rekspirituality is to be
expressed in love for others, rather than in asstking pride in spiritual possessions. Love
is ironically spoken about as a “possession” hane, depicted in a way that contrasts sharply
with the claimed possessions of the self-assuré&binth:
13:2: And if | have §xw] prophecy and | see all mysteries and all knowéedgnd if |
have all faith so as to move mountains, but | dohewe love §ydnny 8¢ un €xw], |

am nothing.

In 14:1-40, Paul urges that the better gifts are those tlebélly) serve others, for their
edification. Self-restraint should be pursuedértain situations, for the sake of this common
edification.

14:3: The one who prophesies speaks to peoplédaredification pikodourv] and

encouragement and consolation.

14:26, 28, 30, 34: Let everything happen for edifien fravta npog oikodournv

ywésbw]....

But if there is no interpreter, let them be silpnydtw £v ékkAnoia] in church....

But if a revelation comes to another, who is sed&tdhe first be silentfydtw]....

Let the women in the churches be siléntiaic ékkAnsiaig orydtwoav].”®

It would seem that as a whole, chapters 8—14 derwall the Corinthians to replace bold self-
assertion with sensitive self-restraint for theesakother believers. This pattern of willing
self-restraint matches Paul's emphatic depictiohisfown experience in the climactic irony
of 4:8-13, which precedes the solemn imperativescne imitators of me!” In fact, Paul’s
exhortation in chapters 8—14 turns out to be a sonsno a strangely similar way of life.
Having depicted himself as emphatically weak, His egpon the strong in Corinth to restrain

themselves for the sake of those who are weakamwladge. Having depicted himself as

"8 In his 2009 revision of his 1986 article “Interptibns in 1 Corinthians”, Murphy-O’Connor
lists Senft, Lang, Fee, Klauk, Hays and Walker gkicle himself in viewing the verses about
women as an interpolation. | do not enter intoisisee here, as it would not affect my
argument.
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hungering and thirsting, he calls upon those wieorashing ahead at the Lord’s Supper to
refrain from publicly gorging themselves. Havingpitted himself as responding to verbal
abuse with verbal blessing, he calls upon thoseavbspeaking in church to consciously limit

themselves to building up others.

In calling the Corinthians to replace bold selfeaisn with sensitive self-restraint, Paul is
continuing to summon them to imitate his own embwatit of cruciform, self-sacrificial love,
in the context of the relationships within the atfubody. Again, the pattern of arrangement

of Pauline ethics suggested above would appea &xbibited here.

Terminology of Chapters-84

Theterminologyof chapters 8-14 seems to affirm this patternth®f25 times that the word
oGua oceurs in this section, 2 refer to Paul's own h&ty refer to the personal or Eucharistic
body of Christ® and 20 refer to the church as the body of CAtisthe worddydnn, after not
occurring at all in chapters 57, occurs 11 tinmethis section, mainly in chapter 13, which, as
Conzelmann hint& fits perfectly into chapters 12—14 in drawing ttiisme that underlies

chapters 8-14 to a climdx.

3. The Sources and Backgrounds of this Ethical Patt  ern

It is arguable that this pattern of ethical arranget is Paul’s christocentric development of

the ethical model that he had inherited from hasttfer life in Judaism” (Galatians 1:13) as a

9:27,13:3

8010:16, 11:24, 11:27

8110:17, 11:29, 12:12 (3 times), 12:13, 12:14, 1Zthice), 12:16 (twice), 12:17, 12:18,
12:19, 12:20, 12:22, 12:23, 12:24, 12:25, 12:27

% Reading 8:1, Conzelmann comments, “The commemtadydr is supplied by chap. 13,
that onoikodopei, ‘builds up,” by chaps. 12 and 14... where the hetits emerges between
freedom slogans (as understood by the Corinthiamd)upbuilding.’ oikodopeiv in Paul does
not refer primarily to the ‘edification’ of the inddual (secondarily used in this sense in 14:4),
but to the building up of the community”. Conzehmal Corinthians 141.

8 This word occurs in 8:1, 13:1, 13:2, 13:3, 13:4if3es), 13:8, 13:13 (twice), 14:1. The
cognate verb also occurs once in this section (@bat all in chapters 5-7), in 8:3; however
the reference is to love for God rather than mutma within the church.
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Pharisee. In particular, three related featurestiital arrangement in many Jewish/Christian
works of the Hellenistic-Roman period are worthynofe, and will be explored below. At the
outset, however, it is important to recognise that exploration does not arise from a
“history-of-religion” interest in uncovering an dving development of religious ethical
reflection. Rather, as in the rest of the dissiental am seeking to demonstrate the feasibility
of the view that Paul’kerygmaof the Messiah who died, rose, and awaits coswattaion
creatively shapes his utilisation and adaptatiootbér rhetorical resources. So far | have
suggested that this occurs with regard to the msittwture of 1 Corinthians as various
oratorical and literary techniques (such as thafrmbthe “boastful ruler” or the technique of
“digression”) are brought into the service of ar@al kerygmaticarrangement of dual
reversal. Here | wish to show that Paul’s ethiiatussion similarly brings existing resources

into the service of a creativekgrygmaticformulation.

The three related features of ethical arrangementiwy of note are the following:
« An emphasis on the fundamentality of the problefreegual immorality, greed and
impurity, often related to idolatry
e The latter placement of discussion of sins of jp¢esonal social interaction
« Alogic in which the behaviour of the individual&mon to affect the community
These are by no means to be thought of as univdrstdrical rules, but rather recurring
features found within a range of relevant literatumdeed the choice of literature below is

designed to illustrate the breadth of this rangarenthan a singular path of literary evolution.

An Emphasis on the Fundamentality of Sexual Immoraty, Greed, and Impurity, and

their Relation to Idolatry

It is worth noting firstly that, in terms of Greekhical reflectionPlato had influentially

presented the “appetites” or “passions” for sexfaod as being the basest expressions of

human desire, which need to be controlled by “reasad he following is part of an argument
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that develops a view of the soul as tripartite,sisting of rational, spirited, and appetitive

parts:

Plato,Republic4.439d

We shall think that these things are twofold arftedént to one another: the one that
reasons in the soul we call rationality, and theeothat loves and hungers and thirsts,
and concerning the other desires feels disturbameeall the irrational and

appetitive, companion of various fulfilments andgsures.

Socrates, Plato and Aristotle disapproved of ureewd desire for the pleasures of sex and
food, seeing such slavery to appetite as unfittimghe virtuous; and these emphases were
influential on rival Hellenistic claimants to thé@gacy®® Demosthenesassumptions about

virtue and pleasure are illustrative of broadernvertion:

Demosthenes, 60.Funeral Speech”
With good men, the needs of acquisitions and th&yerents of the pleasures of life

are looked down upon, but rather their whole desifer virtue and praises.

8 Of course, Hellenistic ethics were not uniform.general, however, philosophers and
moralists alike viewed the unrestrained or luxusiéeeding of bodily appetites as a
fundamental cause of disturbance and corruptiorenEpicurus, whose positive evaluation of
bodily functions seems to challenge Plato’s schabmve, distrusted erotic love, luxury, and
greed, holding that false beliefs about such thingst be corrected by philosophy. Nussbaum
paraphrases Epicurus’ thought in this regard: “@gs/ for unlimited quantities of food and
drink, for meat, for gastronomic novelties, for aigite preparations — cravings all not natural
but based on false beliefs about our needs — obsieardesire’s built-in limit.... Again, the
longings associated with erotic love are held sultefrom a belief-based corruption of sexual
desire, which itself is easily satisfied”. NusstmaTherapy 112-113. Kathy L. Gaca argues
that Paul’s charge to “flee fornication” is a dalt avoidance of Gentile-idol-fertility sexuality,
by aiming to keep sex within Christian marriageis ithus a “sharp divide” with Greco-
Roman sexual ethics because it restricts apprepsgtual activity to certain relationships
within the boundary of only one religion. Howevkam not persuaded that this is a fair
representation of the evidence. Roman moralistseofirst century, in particular, appear just
as ready to denounce “fornication” as Paul; and’®denunciation does not appear to be so
clearly related to alleged idolatrous practiceGasa implies. See Kathy L. Gaddaking of
Fornication: Eros, Ethics, and Political Reform @reek Philosophy and Early Christianity
(Ewing, N.J.: University of California Press, 200393.
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Boring, Berger and Colpe note that similar vices &till grouped together in Greco-Roman
ethics by the time of Plutarch, who often combifgtting sexually involved with one’s

mother, eating forbidden foods, restraining oneseth no vice”. They postulate:

The repeated naming of this series by Plutarcth@rsecond passage with an allusion
to Plato) shows that the series of topics treajeBdul [beginning in 1 Corinthians 5]
may possibly have a pagan tradition as its mottekach author the leading theme is

“complete lack of restraint and thoroughgoing lassteess®

This may be the case, although it is by no meartaioghat Paul is drawingirectly on
“pagan” models. Jewish encapsulations of the Tordhe Hellenistic period often appear to
exhibit a similar conception of the fundamentatifithe bodily passions of sexual desire and

greed.

A comparison of th®ecaloguein Exodus 20 of the Hebrew and Greek texts revialsthe
ordering of the second table has been rearrangthe iGreek translation of the Hebrew

Scriptures, moving the prohibition of adultery tplace of priority:

Masoretic Text Septuagint
1. No other gods No other gods
2. No idols No idols
3. Using the name of the LORD Using the name efll®RD
4. Keeping Sabbath Keeping Sabbath
5. Honouring father & mother Honouring father & timer
6. No murder No adultery
7. No adultery No stealing
8. No stealing No murder

% M. Eugene Boring, et al., edsiellenistic Commentary to the New Testan{8lashville,
Tenn.: Abingdon, 1995), 397.
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9. No false witness No false witness

10. No coveting No coveting

Philo later makes much of this fact that the secondtabthe Decalogue (as seen in the
Septuagint above) begins with the prohibition ofus sin, a vice of “pleasure” that he takes

to be universally fundamenti.

Here Philo summarises the two “sets” of commandment

Philo, On the Decalogu&21-123

And having wisely given these words concerninghtbieour of parents, he brings to
an end the other “divine” set of five. In writitige other set, concerning prohibitions
related to humans, he begins with adultery, takiigyto be the greatest of crimes.
For firstly it springs from the love of pleasurehieh both enfeebles the bodies of
those it holds, and loosens the tendons of theamlidestroys the very existence,
consuming all that it touches as an unquenchatgeléaving nothing safe in human

life.

Later Philo moves from discussing the first sefivif commandments to discussing the second

set. Again he emphasises that adultery is thedinga of this set:

% |t is often noted that Philo’s ethics involves arging of theMosaicwith theHellenistic
(specifically, Stoic): according to Roberto Radike material of the worlon Virtue“simply
superimposes Mosaic morality on Greek aretolodgtirg the former to the idea of grace and
the imitation of God”. Roberto Radice, “Philo agtbic Ethics. Reflections on the Idea of
Freedom,” inPhilo of Alexandria and Post-Aristotelian Philosgpled. Francesca Alesse;
Leiden: Brill, 2008),141-168; 142. It is worth noting, however, thall®h engagement with
“pagan” thought (to the extent that it is conscjaaqot considered by him to represent
concessioror syncretismbut ratheillumination, as the best of contemporary values are
shown to have a grounding in God’s revelation thgfoMoses. Josephus similarly views the
best of the Greek philosophers as standing inrtfubtion of Moses: “For first of these
[Gentile imitators of Judaism] were the Greek pédlphers, for whom it seemed that they
observed their forefathers; but who in deeds arghitosophy followed that one [i.e. Moses],
similarly thinking about God, and teaching simpiiaf life and fellowship with one another”
(Against Apion, 2.281). This perspective may biptutin considering other examples of
Jewish ethics presented in this section.
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Philo, On the Decalogué&68-169

And the first set, each having the form of a sunyneontains these five; while the
special laws are not few in number. In the otle¢fise. the second table of
commandments] the first heading is against aduyltamgier which come many
directions: against corrupters, against pederasgiginst lustful living, participating

both in unlawful intercourse and licentious defikrh

Elsewhere Philo relates different sets of commaadsch other, characteristically expanding

“adultery” to incorporate the pursuit of “pleasuradre generally’

Philo, The Special Lawg, 8
In the second tablet, the first commandment is tlis not commit adultery”,
because, | think, everywhere in the inhabited wagsldasure is a great force, and no

part has escaped its domination.

In relation to the EnochiBook of the WatchersWilliam R.G. Loader finds that 1 Enoch 6-11
applies the commitment to proper “ordering” of cteap 1-5 to the issue of sexuality, as the
angelic Watchers pursue sexual disorder in the rafdbe god Pan. This sexual disorder
brings “impurity” (cf. 10:20-22) and draws on luxams adornment (cf. 8:1ff); but the
consequences of this “great sin” for humankind fandhe Watchers’ offspring (cf. 10:9-10:
the “sons oftopveia”) are not necessarily sexual in nature. 15:11mmanses the sin of the

offspring in terms of violence and affliction, pags illustrating the devastating social end of

8" This expansion is common to many of the exampes $iere. Robert Travers Herford
views Rabbinic ethics as a continuation of suchpproach: “The Old Testament gave a
strong and unfaltering lead in the direction ofis@»purity, continence, modesty, chastity, and
the Rabbis followed that lead — or, rather, theitlom that foundation a structure of their own,
more elaborate in its details and more severssiliniés than that sketched in the older
Scriptures. The commandment in the Decalogue promtg adultery] was extended to
include every kind of sexual offence, or even itlagty; and the breach of this
commandment, so extended, was made one of thedbeely sins which the Jew must die
rather than commit. The other two were idolatrgt Bloodshed.” R. Travers Herfor@almud
and Apocrypha: A Comparative Study of the Jewisticgt Teaching in the Rabbinical and
Non-Rabbinical Sources in the Early Centurisiew York: Ktav, 1971), 163.
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the pursuit of taboo intermarriage. In chapterd @he relation to idolatry becomes explicit.

Loader summarises:

At its heart is an action of sexual wrongdoing. dwf its impact, however, is not
described in terms of further actions of sexualngaoing, either by the offspring or

by their evil spirits?®

A prayer inSirachillustrates the way in which appetites for food @ex became thought of
as fundamental vices to be avoided in much Jeviestalure. This is presented as a prayer to

the one who has the power to discipline the mirdidiscern sin:

Sirach 23:4-6
O Lord, Father and God of my life, do not give maaeited eyes, and turn lust away
from me. Do not let the desires of the belly ameéricourse overpower me, and do

not give me over to a shameless soul.

Pseudo-Eupolemupresents Abraham’s piety as resulting in him beibgve greed and

beyond the reach of sexual sin:

Pseudo-Eupolemugragment 13-7°

Having pursued piety, Abraham was pleasing to God....

When the elders came to him, suggesting that hatmégeive wealth in order to
release the prisoners, he did not choose to takentage of the unfortunate. But,

having taken food for his young men, he returnedsgoils....

8 Wwilliam R.G. LoaderEnoch, Levi, and Jubilees on Sexuality: Attitudesards Sexuality

in the Early Enoch Literature, the Aramaic Levi Datent, and the Book of Jubilegrand
Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 200B0. Loader (cf. especially 63) finds a similartpat in the
Animal Apocalypsehe sexual transgression of the Watchers precgde®f violence and
oppression among their heirs.

8 Not much of the original context of this fragmentvives. It seems that the author is
pointing out the virtues that would have been apgéa as pious. This version clearly differs
from the Biblical account.
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Further, he reported that the king was not ableatee intercourse with Abraham’s

wife, and that his people and household were piegsh

The book oflubileesclosely links both (Gentile-like) idolatry and (@&#ée-like) sexual
immorality with impurity: idols themselves are impyand thus need to be avoided (11:4, 15-
16; 20:7; 21:5); and sexual immorality (even whemmitted by an individual) could bring
defilement to Israel as a whole (4:22; 7:27; 16:2@3-6; 25:1; 25:7; 30:13-15; 33:7; 33:10-
11; 33:20; 35:14; 41:17; 41:25-26). This emphasishe necessity of purity is a feature of
much Jewish literature subsequent to the eventeiassd with the Maccabean revolt against

the Hellenisation of Antiochus Epiphari@s.

In chapter 16 the sin of Sodom is summarised:

Jubilees 16:5 (Latin version)
All of their works are wicked and they are greahgrs, making themselves unclean
and enacting immoralities in their flesh, and acplishing abominations throughout

the land.

Later in the book Abraham teaches Ishmael, Ketusatac, and their children. The verse

below is representative of his whole teaching ia tontext:

Jubilees 20:7 (Latin version)
And therefore | charge you, my sons: love the Giddeaven, and adhere to all of his

commands. And refuse to go after all their idaid all their impurities.

% There is, of course, variation. Loader notesrirest between Jubilees and the Temple
Scroll: whereas the Temple Scroll has an intereste relatively narrow (ritual) “purity” issue
of seminal emission, the book of Jubilees more digo@®xpands the tendency evident in the
incest prohibitions [of the Holiness Code] to serusl immorality as something which
defiles”. William R.G. LoadefThe Dead Sea Scrolls on Sexuality: Attitudes Tosvard
Sexuality in Sectarian and Related Literature atm@an (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans,
2009), 52.
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James C. VanderKam notes:

The heroes of the book exhort their children toidwmpurity along with fornication
and injustice (Noah, 7.20; Abraham, 20.3-6, whepaual impurity is stressed; 21.5;

22.14, 19, 23§*

TheWisdom of Solomorirequently depicts sexual immorality as a fundatalevice, and
views sexual immorality and other sins as arismogidolatry®® The verse below is part of a

section that condemns the absurdity of idol worship

Wisdom of Solomon 14:12
For the idea of idols was the beginning of sexmahorality, and their invention was

the corruption of life.

This sexual immorality connected to false religinay also be characterised as impurity, as in
Jubilees. The problems below are presented agshit of a commitment to idols. Note the

loss of purity:

Wisdom of Solomon 14:22-27
It was not enough for them to stray concerningkiin@wvledge of God, but also, living

in great conflict due to ignorance, they call seelis peace! For, killing their

%1 James C. VanderKanfhe Book of JubilegSheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2001),
131.

92 Although Greco-Roman philosophers and moralistsigelves often denounced erotic
infatuation, Jewish works of this era often appeastereotype the “Gentiles” as obsessed with
sex. Herford’'s comments about the perception ®Rhabbis are also applicable to this earlier
period: “They were confronted by the fact that @entile world, in the midst of which they
lived, was under little or no restraint in regandsexual relations, either from public opinion or
force of law. The Jew, wherever he turned, wadddia come in contact with what he felt to
be abomination. Unless he retired from the woltidgether, like the Essenes, he must guard
himself somehow from moral contamination, from agtk that was not merely a matter of
ritual purity, but a source of grave social coriopt. Herford, Talmud and Apocryphd 64-
165. W.D. Davies opines, “Thetzer ha-ravas regarded as expressing itself chiefly in two
directions; it led to idolatry and to unchasitiy¥..D. Davies,Paul and Rabbinic Judaism:
Some Rabbinic Elements in Pauline Theolfigyndon: SPCK, 1955), 30.
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children in sacrifice, or celebrating mysteriesleading frenzies of strange rituals,
they are pure neither in life nor marriage. Yethie in wait for one another in

ambush or cause one another distress by committintiery.

Book 3 of the Sibylline Oracleappears to conceive of the chief vices of theomatas

arrogant greed and sexual immorality — at timesieoted with false worshify. The

following occurs as an admonition that interruptaates of judgement, and is characteristic of
the ethical emphases of this third Sibylline bo&uch emphases may anticipate the later

“Noachide Commandments™:

Sibylline Oracles3.762-766

But enliven your thinking in your breast,

Flee unlawful worship, worship the living one.

Guard against adultery and homosexual intercourse.
Nourish and do not murder the children you haveéor

For the immortal one will become angry at the oh®wins in these thing®.

% Rieuwerd Buitenwerf suggests that the chief vioeBook 1l (which he dates to the first
century BCE) are greed (avarice) and fornicatiom #nat such vices occur in a context of
idolatry: Rieuwerd BuitenwerBook Il of the Sibylline Oracles and its Sociatt®g With an
Introduction, Translation and Commentgityeiden: Brill, 2003), chapter 3. John J. Collins
suggests that the chief vices in Book 3 are idglafreed, and fornication: John J. Collifige
Apocalyptic Imagination: An Introduction to Jewipocalyptic Literaturg2™ ed,; Grand
Rapids, Mich.; Eerdmans, 1998), 123.

% Marcus Bockmuehl comments on the predecessorethidachide Commandments: “As
soon as we move beyond the bounds of the caname, dine numerous texts of considerable
relevance to the subject of universal ethics... thstimportant links in the apocryphal and
pseudepigraphal writings include the Book of Wisdmatable for its connection of Gentile
idolatry with sexual immorality and other corruptsy 14.12-31), various texts from the
Sibylline Oracles3-5, and especialljubilees7 and Pseudo-Phocylides”. Markus Bockmuehl,
Jewish Law in Gentile Churches: Halakhah and thgiBgng of Christian Public Ethics
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2000), 156. Roland Deineglees for a “creation ethic” that was
prior to the formulation of the Noachide Commandtaeand that was influential for the
Jerusalem Decree of Acts 15. This creation ethicefde idolatry, the consumption of blood,
and sexual immorality. On the latter, Deines verit&benso widerspricht jede Form von
Lunnatdrlicher* Sexualitdt dem Schopfungswillen @set der den Menschen im Zueinander
von Mann und Frau und im Hinblick auf die Mégliclitkeéer Fortpflanzung geschaffen hat”.
Roland Deines, “Das Aposteldekret — Halacha fliddechristen oder christliche
Rucksichtnahme auf judische Tabus?Jawish ldentity in the Greco-Roman Waledl. Jérg
Frey, Daniel R. Schwartz and Stephanie Gripentregjen: Brill, 2007), 323-395; 393-394.
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The book o#4 Maccabeesclearly reminiscent of a Platonic evaluationtwd passions,
presents an argument for the control of the desinmefirstly) sex and food, by reason. This

opening section sets up the theme of this philosaptreatise:

4 Maccabees 1:1, 3-4

Godly reason is master of the passions....

If therefore it is plain that reason can masteséhpassions that hinder self-control,
gluttony and lust, then it will also become evidthdt it is able to rule those passions
that hold back justice, such as malice; and thassipns that hold back courage, such

as suffering and fear and pain.

The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarcipsesent sexual immorality and greed as the chief
expressions of sin against God. These foundatiioas are occasionally explicitly linked to
idolatry and impurity. It is largely agreed thaétTestaments as we currently have them
evidence a degree of Christian influence. Its®dargely agreed that they express continuity
with Jewish ethical argumentati@hand so it is interesting to see a continuatioa néimber

of the ethical traditions examined so far, inclgdan emphasis on the fundamental depravity

of sexual immorality, idolatry and greed.

% Johannes Thomas boldly states, “Also, it has pleeial feature of being, at least basically, a
Jewish book, and so one of the relatively few warkBlellenistic Judaism that everybody will
agree is (also) paraenetic. Discussion of thikwasra specimen of paraenesis will therefore
add appreciably to our understanding of a genrevfoch our evidence is otherwise mainly
Greco-Roman and Christian”. Johannes Thomas, Pidraenesis of theestaments of the
Twelve PatriarchsBetween Torah and Jewish Wisdom, Harly Christian Paraenesis in
Context(ed. James Starr and Troels Engberg-PederserinBafdlter de Gruyter, 2004), 157-
190; 157. More conservatively, Harm W. Hollandsseats that “there is much to be said for
the assumption of a Jewish Hellenistic backgroumtiaigin of the ethics of the Testaments.
But this conclusion by no means implies that thepaesis either is Christian or cannot be
Christian. For we should be aware of the fact @tatistianity adopted (nearly) all the
standard topics of Jewish paraenesis”. Harm Wladder,Joseph as an Ethical Model in the
Testaments of the Twelve Patriargheiden: Brill, 1981), 12-13. Martinus de Jongdo
strongly asserts that the Testaments are a Clmrist@duct, affirms that they evidence
continuity with Jewish ethical argumentation, whistexactly the point | am hoping to
demonstrate: “Many parallels simply illustrate twtinuity in content and diction between
Hellenistic-Jewish and early Christian paraenesh’.De JongePseudepigrapha of the Old
Testament as Part of Christian Literature: The Cabthe Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs and the Greek Life of Adam and Bwveiden: Brill, 2003), 177.
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The Testament of Reubénfirst of the twelve, and introduces many of themes of the
collection. This Testament is summarised as caonmegrthoughts”, and the section below

deals especially with sexual immorality:

Testament of Reubdn6
For sexual immorality is the destruction of thelseaparating it from God and

bringing it near to idols.

The Testament of Judabk summarised as being about “courage and thedbxweney and

sexual immorality”:

Testament of JudalB

Also | have read, in the books of Enoch the righte®f the sorts of evil that you will
do in the last days. Guard yourselves then, mighamn, from sexual immorality and
from the love of money; listen to Judah your fattercause these things remove you
from the law of God.... For one who is enslavech&st two passions before the
commands of God cannot obey God, because the padsiwe blinded that person's

soul, making them go about during the day as thdtighmight.

The Testament of Dais summarised as concerning “anger and lying”e figures of Levi
(representing priesthood) and Judah (represemiyajty) are prominent throughout the

Testaments Here these two key figures are linked to sekmatorality and greed:

Testament of Dah:6-8

For | have read in the book of Enoch the rightebas your ruler is Satan, and that all
of the spirits of sexual immorality and of arrogamill be subject to Levi, to trap the
sons of Levi, making them sin before the Lord. Awmgsons will come near to Levi
and sin with them in everything. And the sonsuwfah will be caught up in greed,

swindling the others as lions. On account of this) will be led away together with
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them, into captivity, and there you will be inflet with all of the plagues of Egypt

and all of the wickedness of the Gentiles.

The Latter Placement of Discussion of Sins of Int@ersonal Social Interaction

The fundamental vices identified above are noefiently presentegfior to vices of social

interaction.

As mentioned abové&ook 3 of the Sibylline Oraclepictures the chief vices of the nations as
arrogant greed and sexual immorality. Sometimesettvices are portrayed as giving way to
interpersonal havoc. Book 3.175-193 provides &lisgample. The arrogance of the nations
results immediately in a craving for impiety amdahgm, involving homosexual sex. The
ensuing affliction may be said to arise from shargfeed and ill-gotten wealth, and has the

effect of stirring up interpersonal strife, in tfeem of hatred and deceit:

Sibylline Oracles3.182-191°

And they will oppress mortals. But for those peothlere will be a great fall, when
they begin their unrighteous arrogance. And antbag will develop a compulsion
for impiety, and men will have intercourse with mand they will put children in
shameful brothels. And a great distress will camthose people, and bring
everything into confusion, and cut everything ug & everything with evils, in
shameful greed and ill-gotten wealth — in many sreat mostly in Macedonia. And

hatred will arise, and every sort of deceit willdteong them.

Verses 3-8 of th&€entencesf Pseudo-Phocylidemay be viewed as an attempt to summarise

the Decalogué’ This summary prioritises sexual sin, placing svick prior even to respect

% This is presented as an oracle of judgement agéieskingdom” from the “western sea”,
arising after the rule of the Greeks and Macedaapresumably, Rome.

" See P.W. Van der Horsthe Sentences of Pseudo-Phocylides with Introcueiial
CommentaryLeiden: Brill, 1978), 112. More broadly, manytbEse examples of Jewish

240



for parents and God. Sexual sin, impurity, anduthigist accumulation of wealth are
prominent in close proximity to one another. Steallying, and honouring others are placed

subsequently:

Pseudo-PhocylideSentence8-8*

Do not commit adultery, nor stir homosexual passion

Do not sew together deceit, nor defile your hanik lood.

Do not become wealthy unjustly, but live from horahle means.
Be content with your possessions and abstain frarset of another.
Do not tell lies, but always speak truth.

First honour God, and thereafter your parents.

In theGospel of MarkJesus is presented as illustrating the way in vaiperson is made
impure by listing the sorts of sins that proceexhfiwithin. Once again there appears to be a

general movement from vices including sex and gteedices of social interaction:

Mark 7:20-23

He said, “It is that which comes out of a persaat tfefiles the person. For from the
heart of the person proceed evil thoughts, sexoalarality, theft, murder, adultery,
greed, wickedness, deceit, debauchery, envy, slaadegance, foolishness. All

these evils come from within and make a personeamé|

When the Synoptic Gospels present Jesus as béiad sslist the commands of God, he lists
the commands of the second table of the Decal@ppending the command to honour father

and mother.Luke alters the ordering of Matthew and Mark (where deubegins the list) to

ethics might be seen as attempts to rehearse onarise the themes of the Torah in a new
linguistic or cultural context. Thomas notes af frestaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, “[W]e
have the legacy of the law expressed in non-legai$”. Thomas, “The Paraenesis, Harly
Christian Paraenesied. Starr and Engberg-Pedersen), 187.

% These verses follow immediately from the introdugtprologue.
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prioritise the prohibition of adultery, perhapsoirder to keep to the priorities of the

Septuagint:

Luke 18:20
You know the commands: do not commit adultery, domurder, do not steal, do not

bear false witness, honour your father and mother.

This ordering is reminiscent of ti8entencesf Pseudo-Phocylides, 3-8 above.

Josephus discussion of the law iAgainst Apiorioosely follows the ordering of the

Decalogue in the Septuagint, placing the discussi@exual laws immediately after the laws
related to God and Temple, and prior to discussidaws relating to the interactional issues

of honouring parents, lying, and stealing. As @& Pseudo-Phocylides and Paul, sexual and

family issues are combined. In summary:

JosephusAgainst Apior2.190-208

1. (2.190ff): God — creator; no images may be masponded to with the worship of
virtue

2. (2.193ff): Temple — priesthood; sacrifices; lapsyers; fellowship; purifications
3. (2.199ff): Marriage/Sex — man and wife; homosaxagex; getting married;
submission; assault/adultery; abortion; purificasipChildren — sobriety in
upbringing, education, moral grounding; The Deddnerals

4. (2.206): Honouring Parents — second to honou&ad; respect to elders

5. (2.207): Lying — no secrets; confidence; no ésib

6. (2.208): Stealing — taking goods, laying handsieighbour’s property; taking
interest

“These and many similar regulations are the tias bind us together”.
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Josephus’ discussion of the penalties prescribatéiaw in the same work follows a similar

order:

Josephusigainst Apior2.215-217
1. Sexual crime

2. Fraud/stealing

3. Dishonouring parents

4. Impiety toward God

Josephus viewed the Greek philosophers as havawgndon Moses to commend the dual

themes of (individual¥implicity of lifeand (corporatefellowship with one another

JosephusAgainst Apior2.281
In deeds and in philosophy [the Greek philosophietijwed that one [i.e. Moses],
similarly thinking about God, and teaching simpiiaf life and fellowship with one

another.

At a number of points in théestaments of the Twelve Patriarchisis clear that the
fundamental vices of greed and sexual immoraligcpde vices of social interaction. In the
example below seven “spirits of error” seem to eEspnted as a reversal of God’s good order
of creation: sexuality is depicted as thst element of divine ordering, but tfiest spirit of

error, and so on:

Testament of Reub&n3-7

First [of the spirits of error], the spirit of seediimmorality dwells in the nature and in
the senses. Second, the spirit of greed, in tmaath. Third, the spirit of fighting, in
the liver and the gall. Fourth, the spirit of fealy and trickery, in order that through
meddling a person might appear seasonable. Hikhspirit of arrogance, in order

that a person might be boastful and high-mindedthSthe spirit of falsehood, with
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destruction and jealousy, to fake words and conweads from family and friends.
Seventh, the spirit of injustice, with which conteading and profiteering, in order
that a person might achieve the pleasures of kiegirt. For the spirit of injustice

works together with the other spirits, through brib On top of all of these is the

spirit of sleep, the eighth spirit, which comesedtiger with deception and fantasy.

The Testament of Benjamgoncludes and sums up the concerns offthelve Patriarchs
under the heading of a “pure mind”. Once agaimnelseems to be a movement from passion

and greed through to sins of interaction:

Testament of BenjamBi1-6

The mind of the good person is not in the handefdpirit of deception, Beliar. For
the angel of peace guides their soul. They ddauit passionately at perishable
things, or gather wealth for the love of pleasuféey do not delight in pleasure, or
grieve their neighbour, or fill themselves with tboThey do not stray into the
superficialities of what is seen, for the Lordheit portion. The good mind does not
wait on the praise or dishonour of humans, and doe&now any deceit or falsehood
or fighting or reviling, for the Lord dwells in &nd enlightens its soul; and it rejoices

with all people at all times.

Karl-Wilhelm Niebuhr suggests that the topics & #thical lists of the Testaments of the
Twelve Patriarchs, in their common ordering, maydyesented in the first column of the
table below”® Interestingly Niebuhr demonstrates a general mmve;, beginning with
prohibitions of sexual immorality, adultery, gresd|fishness (in failing to show merciful
provision for the bodily needs of others) and coustdesire, and moving subsequently to
interpersonal issues of daily interaction suchtesling, arrogant behaviour, lying, evil speech,
zeal, envy, deceit, and fighting. The other colarnampare this ethical arrangement with a

number of ethical sections of the Pauline Corpus:

% Column 1 reproduced from Karl-Wilhelm NiebutBesetz und Paranesg61.
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Twelve Galatians Ephesians 4:17-32 Colossiangl Thessalonians
Patriarchs 5:16-21 3:5-8 4:1-12
Topveia mopveia GoéAyela mopvela mopveia
poxeia Grabapoia Gxabapoia axabapoia  [Embuuia

nAcovedia GoéAyelx mAcovelia mG0og MAcoVEKTEW
#Aeog eidwAoAatpia [Embupia gmbopia akabapoio
anAnotia papuakeia mAcovelia
KAoTn ExOpa Weddog Opyn prAadedpia
omepnavia  [Epig AaAeite GARBelav  [Bupde Gyamdv GAARAovg
Peddog (oG OpyiCouat Kakio
kataAaAia Buudg KAEMTW BAacenuia
{AAoc Ep10sia (\oyog oampdg aioxpoAoyia
@O6vog dixootacia  [mikpla Wevdopat
dého¢ aipeoig Buudc
péixn pB6vog opyH]

uEdN KpaLYN

KOUOC PAacenuia

The similarity in ethical arrangement is clearlgikéhg. Niebuhr elsewhere affirms that
Jewish Hellenistic ethics are formed by an assiotiaif behaviour directions of the Torah

with popular-philosophical principles of the Hellenisgthical tradition*®

A Logic in which the Behaviour of the Individual Goes on to Affect the Community

In a number of works that reflect on the Maccabeawlt against Antiochus Epiphanes in the
160s BCE, there is a logic in which the actiona special few affect the wellbeing of the

entire community.

The following examples frorh Maccabees?2 Maccabeesind the lated Maccabeeshow
that the special few who act in zeal, purity amgght@ousness may bring about the purity of the

whole nation.

100«3i3disch-hellenistisches Ethos bildet sich somit i der Verbindung von
Verhaltensanweisungen der Tora mit popularphilosmbien Grundsétzen der hellenistischen
ethischen Tradition. Es dient der Wahrung judis¢tientitat angesichts konkreter
Herausforderungen im Alltag der hellenistischensp@a und entfalltet sich im Ruckbezug
auf die eigene religidse Uberlieferung unter Hei@mang kultureller und philosophischer
Traditionen der hellenistisch-romischen Welt”. K@filhelm Niebuhr, “Hellenistisch-
judisches Ethos im Spannungsfeld von Weisheit unrd,T in Ethos und Identitat: Einheit und
Vielfalt des Judentums in hellenistisch-rémischeit #&d. Matthias Konradt and Ulrike
Steinert; Paderborn: Ferdinand Schéningh, 20025® 4 2.
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1 Maccabees 3:8
And [Judas Maccabeus] went through the cities dafivand destroyed the ungodly

out of Judah, and turned wrath from Israel.

2 Maccabees 5:27

But Judas Maccabeus, and a handful who had corhehimit, withdrew into the
desert, and he survived in the manner of the wildchals in the mountains, together
with those who were with him; and they continuedite on the nourishment of

vegetation, so that they would not share in thdataént.

4 Maccabees 1:11

For it was not only the people in general who wareazed at their courage and
endurance, but also those who were doing the toguas they were the cause that
brought down the tyranny against the nation, haemgguered the tyrant by their

endurance, so that through them the homeland wifgegu

This motif of the impact of thepecial fewon thenationwas further democratised by those
who inherited the Judaism bequeathed by the Maerasgccesses. The actioregkry
individual in responding to the Torah became effecin a way that was comparable to

Maccabean zeal.

From the perspective of the Pharisees, the adherindividuals to the Torah and the

traditions, and their avoidance of Gentile idolatffected the purity of the nation as a

whole %!

191 On the nature of the Pharisees as an influentialmpushing for national reform, see
Roland Deines, “The Pharisees Between ‘Judaisnts’@ammon Judaism’ idustification

and Variegated Nomisiol.1 (ed. D.A. Carson et al.; Tubingen: Mohr Qiek, 2001), 443-
504; 461. See also Deines, “Pharisaer Theologishes Begriffslexikon zum Neuen
Testament: neubearbeite Ausgabe, Bar{@dl Lothar Coenen and Klaus Haacker; Wuppertal:
Brockhaus, 2000), 1455-1468; 1461.
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ThePsalms of Solomomrguably express this Pharisaic perspecfdn a number of these
Psalms, it seems that the judgement of God thatdwe upon Jerusalem is interpreted as

being due to the Gentile-like immorality of indiuals, as in the example below:

Psalms of Solomo2:11-16

They [i.e. the Gentiles] held up the sons of Jdeusdo ridicule,

because of the prostitutes among her.

Every passer-by entered in to them in broad dagligh

They [the Gentiles] mocked their lawless ways comgdo their own doings.
In broad daylight they displayed their evil deeds.

And the daughters of Jerusalem are polluted acegitdi your judgement.
For they defiled themselves in promiscuous disorder

My stomach and my innards are sick because of this.

I will justify you, O God, with an upright heart,

because in your judgements there is justice, O God,

because you have repaid sinners according towueks,

according to their exceedingly wicked sins.

But the general logic of a relationship betweenviidial behaviour and communal health is
not only to be found in association with the Ptegts InPhilo’s On the Virtues84-50, he
pictures “the Hebrews” as those who are marked bgatheism and consequent mutual love.
Their enemies realise that if the Hebrews can tieezhto sexual immorality and idolatry,
their mutual love will have lost its foundation,dawill fall apart. The enemies act on this
insight and find some success, before those Hebwégieater virtue (the vast majority)

retaliate and find ultimate victory. It is clearfPhilo that the pursuit of personal (particularly

192 For the association of the Psalms of Solomon thighPharisees, see, for example, Mikael
Winninge,Sinners and the Righteous: A Comparative StudyeoPsalms of Solomon and
Paul's LettergUppsala: Almqgvist & Wiksell, 1995).
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sexual) virtue and the avoidance of idolatry diseaffect corporate mutuality and peace. He

concludes:

Philo, On the Virtuegt7
Therefore, Moses says in the Exhortations, “If ghould pursue righteousness and

godliness and the other virtues, you will livefa free of war and in uniform peace”.

It may be, then, that these broad contours of etltiscussion in the period around the time of

Paul are reflected in Paul’'s own ordering of ethsegtions.

A “Christologisation” 3 of Inherited Ethics

| view the source materials discussed above adrifltive of a broad conceptual pattern of
ethical argumentation that began in Judaism ofbiéenistic era, in which the themes of the
Torah were summarised or expressed in a culturalgwant (and culturally influenced) way,
often involving a flow from fundamental vices oksal immorality, greed, and impurity, to
secondary vices of violent or exploitative socideraction, or involving a movement from the
personal to the corporate. But this by no meanawstively explains the ethics of Paul the
apostle of Jesus Christ. It could never be satammodification of the Torah is at the centre

of Paul's ethicg® Rather, Christ himself is at the centre of Paethics:

Philippians 1:21

For to me, living is Christ.

1931 use the term “christologisation” rather than tBhanisation” simply to emphasise the
fact that Paul's adaptation is not a direct transfesthical assumptions from a “Jewish” to a
“Christian” sphere; but a transference mediatefufiiment in the person of Jesus the
Messiah.

1% Furnish rightly notes, “Paul never seeks to as$enaodify, or interpret in a legalistic way
the statutes or wisdom of the Old Testament. hibisa ‘source’ for his ethical teaching in this
sense”. FurnishTheology and Ethi¢cs34.
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For Saul the Pharisee, coming to Jesus as thet@mnied a major re-evaluation of what he
had formerly assumed and held dear. Roland Deaweament illustrates the nature of this re-

evaluation:

The pharisaic yearning for the commandments coimugthe areas of holiness and
purity (which cannot be separated) inevitably le@adnflict with Jesus of Nazareth,
who announced, in Messianic freedom and authaitygew Torah — or at least a
totally changed Torah-understanding: purity andriesis are no longer ritually
conveyable or representable, but rather are Jggtsd those who believe in his

coming’®

My contention, then, is that Paul’s ethics mighsken fruitfully as a “christologisation” of
Paul’s Pharisaic tradition of Jewish ethics — at&tblogisation” that is especially seen in the
concept oembodimentChrist died and rose in his “body of flesh”, lging to fulfilment the
ritual and ethical demands of the Torah; and belgare those who are “in Christ”, benefiting
from and identifying with Christ’'s bodily death anesurrection. Believers are called, then, to
an ethical identification with Christ that is batbrporeal(putting away sexual immorality,
greed, and impurity of bodies, and rather offeling’s body to God) ancbrporate(putting

off social vices/autonomy, and rather pursuingyedg love within the body of Christ).

Itis in fact striking how often the Pauline littuee refers both to the achievement of Christ
and the identity of the believer in “bodily” term#&n example from each of the first seven

letters of the canonical Pauline Corpus will suffito demonstrate:

Romans 7:4: So, my brothers and sisters, you a¢sbtd the law through the body of

Christ.

1% Deines, “Pharisder,” 1464; translated from theingl German.
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1 Corinthians 10:16: The cup of blessing that vessl is it not a participation in the
blood of Christ? The bread that we break, is ftanparticipation in the body of

Christ?

2 Corinthians 4:10: Always bearing the death otidés the body, in order that the

life of Jesus might also become manifest in theybod

Galatians 6:17: For | bear the marks of Jesus ifbaty

Ephesians 2:16: And to reconcile both of them,ria body, to God, through the

cross, putting the enmity to death in it.

Philippians 1:20: [It is] my eager expectation daghe that | might not be put to
shame in any way, but that, in all boldness, nod@ways, Christ might be exalted

in my body.

Colossians 1:22: But now he has reconciled yohénbody of his flesh, through

death, to present you holy and unblemished anddiéss before him.

It seems reasonable that Paul’'s christocek&riggma stemming especially from his
Damascus Road experience, gave a new centre aicddde ethics that he had already
inherited as a Pharisee: Christian believers aigetatify ethically with Christ, whose bodily
crucifixion and resurrection they share. Thus thaeyto turn from godless bodily habitation
(sexual immorality, greed, impurity), and inhalbie tbody of Christ (relating to their fellow
believers in partnership and love). This needbeothought of as the only concrete way in
which Paul could elaborate on his conviction tHidrig is Christ”; nevertheless it appears to

be a common pattern.
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Thus the movement that can be descrijoeitially by Paul as being from boastful works to
divine justification; and which can be descritrethtionally by Paul as being from heart-
hardened enmity to reconciliation, can also be riesdreligio-ethically by Paul as being
from idolatrous immorality, impurity, and greedsorrendered loving gorporation, in the

worship of God.

4. The Function of this Ethical Pattern within 1 Co rinthians

It should be recognised that such a conceptioma$tocentric ethics is, to use the
terminology of this dissertatiokerygmatic it implies dependence on God’s Messiah who
died and rose bodily. The governor of Christiandiect is Christ, whose own embodied
crucifixion, resurrection, and future glory aredess part of the story of God’s purposes for
humankind that began at Eden and then focusedraallsThe church accepts the salvific
embrace of Christ, and evidences this union withis€in personal and communal bodily
habitation, exuding Christ’s cruciformity, Christisen-ness, and a longing for Christ’s future
appearance in glory. In other words, the Christiamrch is called to follow Christ and

dependently express identification with him, bodff§/

This ethical logic — of dependence on God in Christ perfectly fitting in terms of the themes
and flow of 1 Corinthians. The opening verseshefletter anticipate the main themes of the

letter by insisting that everything the Corinthigmssess comes as a gift from Gohrist

| thank my God always concerning you, becauseefitace of Godhathe has given
youin Christ Jesus- that in every way you have been made irichim, in all speech
and all knowledge, just dke testimony of Christ has been confirma@tbng you, so
that you are not lacking in any gift as you eagasgaitthe revelation of our Lord

Jesus Christwhowill also confirm you until the end, blamelesstbe dayof our

1% «|n the bodily obedience of the Christian, carried out as theiseof God in the world of
everyday, the lordship of Christ finds visible easion and only when this visible expression
takes personal shape in us does the whole thingniecredible as Gospel message”. Ernst
KasemannNew Testament Questions of Tod@msins. W.J. Montague; London: SCM, 1969.
London: SCM Press, 1969), 135; emphasis mine.
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Lord Jesus God is faithful, through whoryou were called intéellowship with his

son, Jesus Christ our Lord

As Chrysostom perceives, the emphasis of thesewvéghat the Corinthians have received
the grace of God in Christ, and look forward to filgeire fulfilment of God'’s work in Christ.
They are to view themselves (and their possessamsgjerly dependent on God in Christ — a

position that ought to cure the disease of proutbaomy

Do you see the repetition of the name of Chris?tts it is clear even to those who
are exceedingly dim that he [Paul] does not dowthisly or simple-mindedly, but so

that through concentrated application of this gapgellation he might oppose their

inflammation, and clean out the decay of their asgefr|v onneddva tos

vooHuarog].%

| have argued in chapter 3 of this dissertation tfia first main section of the letter body,
1:10-4:21, exhibits precisely this emphasis. ksthchapters Paul pits Corinthian
autonomous, boastful, triumphalistic reliance aat thihich ishumanagainst the grace &od

epitomised in the cross of Christ:

Itis from God that yoare, in Christ Jesus, who became wisdom for us frord,Go
that is, righteousness and sanctification and r@tiem— in order that, just as it is

written, “Let the one who boasts boast in the Lor(I Corinthians 1:29-31)

Given the investigation of Pauline ethics and li@bians above, it would appear that in
chapters 5-14 of 1 Corinthians, Paul goes on ttyahp “cruciform corrective” of chapters
1-4, via his own example, to the progression aféssghat he would customarily pursue in an
ethical section. That is, the confrontation of thess with triumphalistic human autonomy is

applied to the church firstly in relation to isswesmnected with sexual immorality, greed, and

97 Homily 2 on 1 Corinthians; PG 61.19.
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impurity; and secondly in relation to issues oftguially exploitative) relationships within the
church body. In particular, chapters 5—7 see Pawtering the bold assumption of bodily
self-ownership with a challenge to acknowledge thatcross demands surrender to the claims
of divine ownership in Christ. Chapters 8—14 sael Bountering self-assertion in the realm of
church relationships with a challenge to pursuediéorm) self-restraint for the sake of others

in Christ’s body.

5. Relation to Other Conceptions of Pauline Ethics

Paul and Solidarity

An emphasis on union with Christ as the bedrodRadline ethics is nothing new. For Calvin,

a transformed life arises from this fundamentaidswity of believers with their Lord:

Therefore, to share with us what he has receivad the Father, he had to become
ours and to dwell within us. For this reason,sedlled “our Head” [Eph. 4:15], and
“the first-born among many brethren” [Rom. 8:2%}/e also, in turn, are said to be
“engrafted into him” [Rom. 11.17], and to “put omi@Gt” [Gal. 3:27]; for, as | have
said,all that he possesses is nothing to us until wevgrio one body with himit is

true that we obtain this by faitfi®

Now, both repentance and forgiveness of sins —ishaewness of life and free
reconciliation — are conferred on us by Christ, bath are attained by us through

faith.'*

Pope Benedict XVI draws on Pauline terminologyrdicate that Christian ethics flows from

solidarity with Christ, particularly in terms of alén and resurrection:

198 john Calvin)nstitutes of the Christian Religidied. John T. McNeill; trans. and index Ford
Lewis Battles; Philadelphia, Pa.: Westminster, 1980i.1; emphasis mine.
199 Calvin, Institutes 1960. l1Liii.1.
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The disciple is bound to the mystery of Christs lifie is immersed in communion
with Christ: “It is no longer | who live, but Chtigvho lives in me” (Gal 2:20). The
Beatitudes are the transposition of Cross and Restion into discipleship. But they
apply to the disciple because they were first pgradtically lived by Christ

himself!°

In agreement with many historic and re¢&rgtudies of Pauline ethics then, the conception |
have outlined in this chapter emphasises identifinavith Christ as an essential foundation.
However, | have sought to freshly highlight the vimyvhich the image and terminology of

the “body” is especially important for Paul in magithis connection?

This conception of Pauline ethics differs just Istig from recent conceptions of Pauline ethics

that heavily emphasise the ecclesial dimensiorapiptoy Richard B. Hay$® and David G.

110 Joseph Ratzinger/Pope Benedict X¥#sus of Nazareth: From the Baptism in the Jordan
to the TransfiguratiorfLondon: Doubleday, 2007), 74.

1 For example, Furnish writes “the decisive factehibd this [ethical] teaching is the
apostle’s understanding of what it means to b&finist’ and to ‘belong’ to him”. Furnish,
Theology and Ethi¢211. Schrage writes, “The starting point and bimsi®aul’'s ethics is the
saving eschatological event of Jesus’ death andrextion”. Wolfgang Schrag@&he Ethics
of the New Testame(iEdinburgh: T&T Clark, 1988), 172. Burridge assehat “there is a
basic commitment to the story of Jesus underlyioth Paul’s ethical teaching and his wider
theology”. Richard A. Burridgdmitating Jesus: An Inclusive Approach to New Trestat
Ethics(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2007), 143.

112 30seph Sittler, Dietrich Bonhoeffer (as evidenicette citation at the beginning of this
chapter), and Eduard Lohse are similarly distirectivemphasising theodyas the primary
context and image for Christian ethics. Sittleites, “The Church is the fellowship of the
faithful which is created and bound togetheat by men’s mutual perception of a common
faith in themselves, or religion, or even in Godt by the faithfulness of God become
concrete in a body. This body was the actual hibappearing of a Man; and the Church,
the body of Christ, is the organic household of'thembers’ of the body”. Joseph Sittl&he
Structure of Christian Ethicd. TE; Louisianna, Ky.: Louisianna State Univerdiyess, 1958;
repr. Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 1998]. Lohse writes, “Christians are aware
that their body belongs to the resurrected Lordhablife is now lived by looking to him”.
Eduard LohseTheological Ethics of the New Testamg@rdans. Eugene Boring; Minneapolis,
Minn.: Fortress Press, 1991), 116; transTloéologische Ethik des Neuen Testaements
(Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1988).

113 Richard B. Hays, “Ecclesiology and Ethics in 1 i@tians,”ExAu10 (1994): 31-43; Cited
16" October 2007. Online: http://www.northpark.edu/gerauditu/papers/hays.html
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Horrell**¥), in that | would subordinate theeclesial‘body of Christ” dimension to a more

general ethics of union with Christ. Horrell wete

[T]he first and most fundamental moral norm in Raikthics is that of corporate

solidarity!*®

As extremely important as corporate solidarityoi®aul, | would suggest that a necessarily
more fundamental norm {Shrist himself, with whom identification may be flexibly
expressed. The ethicabrma normangor Paul isJesus Christ, who took on flesh, died, rose,
and awaits future revelationPaul may apply his ethics of “living is Christfeatively in a
variety of ways, including desire for Christ, wisigeto Christ, and individual and corporate
bodily imitation/habitation of Christ. My claim ithis chapter is that in consciously “ethical”
sections of his letters, this christocentric etijpears quite frequently to be expressed in a
summons from godless, independent bodily habitatd@odward, dependent bodily
habitation, involving surrender of the corporeatiypéo God’s ownership through Christ and

submission to God'’s placement in the corporate lddyhrist.

The main ethical section of 1 Corinthians (5—14lpfes this pattern, and in this case
particularly emphasises the commitment to presentility, restraint, hardship and hiddenness
called for by thegre-parousia shadow of the cros$he cross is alluded to in 5:6-7; 6:9-12,
20; 7:23-24; 8:11; 10:16; 11:1 (by extension); 4ad23-26. The deferred future destination
of Christ and his people is alluded to in 5:5; @:2; 7:26 (by extension); 9:24-27 (by
extension); 11:32; and 13:8-12. In this lettemtieaul’s flexible approach to ethically
applying the norm of identification with Christ@s him to relatively downplay the
motivation of present “risenness” (which is far m@rominent in other ethical portions within
the Pauline Corpus such as Romans 6, Galatiand Ealossians 2-4), and to accentuate this

particular perspective of solidarity with Christ.

14 bavid G. Horrell,Solidarity and Difference: A Contemporary ReadifidPaul’s Ethics
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2005).
15 Horrell, Solidarity, 129.
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Paul and Passion

David Charles Aune has attempted to summarise theement in scholarly thought

concerning “Paul’'s negative assessment of sexussigas and desires”:

As we have seen, Paul repeatedly connects spésifics for “passion”... and
“desire”... with immoral behaviors. Paul’'s negatolearacterization of these
passions fits within a larger complex of issuesluding idolatry, impurity, and
various sexual practices. Recent studies haveséatan the precise relationship
between fleshly desire, immoral behaviour, and Bawinception of sin and

sexuality*®

My own examination above agrees with this recehbkely tendency to be attentive to the
“complex of issues” apparent in Paul’'s “negativéiieal characterisations. My own
contribution is not to examine the relationshipthi this “complex” (although | would add
“greed” to Aune’s list), but to see how the compferctions within the flow of Paul’s ethical
sections. Generally, it appears to represent ®aohception of bodily habitation outside of
Christ. Itis a (theologically) “previous” way bfe, to which believers should not return; and
the rejection of this embodied lifestyle goes hamttand with the assumption of a new

embodied lifestyle “in the Lord”.

118 David Charles Aune, “Passions in the Pauline HgsisThe Current State of Research,” in
Passions and Moral Progress in Greco-Roman Tho(ght John T. Fitzgerald; London:
Routledge, 2008), 221-237; 228.
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Paul and Love

Richard A. Burridge hints at a Christocentric bgdibnception of Pauline ethics, but seeks to
understand “other-regarding love” as the primarpgligption, to which other applications

should be subordinatéd’

However, | have sought to argue that it is posdiblenderstand “other-regarding love” as
Paul'squintessentiapositive ethical imperative, without seeing itths sieve through which
all other ethical outworkings of Christic identifioati must pass. Paul has a certain freedom
in giving ethical expression to identification wiGhrist, allowing a range of applications,
including apostolic commitment, personal mortifioatof sexual sin, corporate solidarity,
non-retaliation toward evildoers, and, supremelgeoregarding love. It is Christ himself
who remains central, and if any concept is a sfevéurther application, it is perhaps most
often the concept of “body” — though even this vabbié claiming too much? It is more
accurate to say that Pauffequentpractice in giving sustained moral applicatiorthourches

is to use the concept of the “body” to indicate wegys in which identification with Christ
should have ethical expression; and this ethicatession is often conceived in terms of
surrender of the body to God’s ownership throughisEland submission to God’s placement

in the ecclesial body of Christ (quintessentiallysuing self-sacrificial love).

Paul and Ethical Innovation

Martin Dibelius proposed in 1928 that:

17«Horrell argues that Paul’s concerns for holinaed purity are part of what it means to be
in Christ. Paul appeals for holiness because we are the bb@hnst— and a member of that
body cannot be one flesh with a prostitute (1 6dt5-16). Yethat same idea of the body of
Christ produces Paul’s conern for unity, seen in ‘lookh® good of your neighbour’ (1 Cor.
10.24) and a regard for others, especially thetiof’ or less honoured among the many
different members of the body of Christ in 1 Cd2.12-26. This means that there can be no
judging of others”. Burridgdmitating Jesus152; emphasis mine.

118 For example, it is never explicit in Paul that fretaliation toward the evil of outsiders is
subsumed under an overarching concept of “bodyjuialently, it is not clear in Paul that
avoidance oporneiais consistently subsumed under an overarchingeguraf “love”.
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“Pauline paraenesis” consists of materials appabgai from the Hellenistic world

and then “Christianized” by the apostié.

Since then, the relative influences of Helleni$fiand Jewish/Old Testaméfitethics on the
ethics of Paul have been debated. Horrell usefuimmarises the essential insight and

question that arises from these debates:

[A]t a number of points, the content of Paul's maehortation exhibits similarity
with, and probably the influence of, contemporara€to-Roman as well as Jewish
moral traditions. Nor is it to be denied, in cast; that Paul gives to his ethical
instruction a distinctively Christian, theologidzsis and motivation. What remains
open to debate is thextentto which this theological basis shapes and folmas t

character and content of Pauline ethics, or, mubther way round, the extent to

119 Cited in FurnishTheology and Ethi¢260.

120 For example, seeing substantial dependence: Thurén: “New Testament scholars have
failed to demonstrate much original material in ¢lagly Christian exhortations themselves,
although their combination and function may devfaten those of the neighboring cultures.
Yet surely the first Christians did not invent asentially new set of rules or guidelines for a
proper life. Instead, an opposite trend can beediged.... It seems, however, that there was
something special, indeed exceptional, about &nlystian paraenesis: the motivation, that is,
the way in which willingness to comply with thesestructions is created. Somehow the
recipients’ status as Christians was seen as pngvanew impetus for leading a proper life”.
Lauri Thurén, “Motivation as the Core of Paraenesi®emarks on Peter and Paul as
Persuaders,” iarly Christian Paraenesis in Contefad. James Starr and Troels Engberg-
Pedersen; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2004), 354d Aeeing substantial dissimilarity, Leander
Keck: “The vocabulary of ethics used in the majbitgsophical traditions is generally absent
from the New Testament.... Moreover, even when stamas common in contemporary
ethics discourse do appear, they are used in difiezent ways.... Like the rest of the New
Testament writers, [Paul] stands in a differergatn of tradition and is at home in a different
kind of community”. Leander E. Keck, “Re-thinkifldew Testament Ethics’,JBL 115/1
(1996): 3-16; 8-9.

121 For example, Brian S. Rosner, who argues tha®itieTestament and its reception were of
decisive importance: “When scholars investigateJéngish background to New Testament
ethics, the impact of Scripture in three directionght to be taken into account: the influence
of Scripturedirectly upon early Jewish moral teaching, its influedaectly upon the New
Testament, and thadirectinfluence of Scripture upon the New Testament h@rhediation

of early Jewish moral teaching”. Brian S. Rost&rPossible Quotation of Test. Reuben 5:5
in 1 Corinthians 6:18aJTS43/1 (1992): 123-127; 127; emphases original.
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which they reproduce what was morally commonplagaresume a model essentially

derived from other ancient traditioffS.

It may be observed that my own suggestions indhépter concur with those views that
emphasise the decisive influence of the Christ ewrrPaul’s theology and ethits. For

Paul, ethics is bound up with identification withr@st. | am also in agreement with Rosner
that the Torah and Jewish tradition were of cruicigdortance to Paul; but | would emphasise
that the Jewish interpretative tradition was itgslpacted by Hellenistic moral discourse, and
that Paul was often directing his material to thabe lived in Roman cities and colonies. So
in terms of formulation (e.g. the denigration ofl épassions”) and literary features (e.g. the
use of catechetical lists and conventional imagd?gul exhibits resonance with Greco-Roman

moral discourse.

Wayne Meeks rightly notes the resulting mixture@pparent backgrounds:

Even more striking than in 1 Thessalonians is thg im which [in 1 Corinthians]
Paul can mix together commonplaces of Greek anddRamoral rhetoric, arguments

from Jewish scripture, and beliefs and rules pacti the Christian se&t?

I concur then that the primary originality of Paugthics lies in what Dibelius called the

“Christianization”, and what | have called the “suilogisation”, of his inherited ethics. |
view this as a thoughtfilderygmaticadaptation rather than a simple transference alec
Christ is the embodied fulfilment of the Torah, sbhavho are enlivened by Christ’'s Spirit

manifest the Christic ideals to which the Torahd(&a ongoing interpretation) bore witness.

122 Horrell, Solidarity, 24.

123 For example, Furnish: “Undoubtedly, Paul’s ownseeal background in Judaism and his
experiences as a Jew, the general moral climates@fge, and the specific moral problems he
encountered in his congregations — all helped tergene the direction of and give shape to
his concrete ethical teaching. But the decisiwtofabehind this teaching is the apostle’s
understanding of what it means to be ‘in Christl &m ‘belong’ to him”. FurnishTheology

and Ethics211.

124 Meeks Moral World, 131.
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6. Kerygmatic Rhetoric and Pauline Ethics

Chapters 5-14 may be seen as the main hortataiigrsed 1 Corinthians, and may be

summarised as follows:

Chapters 5-7: The Cross Applied I: “Your Body Bejstto the Lord”
Sexual Immorality, Impurity and Greed
A: 5:1-13: Sexual Immorality (the refusal to judge)
, B: 6:1-11: Greedy exploitation (an apparent in&piid judge)
A1 6:12-7:40: Sexual Immorality, the body, marriage
Chapters 8-14: The Cross Applied II: “Discern thedB’
Knowledge and Rights
A: 8:1-13: Meat offered to idols (using knowledgelaights to endanger weaker
brothers and sisters)
, B: 9:1-27: Paul's example/defence (foregoing rigbtsothers and self)
A:10:1-11:1: Meat offered to idols (foregoing rigiidr self and others)
Tradition and Division
A: 11:2-16: “I praise you for keeping the tradit®ohpassed on” (public worship)
, B: 11:17-22: “l donotpraise you” (in both v17 and v22)
A1 11:23-34: “| passed on to you what | also recéi\gradition of Lord’s Supper)
Gifts and Love
A: 12:1-31: Gifts within the body (mutual interdeience)
, B: 12:31-13:13: Love
A : 14:1-40: Gifts (for ordered edification of the @lg)
The broad movement of this structure evidencedaiityi with ethical sections in other letters
of the Pauline Corpus, and seems to refldarggmaticrenegotiation of the ethics that Paul
inherited as a Pharisee of the Roman period. WithCorinthians this functions to apply the
cruciform corrective of chapters 1-4 to a convargldPauline sequence of ethical issues.
Those who imitate the apostolic way of the cros€lafist are called to express their

identification with Christ by restraining the propdrsuit or allowance of particular bodily

appetites, and pursuing self-sacrificial love witkihrist’s body.

Conclusion to Chapter 4

In this chapter | have argued that Pauline horyagections often evidence a commonality of

flow, moving from an emphasis on sanctificatiortred church that involves avoidance of
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sexual immorality, impurity, and greed/passionatgsiie in relation tdodies to an emphasis
on sanctification of the church that involves theidance of inter-relational sin, and the
promotion of love within thdodyof Christ. | have examined numerous hortatoryises of
the Pauline Corpus, and found this pattern to deregresented, although less so in the

Pastorals than in the earlier letters.

This progression seems to be present in 1 Corimétia-14, in which both the themes and the
terminology of chapters 5-7 and chapters 8—14isgiik match the respective elements of the

identified pattern.

It seems that such a progression of ethical issw@sdraw on a number of emphases in early
Jewish ethical formulation — which was itself ilfhced by Greco-Roman moral reflection. In
particular, one finds in a range of relevant litera an emphasis on the fundamentality of the
problems of sexual immorality, greed, and impurihg latter placement of sins of
interpersonal social interaction; and a logic inahithe behaviour of the individual goes on to
affect the community. My contention, however,hattPaul’s reception of such a heritage is

once again renegotiated with kisrygmaof the Messiah who died and rose bodily.

This conception of Paul’s ethics agrees, then, thithcommon emphasis in scholarship on
union with Christ as the bedrock of Pauline exh@ita However, it especially draws

attention to the way in which this union is ofteqpeessed in bodily terms.

In 1 Corinthians, then, tHeerygmathat creatively shapes Paul’s utilisation and gatagm of
existing oratorical or literary resources in theoing and closing of the letter body is also
evident in chapters 5-14. Together, these sectiath$or dependent identification with God’s

Messiah who died, rose, and awaits cosmic mantfesta
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Chapter 5

1 Corinthians 15: Disregard for the Dead is Set
Against the Future Inhabitation of Christ’s

Resurrection



1. The Placement of the Discussion of Resurrection

John Chrysostom states:

[In 1 Corinthians, Paul] places the most sevengeiss all last — that concerning the

resurrectiort.

John Calvin ponders:

[Wihy it is that he has left off or deferred to ttlese of the Epistle, what should

properly have had the precedence of everythingelse

That is, if, in denying the resurrection of the diesome in Corinth indicate that they have “no
knowledge of God” — as Paul reveals in 1 Corinthiah — why spend fourteen chapters

dealing with less pressing issues before disclogiisgcatastrophic error?

| have argued in chapter 1 of this dissertatiom th@orinthians exhibits a Christian
renegotiation of the Jewish motif dfial reversal The letter can therefore be characterised as
employingkerygmatic rhetoricmoving from a corrective summons to follow theyved the
crossin chapters 1-4 through to a corrective summorsmait manifestesurrectionin

chapter 15. | noted that the concepts and terimgyodf the motif of dual reversal are found
substantially in 1 Corinthians, and are especialsent in chapters 1-4 and chapter 15. In
this chapter | suggest that attention to the naftieversal allows a smooth and convincing

reading of the resurrection chapter.

| begin by considering scholarly interpretatiortiodé chapter.

! Homily 26; PG 61.212.
2 Calvin, Commentary on the Epistlégol.2; 7.
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2. Scholarly Interpretation of Chapter 15 and its S ituation

The main problem addressed in chapter 15 (or at tha presenting problem) is clear (in

15:12), but interpretatively problematic:

Why do some of you say that there is no resurreaifdche dead?

The interpretative problem is that it is hard twisage how first-generation Christians, whose
conversions had been centrally related to a message one who had been resurrected from
the dead, could see no problem in saying “Them®igesurrection of the deadl”Certainly,
Paul’'s argument relies on the fact that they docoosciously aim to den@hrist’s
resurrection from the dead. Nevertheless an iimealt denial of resurrection in general seems
astonishingly bold. A number of explanations hbgen put forward. Anthony C. Thiselton
groups these overlapping categorisations of thblpno as follows

1. Certain people in Corinth found themselves unablediieve in any kind of

postmortal existence
2. Certain people in Corinth believed that the resuiva had already occurred

3. Certain people in Corinth had difficulties with kedlin the resurrectioof the body

The examination of Paul's argumentation in thispteausually recognises discrete sections

along similar lines to the following:

1-11: The resurrection of Christ
12-19: The denial of the resurrection

20-28: The consequences of Christ’s resurrection

% See FitzmyerFirst Corinthians 562; Helmut MerkleinDer erste Brief an die Korinther,
Kapitel 11,2 - 16,24Gutersloh: Gutersloher Verlagshaus, 2005), 304.

* Thiselton,First Epistle 1172-1175.

® This particular wording comes from Leon MorrsCorinthians(TNTC; Nottingham, IVP
Academic, 2008); repr. dafhe First Epistle of Paul to the Corinthia(@™ ed. Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Eerdmans, 1985).
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29-34: Arguments from Christian experience
35-49: The resurrection body

50-58: Victory over death

These divisions are largely agreed upon, althohgi tmay be said to expresgpical
organisation (HollemahGarland’ Johnsof), conventional rhetoricabrganisation (Watsoh,

Thiselton’® Wegenel"), or chiasticorganisation (Welcf? Hull™).

A difficulty in attempting to posit a conceivableherent problem behind the issues in this
chapter is the fact that each of the groupingstified by Thiselton above finds apparent
confirmation in different parts of the chapterhaligh none of the three explanations is

comprehensively satisfying.

First Grouping: Certain People in Corinth Found Themselves Unable to Believe in Any

Kind of Postmortal Existence

This perspective finds some support in those pdrtise chapter that counter a mis-estimation

of “vanity”, a distaste for labour, a lack of perseance and general moral laxity:

15:17: But if Christ has not been raised, yourhfétuseless, you are still in your sins.

® Joost HollemarResurrection & Parousia: A Traditio-Historical Styaf Paul's Eschatology
in 1 Corinthians 15Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1995).

" Garland,1 Corinthians

8 Andrew Johnson, “Firstfruits and Death’s Defeagthphor in Paul’s Rhetorical Strategy in
1 Cor 15:20-28,WW16/4 (1996): 456-464; “Turning the World Upsidevidoin 1
Corinthians 15: Apocalyptic Epistemology, the Rescted Body and the New CreatiofQ
75/4 (2003): 291-309.

° Duane F. Watson, “Paul’s Rhetorical Strategy {Batinthians 15,” irRhetoric and the New
Testament: Essays from the 1992 Heidelberg Confer@al. Stanley E Porter and Thomas H.
Olbricht; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 199381-49.

19 Thiselton,First Epistle 1177-8.

' Mark I. Wegener, “The Rhetorical Strategy of 1 i@thians 15,"CTM 31/6 (2004): 438-
455,

12 John W. Welch, “Corinthian Religion and Baptism fioe Dead (1 Corinthians 15:29):
Insights from Archaeology and AnthropologyBL 114/4 (1995): 661-82.

13 Michael F. Hull,Baptism on Account of the Dead (1 Cor 15:29): Ahdd=aith in the
Resurrectior(Leiden: Brill, 2006).
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15:19: If for this life alone we have hoped in Ghrive are to be pitied more than all

people.

15:32b: If the dead are not raised, “Let us eatdmmk, for tomorrow we die!”

15:58: So, my beloved brothers and sisters, belfsteta immovable, always
abounding in the work of the Lord, knowing that ytabour is not in vain in the

Lord.

A Corinthian focus on the need to enjoy the pressay hint that there is no hope beyond the
grave. Strabo recounts a grave inscription in tvlaic apparent lack of hope for an afterlife

calls for enjoyment of pleasures in the present:

Strabo,Geographyl4.5.9

“Sardanapallus, child of Anakundaraxis, built Aralkiand Tarsus in one day. Eat,
drink, play! — as all this is not worth it", meagia snapping of the fingers. Choirilos
also reminds of these things, and indeed thesevare well-travelled: “I have these
things: as much as | have eaten and sown my wiklaa have felt the delights of

love; but these many blessings | have left behind”.

The resurrection-deniers of Corinth would thus d@awhat similar to the “self-lovers”
identified by Philo, who view the termination ofalk as a reason to enjoy the body while one

has it:

Philo, The Worse Attacks the Bet&3
[Self-lovers reason to themselves:] But did natireaite pleasures and enjoyments
and all of the delights along the way of life, foe dead or for those never born, and

not for those who are living? And wealth and gland honour and rule and other
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such things — what will persuade us not to seesetlieings, which supply not only a

safe life, but a happy life?

The “ungodly” identified in the Wisdom of Solomoreasimilarly parodied for supposing that

impending death justifies licence in life:

Wisdom of Solomon 1:12,15-2:1,6,21-22

Do not seek death by the deception of your lifeFor righteousness is immortal.

But the ungodly, with their actions and their wqrkdave called death upon
themselves: having considered it to be a friengly thave become dissolute and made
an allegiance with it, because they are worthyharein it. For they reasoned within
themselves wrongly: “Our life is short and tedioaisd there is no cure for the end of
a person'’s life, and no one has been known toleased from Hades.... Come then
and let us enjoy the good things that are here)etngs use creation to the full, as in
youth”.... These things they reasoned, and wereidete For they were blinded by
their own wickedness, and did not know the myssevieGod or hope for the reward

of holiness or discern the prize for blamelesssoul

Likewise, the “sinners” identified in the Epistl€®noch are depicted as embracing sin

because of their wrong assumptions about deathhenalfterlife:

1 Enoch 102:6-9 (Greek version)

When you [that is, the godly] died, then the sisrdgclared, “The godly died
according to fate — and what did they gain fronirthrks? They die just like us!
See how they die with grief and darkness — whttdsenefit to them? From this
time, will they be raised, and will they be savadd see into the age? We [or
“They"] eat and drink for this very reason, swimgjiand sinning and stealing and

seizing property and seeing good days”.
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Indeed, Insawn Saw follows Mitch&lin pointing out that the final and climactic versfel
Corinthians 15 contextualises the whole chapter persuasion to spend the presemliour

(rather than despair or licentiousness):

Paul’s ultimate goal is not merely to give a cottteaching regarding the resurrection
of the dead, but to persuade the audience, thethi@ns, to continue in their work of

the Lord®®

Gordon Fe¥ notes further thatoth major sections of the chapter (1-34; 35-58) ertth an
ethical appeal. The position of Walter Schmithadsd others, then, certainly fits neatly with
this emphasis. Those who say “there is no restimreof the dead” are rejecting hope for the

future of those who die, and therefore embracicgntiious living in the present.

However, it is not clear that a morally lax empkasi the present can only be explained by a
lack of belief in postmortality. As Winter pointsit.® such an attitude may be an expression
of belief in nonbodily postmortality (as is probably the case in the gtiot from Philo

above). Alternatively, it may even be an exprassibpresumed inaugurat@dmortality, in
which the present is viewed no longer as a timalé&ath, deprivation and labour, but for

freedom, feasting and unfettered fulfilment.

Furthermore, it is not clear how such an explamatibthe situation in Corinth fits with Paul’'s
apparent assumption in 6:14 that he may appeattoramon belief that God will raise “us”.

If a significant number of the Corinthians are coitted to the idea that any sort of
resurrection is unthinkable, how could Paul haveersuch an appeal in chapter 6 without any

qualification?

14 Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetorj@8; 290-91.

'3 Insawn SawPaul’'s Rhetoric in 1 Corinthians 15: An Analysisillding the Theories of
Classical Rhetori¢Lewiston, N.Y.: Mellen, 1995), 5.

'8 Fee First Epistle 716-7.

7 SchmithalsGnosticism 156.

'8 Winter, After Paul 98.
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It is not obvious, then, that the resurrection-denin Corinth were committed to the idea of

personal dissolution at death.

Second Grouping: Certain People in Corinth Believed'hat the Resurrection had

Already Occurred

This conception of the Corinthian situation findpport in a number of themes of the chapter.
Firstly, there are those parts of the passage #vidence Corinthian doubts about, or taunting
of, mortality. It appears that some in Corinth needed to beicoad that there remained a

need to wait upon divine grace for the overcomihmortality:

15:26: The last enemy to be destroyed is death

15:36: Fool! Do you not know that that which yawswill not come to life unless it

dies?

15:53-4: For it is necessary for this perishabilifype clothed with imperishability,
and this mortality to be clothed with immortalitAnd when this perishability is
clothed with imperishability and this mortalityéethed with immortality, then that

which is written will occur.

Saw notes that the theme of death is of great itapoe in this chapter, and has been touched
upon previously in the letter, perhaps suggestiag there was a problem related to present

mortality in Corinth®® H.W. Hollander and J. Holleman propose:

% “However, we find that death is mentioned in 7z8@ 11:30 (see also 15:6, 18, 29). In this
regard we may infer that the issue mentioned imAd X5:12 reflects dissension in response to
death among Corinthians”. SaRaul's Rhetori¢ 182-3. Thatlissensioritself is the issue,
however, is not at all apparent in the text, aavyehnoted in chapter 2.
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Paul stresses the power of death in the presenbagause his Corinthian addressees
seemed to neglect it in their enthousiastic [sijeziences of the gifts of the Holy
Spirit. They felt wise, free, superior, and powérfind they taunted death as
something irrelevant. Such behaviour was commdtaic and Cynic circles, and

their slogans and ideas were obviously attractiviaé Corinthian’

Whether or not the Corinthian Christians were iaflced by Stoic and Cynic circles in this
way, it does appear that Paul is at pains to ptekemecessity of death in this chapter.
Indeed, the climax toward which the chapter buds victory over death that is accomplished
not by “flesh and blood” but b§od (15:50-57). Christopher Tuckett wonders whethéer th

problematising of mortality is Paul’s intention fncthe beginning of the chapter:

The meaning ofktpwpa is of course notoriously uncertain, but it wouldka good
sense here if the reference is primarily to an tlolofioetus, to something/-one who is
in a state of death and is given life solely byimvgrace and as a result of a divine
miracle. If this is the main emphasis in vv.6 $+®@-and since in turn these verses
dominate the section as a whole, then the sectanla primarilynot so much about
the certainty of resurrection; rather it is thatsw@rrection, and resurrection witness,

all take place within a context of dedth

The view that the Corinthians believed that theimection had (in some sense) already
occurred also finds supporttine parts of the chapter in which the assumptiopre$ent,
static participation in the risen Christ’s victoiy opposed by Paul to necessarily future
participation in apocalyptic victory At a number of points, it seems that Paul amnsotrrect

a mistaken sense of the logic and timing of fulti€fan spirituality:

2 H.W. Hollander and J. Holleman, “The RelationsbifDeath, Sin and Law in 1 Cor 15:56,”
NovT35/3 (1993): 270-291; 276.

2L C.M. Tuckett, “The Corinthians Who Say ‘There @nesurrection of the dead’ (1 Cor
15,12),” inThe Corinthian Corresponden¢ed. R. Bieringer; Leuven: Leuven University
Press, 1996), 247-275; 263; emphasis mine.
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15:22-23: For just as in Adam all die, so also hrigt all will be made aliveBut
each in their own turn: Christ the firstfruits, thihose who belong to Christ, at his

coming.

15:42-49: What is sown in perishability is raisadmperishability. What is sown in
dishonour is raised in glory. What is sown in waeds is raised in power. What is
sown a natural body is raised a Spiritual bodyBut the Spiritual does not come

first, but the natural, and then the Spiritual...ndjust as we have borne the image

of the one of dust, so also we will bear the imafjihe one of heaven.

Martinus de Boer rightly notes the importance ¢érding to Paul's apocalyptic language:

The language of Ps 110,1b, which Paul has modiietis own purposes, enables
him to portray the risen Christ’s session at Gaitjet hand as a dynamic, apocalyptic
process (over against the static, spatial conaejptithe Corinthians), whereby the
inimical principalities and powers are being degta.., culminating in the

destruction of Death, the last eneffly.

The Corinthians, it would seem, under-estimateottigoing power of sin and death in the
present, and are summoned to look toftiiere consummation of Christ’s resurrected victory
for the time of their own victory over mortalityRather than an autonomous, triumphalistic
understanding of Christian “spirituality”, Paul pemts a Christ-dependent conception of
Christian self-understanding that looks ahead tsCh own appearing. Kwiran reads Barth

correctly on this point:

22 Martinus C. de Boer, “Paul’s Use of a Resurrecfioadition in 1 Cor 15,20-28,” ifithe
Corinthian Correspondend@d. R. Bieringer; Leuven: Leuven University Prelg96), 639-
651; 648.
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For Barth the resurrection is futuristic for ugtat we can only hope in the grace of

God who already has shown his grace to our Lords)€#rist>

It is worth noting further that this view appeasséceive support from the section in which
Paul draws attention to the incongruous activityhafse who give tacit (or unwitting) approval
to “baptism on account of the dead” and yet deeyrésurrection of the dead. Whether one
interprets this controversial section as refertmg vicarious ritual, or the expression of a
longing for future reunion with relativé$or normal baptism conducted in relation to
(metaphorically) “dead” bodiéSor “dead” apostle€’, Paul's response seems to indicate that

the practice effectively demanfigureresurrected vindication.

Tuckett?” Stephen Welluni® and others thus insist that the chief problem g ktis chapter
is a lack of comprehension of theurity of Christian resurrection. That this theme isspre

to some degree would seem undeniable. Graham masntnisleading when he claims that:

there is nothing explicit in 1 Corinthians 15 t@gast that any of the Corinthians
actually thought of themselves as already raisedsurrection life, or that the

resurrection was past, or that they would notdie.

% Manfred Kwiran, “The Resurrection of the Dead: dri@thians 15 and its Interpretation,”
Spring39/1 (1975): 44-56; 52.

4 Maria Raeder, “Vikariatstaufe in 1 Cor 15:2%RKW46:3-4 (1955): 16-18; John D.
Reaume, “Another Look at 1 Corinthians 15:29, ‘Bagd for the Dead’,BSac152 (1995):
457-475; Thiseltonkirst Epistle 1248.

5 Winter, After Paul 104. See Chrysostom'’s similar understandingamity 23; PG 61.191.
% Joel R. White, “Baptised on Account of the Dealtte Meaning of 1 Corinthians 15:29 in
its Context,”"JBL 116/3 (1997): 487-499; James E. Patrick, “LivingwRrds for Dead
Apostles: ‘Baptised for the Dead’ in 1 Corinthias29,”NTS52 (2006): 71-85. | comment
further on this interpretation later in this chapte

27«1t seems hard to deny that the main force of Bargument here is the assertion of a
radical discontinuity between present existencerasdrrection life”. Tuckett, “Corinthians
Who Say,” 261.

8 “This is what the Corinthians have failed to gradjey had adopted false views of
spirituality that have led them to believe thatthad assumed the ‘heavenly’ existence now,
hence their denial of the future resurrection efdead. But Paul says no; that final reality
still awaits the second coming of the Lord of Glofyhe fact that it will happen is certain, but
it is still future”. Stephen J. Wellum, “Christ®esurrection and Ours (1 Corinthians 15),”
SBJT6/3 (2002): 76-93; 87.

29 Graham Tomlin, “Christians and Epicureans in li@bians,”JSNT68 (1997): 51-72; 56.
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In the passages above it does seem that Pautisthg to persuade the Corinthians that
immortality has not yet begun, andnnotbegin until Christ himself has defeated death and

proceeded to clothe his people with (his) immayaf

However, there is also a significant difficulty withis grouping of views. Paul doestsum
up the problem in Corinth in terms similar to 2 Bitmy 2:18, in which it is clearly stated that
the opponents claim “that the resurrection hasadlydaken place”. Rather, Paul alleges,
“some of you are saying that therensresurrection of the dead” (1 Corinthians 15:12hus
although the Corinthians appear to need to be ooedi of the futurity of immortality, they do

not seem to hold to a present or pasurrection

Third Grouping: Certain People in Corinth had Diffi culties with Belief in the

Resurrection of theBody

Again, this grouping of views finds some significanpport in the text, particularly in verses

35-49, where the theme of the body is undeniabpoirant.

15:35: But someone will say, “How will the deadraesed? With what sort of body

will they come?”

% Tomlin argues, “[A]t several points in the lettPqul indicates that the Corinthians have
indeed arrived at a kind of fullness. 1 Cor. Lfgests that they are rich, 3.22 claims that
both the present and the future are in fact alréleiys, and 2.7-10 indicates that God has
already revealed his wisdom to them. It is sutgllikely that Paul would risk such language
if the main problem in Corinth was faulty eschatpylt “Christians and Epicureans,” 58.
However, Tomlin fails to recognise that these \iadications of fullness represent Paul’s
ironic subversion of Corinthian expectations: thiéness that the Corinthians do possess,
according to Paul, is fourid Christ from Gogdand is thus presently obscured from worldly
esteem by the shame of the cross. This “hidddiridss will not be made manifest until
Christ himself appears. The Corinthians, in caitrdesire and effectively claim that future
“glorious” manifestation as a present right. TiBisot to say that it is a consciously held
eschatological doctrine; nevertheless it may béullgedescribed as “premature triumphalism”
or “over-manifest spirituality” from Paul’s perspse.
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15:44: It is sown a natural body, it is raised &igal body. If there is a natural

body, there is also a Spiritual body.

It seems that Paul anticipates incredulity in Cibriait the idea of the revivification of dead

bodies, and perhaps their entry into some sorelefstial habitation.

Fee® Winter?? and Garland® among others, argue that this aversion to (orusioh about)
“bodiliness” is the key problem behind the chapteaking sense of the array of issues that

Paul addresses here. Garland summarises thisoposipprovingly citing Soards:

The Corinthians do not deny the futurity of theuresction by assuming that it has
already occurred and is past (cf. 2 Tim. 2:18)Haue come to believe that there is

“life after death without a resurrection of the d&4

De Boer understands Paul’s assertion of the nagedfsuture divine victory over bodily

mortality to be in direct opposition to a Corinthiassumption of bodily inconsequence:

Death exerts and manifests its murderous rule misigly and terribly in physical or
bodily demise. Because Paul understands bodilys#eto be the mark of subjection
to an enslaving, suprahuman power, bodily dyingpisa “neutral” or “natural”
process for him, one intrinsic to the world of meatior is it, as it was for the deniers
of the resurrection of the dead in Corinth, the raatrof the liberation of a primal,

immortal spirit®

% Fee First Epistle 715.

%2 Winter, After Pau) 96.

¥ Garland,1 Corinthians 678.

% Garland,1 Corinthians 678.

% Martinus C. de BoefThe Defeat of Death: Apocalyptic Eschatology inati@thians 15 and
Romans gSheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1988), 183.
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A number of scholars further understand a Corimtipioblem with the idea of bodies entering
celestial habitation to be behind Paul’'s argumésaight through to 15:50-5%. Bodies, it is
said, were held by “some” in Corinth to be incapgatil being adapted for heavenly occupancy.
They needed to understand that it was both posaifileessential for God to adapt human

bodies for their future home.

Witherington states about verse 50:

Here the focus is not on moral qualifications @udialifications for entering or
inheriting thebasileig but on physical disqualification. In short, Pauasserting that

human beings in their present mortal physical ®dannot inherit thbasileia®’

However, this reading of “flesh and blood” as réfeg to “present mortal physical bodies” is
problematic. Other uses of this phrase in Paultaedest of the New Testament argue against
this understanding. Elsewhere the phrase indieatgshatic humanness opposed tdivinity
(Gal. 1:16; Eph 6:12; cf. Matthew 16:17). Thisdigg is confirmed here by Paul's expansion
of his depiction of the incapability of “flesh abtbod” to include the influence of law, sin,

and death, those factors that hamper and frugitatenity.

Patristic writers, on the whole, read “flesh anddal” as referring to fallen, sinful, mortal
humanity Athenagoras makes a distinction betwiawingflesh andbeingflesh: the former
is essential to resurrection, while the lattenisongruous with it® Tertullian thinks of the

phrase “flesh and blood” as referring to “the oldrt) caught up in an earthly manner of fife.

% Jeffrey R. Asher, for example, writes: “Given traure of Paul’s argument in vw35-57, it
seems quite likely that some of the Corinthiandetethe resurrection because they believed it
violated the principles of their cosmological dawx They probably argued that it is absurd

to think that a terrestrial body could be raiseth®scelestial realm” Jeffrey R. Asher,
“Speiretai: Paul’'s anthropogenic metaphor in 1 @bians,”JBL 120/1 (2001): 101-123; 103.

3" Ben Witherington 1l Jesus, Paul and the End of the World: A Comparagiwely in New
Testament Eschatologipowners Grove, lll.: IVP, 1992), 56.

% AthenagorasA Plea for the Christianschapter 31.

% Tertullian,On the ResurrectionSeeAgainst MarcionBook 5, Chapter 10, in which
Tertullian defines “flesh and blood” as “the worksflesh and blood”.

275



Irenaeus understands the phrase as referring tatmimithout the Spirit of God, likening the
“flesh and blood” person to a fruitless wild oliwich has not been tended and graffed.
Augustine reads the phrase as referring to humaniyject to deca$. Elsewhere he gives as
synonymous the terms “corruptioff“mortality”; ** or “human corruption** Ambrosiaster
takes the phrase to be a reference to human dimised® Chrysostom understands the
phrase to refer to intentional evil deeds: “Foch#s evil deeds ‘flesh’ heré®. As Joachim

Jeremias affirms (on different grounds), “the magrof verse 50 is: neither the living nor the

dead can take part in the Kingdom of God — as #re}*’

The dichotomy between reliance on that whichumanand reliance upoGodis established
in chapters 1-4, and may similarly underlie thimektic chapter (see for example 15:32,
where it is not for “human” reasons that Paul laspulndeed, this endpoint of the chapter’s
rhetorical movement in 15:50-57 divine victory over powers that cannot be “humanly”
conquerectalls into question the idea that “bodilynessadsually the key problem addressed

throughout the chapter.

Birger Albert Pearsdfi and Winter'é® insistence thatekpof could be naturally understood to
mean “corpses” throughout the chapter — that isdtdedies— ought to be carefully

considered. But the fact that Paul assumes aréliffe in meaning betweeskpol (as dead

0 IrenaeusAgainst HeresieBook 5 Chapters 9-10.

41 Augustine Sermon 362

“2 Enchiridion, chapter 91.

“3Reply to Faustus the Manichaeds.

4 0n the Psalms51.

4> AmbrosiasterCommentary on Paul’s Epistles

“Homily 42; PG 61.363. Chrysostom comments one/66s “Do you not know that the
promise is beyond humans? It is not possibleHosé who march about on the ground to
ascend to heavenly arches”. Homily 42; PG 61.366.

47J. Jeremias, “Flesh and Blood Cannot Inherit theylom of God,"NTS2 (1956): 151-59:;
152. Similarly, N.T. Wright writes, “flesh anddxd’ is a way of referring to ordinary,
corruptible, decaying human existence”. Wridkesurrection of the Son of GAR&b9.

84|t seems to me preferable, on the basis of tharctatement in 15.12 and the whole context
of Paul's argument, to posit the existence in Qbrof people who denied the resurrection of
the body”. Birger Albert Pearsomhe Pneumatikos-Psychikos Terminology: A Studlyen t
Theology of the Corinthian Opponents of Paul asdRelation to GnosticisiSBL

Dissertation Series 12; Missoula, Mont.: ScholaesP, 1973), 15.

49 See for example Winter's rendering of 15:32b: “Wihaes it profit me if dead bodies are
not raised?” WinterAfter Pau| 103.
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people) andwua (as thebodyof the dead) in 15:35 calls such an understaniditagquestion.
Furthermore, theekpoi are repeatedly paralleled witbhv kekowunuévwv, a term that for Paul
most naturally refers tdead peopleather than corpses (cf. 1 Thessalonians 4:13-18).
Correspondinglyévdotaoic is paralleled in 15:21-22 withwonown6rjcovtat, “made alive”. It
would seem that Paul has not gone out of his walyda exclusive attention to the physicality
of the afterlife (although he assumes it). In 1511 similarly, Paul labours the witnessed-

resurrection of Jesus without specifically emphagighat it occurred in a body.

It is simply not evident that Paul exclusively esages thghysicalityof the dead as being
problematic in Corinth. Tuckett points out thaeevn the section that undeniably focuses on
the body, 15:35-49, it is not just the problemeafewed physicality but the broader issue of
life proceeding from deatthat is intentionally present (“Fool! Do you riatow that a seed

will not come alive {wonoieitai] unless it diesdroddvn]?”):

It seems hard to deny that the main force of Pautisment here is the assertion of a
radical discontinuity between present existenceraadrrection life.... Paul is thus
stressing the reality and facticity of death gaisemuch as emphasizing the certainty

of resurrection®

Garland objects:

The assertion that the seed does not live unleestis not intended to underline a
pattern of dissolution and new life or to undersdbre necessity of death (contra
Godet 1887: 403; Riesenfeld 1970: 174; cf. JohR24)2since Paul specifically

argues in 1 Cor. 15:51-54 that not all will dfe.

* Tuckett, “Corinthians Who Say,” 261.
®1 Garland,1 Corinthians 728.
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But this objection is problematic. Firstly, it iars the whole of verse 36 bathnecessary
and adistraction This verse isinnecessarfor setting the theme of “sowing” since the
subsequent verse adequately achieves this. The ecomes distractionbecause it appears
to be patently affirming the necessity of deathafiinmation that Garland denies is intendéd.
Secondly, Garland’s appeal to 51-54 needs qudiificaPaul does not insist there that all will
not die; he insists that all will not “sleep”. vibuld seem that in 1 Corinthians (as in 1
Thessalonians), the euphemism of sleep is only tesesfer to the physical decease of
Christians (11:30; 15:6, 18, 20, 51; Cf. 1 Thes$3414; 5:10). “Death”, “die”, or “dead”,
contrastingly, are at times used to refer to platlglecease (15:3, 22); a personified
apocalyptic enemy (15:26, 54-56); and toil or diarehity (15:30-32; Cfektromal5:8-10). It
is significant that Paul employs this latter usa ichapter about the resurrection of “the dead”.
Indeed, throughout the letter, Paul has arguateyloalling the Corinthians to imitate his own
metaphorical appropriation of the death of Chrs16)>® It ought to be considered, then,
whether perhaps Paul aims to insist in this chapgrall Christiansnustaccept death —
whether literallyor metaphorically- as the precursor to the divine gift of resuicegtbut

those who will notiterally die (i.e. those who will not “sleep”) must stidaeive

eschatological change from God.

It is simply not apparent in the text that the @Gtrians perceivbodiesas contemptible, yet
deathas “the moment of the liberation of a primal, inmabspirit”, as de Boer suggests
above>* Rather, it would seem that the Corinthians maksuch distinction between the two:
both death (26, 36, 53-4) and the body (35) ar&éabdown upon in Corinth; whereas for

Paul, death and the body form the necessary sedtiniglocus for divine victory.

*2|renaeus, for one, appears to assume that amaffsn of the necessity of deaghintended:
Irenaeus uses this verse as a proof that mortalligdily, necessarily involving corporeal
corruption, before corporeal incorruption. SeaéeusAgainst HeresieBook 5, Chapter 7,
1-2. See similarly Minucius FeliXxhe Octaviuhapter 34.

%3 | argue for this extensively in chapters 3 and 4.

> See footnote 35.
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Paul’s strenuous argument for the resurrectiontofs€and of the dead who belong to him
seems to be more than simply the corrective tdl-dormed conception of the nature of the
afterlife. At stake is a bigger problem: a lackkabwledge of the God who graciously gives

life to the dead

So wie ohne Liebe alles nichts ist (13,1-3), s;ebeohne die Auferstehung Jesu und

damit auch der Toten (15,12-1%9).

Each of the three groupings of views identifiedTihyselton, then, offers useful insights, but
fails to suggest exclusively a coherent explandfiioithe problem of those who deny the

resurrection of the dead in Corinth:

Thefirst groupingrightly acknowledges that Paul is addressing atikely straightforward
objection (“There is no resurrection of the deadf)d that this objection appears to result in a
licentious attitude. However, this grouping ofwgemay be hard to reconcile with the
apparent assumption of 6:14 that some sort of éutesurrection already represents common
ground for an ethical appeal. It is also not thiy @econstruction that makes sense of a
morally lax attitude in Corinth, and provides n@knation for Paul’s insistence on the

deferral of immortality.

Thesecond groupings rightly attentive to Paul’s insistent emphasisthepresencenf death,
and thefuturity of resurrection/immortality. However, this grongiof views requires a rather

qualified understanding of the Corinthian stanchéfe is no resurrection of the dead”.

Thethird groupingrightly perceives that Paul expects resistandbdaorporeal in Corinth,

along with at least an openness to the concephifortality. But this grouping (if taken to be

%5 Wolfgang SchrageStudien zur Theologie im 1. Korintherbr{@bttingen: Neukirchener,
2007), 207. Further, Merklein rightly notes thauPgoes out of his way to emphasise the
issue ofthe dead“Allerdings fiigt Paulus gegentiber dem tradieéortlaut des Kerygmas
der Auferweckungsaussaehoti egegertai>)(v.4b) den Prapositionalausdruetn den
Toten (<ek nekron>hinzu”. Merklein,Der erste Brief, Kapitel 11,2 - 16,2303.
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a comprehensive account of the situation) has tishgag explanation for Paul’'s emphatic
insistence on the necessity of death (e.g. 15:8@tleefuturity of immortality; or Paul's

assumption that the resurrection-deniers are effdgtsetting their hope othis life (15:19).

J. Delobel rightly warns:

The problem is perhaps that all three elementsrighlty of death, the futurity of
resurrection, the problem of corporeality] shoutdtiken into account, whereas the
solutions mentioned above most often concentratnen(or two) of them, either by
not taking into account the others or by dismissh@gm as being of secondary
importance. A one-sided choice may produce maosidyes coherent explanation, but

it falls short of integrating all the data of thext>°

Positively, it would seem that Paul’s responséntoissues includes at least: the overall setting
of an encouragement to preskaitour, the necessity of presemiortality (literal and
metaphorical); théuturity of participation in the consummation of Christistary; the

inability of humango autonomously claim this victory; and the impoite ofGod’s ability to

raisebodies

Most interestingly, all of these themes (labourytality, futurity, humanness, and divine
ability) are found in the rhetorical destinationtbé chapter, 15:50-58. Any attempt at a
comprehensive conception of the nature of the restion-denial in Corinth, then, will need
to do justice to the fact that this chapter peaith the necessity déiture gracious divine
victory over present human fallen mortality; a fietwictory which has present ethical

implications for apparently vain human labour.

° J. Delobel, “The Corinthians’ (Un-)belief in theegurrection,” irResurrection in the New
Testament: Festschrift J. Lambredbt. R. Bieringer et al.; Leuven: Peeters, 20823-355;
348.
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3. Rhetorical Entextualisation

In considering this flow of the chapter, it shoblel noted that Paul has chosen to represent his
opponents in a certain way, and to frame his ctimecorrespondingly. This decision by
Paul may tell us more about his rhetorical intemtitan about the historical problems of the

Corinthian church. Anders Eriksson warns:

A... problem with many reconstructions is the assuompthat Paul correctly
represents the Corinthian opinions. Even thospnéters who claim that Paul does
not correctly represent the Corinthians, claim tigtin that case, must have
misunderstood them. Seen as a rhetorical argutiemtthe assumption that Paul is
so “accurate” and “truthful” in his use of sourdbat he gives an unbiased account is
naive. In a rhetorical argumentation, the biaggiesentation of opponent opinions

is the rule®’

The value of Eriksson’s warning is not the allonattitat Paul may be usinlgception

(indeed, an intentional misrepresentation of higam@nts would surely not advantage his
persuasion). Rather, the value lies in the rennitite Paul has a rhetorical purpose that may
not be exhaustively revealed by socio-historicabrestructions® Paul has his own reasons

for selecting, placing, and framing this issue.

To speak about the inscribed rhetorical situatiotoispeak about the entextualization
of the situation. That is, the rhetorical situat&xists as a textual or literary
presentation within the text or discourse as a ehdi is possible to think of the

rhetorical situation as a literary construct emlsetoh the text as a rhetorical device

*" Anders ErikssoriTraditions as Rhetorical Proof: Pauline Argumentatiin 1 Corinthians
(ConB, New Testament Series 29; Stockholm: Almo&isviksell, 1998), 237.

*8 Todd Penner and Caroline Vander Stichele make#asipoint: “The Paul of the text is in
fact the ‘Paul’ the author most desires to givéatad be for) his readers; to try to go behind
that is to miss the primary function of rhetoricahstructions oéthos. Todd Penner and
Caroline Vander Stichele, “Unveiling Paul: Gendgtfithosin 1 Corinthians 11:2-16,” in
Rhetoric, Ethic, and Moral Persuasion in Biblicalsbourse(ed. Thomas H. Olbricht and
Anders Eriksson; New York: T&T Clark, 2005), 21472228.
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or figure which contributes to the overall rhetatiaim or to the argumentation of the

text>®

| suggest, then, that it may be fruitful to consittee rhetorical function of the entextualised
problem of resurrection denial before returningdiate it to a conceivable historical

reconstruction.

4. The Rhetoric of Reversal and the Resurrection of the Dead

We thus turn to the question: What rhetorical fiorcts served by this discussion of the

resurrection of the dead?

Chapters 1-4 and Chapter 15

As signalled already in the first chapter of thissértation, a striking feature of 1 Corinthians
that has been largely neglected is the numbereshés that are conspicuously common to
chapters 1-4 and chapter 15. In fact, in considdtie main sections of chapter 15, one can
see that each of the points Paul makes in resgorthe resurrection-deniers has been

anticipated in chapters 1-4, with a similarity efrhinology and rhetorical function:

15:1-11

In both chapter 15 and chapters 1-4 Paul insiatshi proclaimed the gospel (1:17-18, 21, 23:
evayyeAilesOar/ knpvooouev; 15:1-2, 11e0nyyeAsauny ouiv/ knpovocopev), and that the
Corinthians received it with faith (2:4-5; 4:I%pniotic Vpdv; 15:11:00tw¢ émotedoate). In

both parts of the letter he hints at the dangéhisfproclamation being made vain by the

Corinthians (1:17tva pr kevwbf] 6 otavpdg Tod Xpiotod; 15:2, 14l pr eiki] émotevoate/

% Dennis L. Stamps, “Rethinking the Rhetorical Sitma The Entextualization of the
Situation in New Testament Epistles,”"Rhetoric and the New Testament: Essays from the
1992 Heidelberg Conferended. Stanley E. Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht;ffge:
Sheffield Academic Press, 199393-210; 199.
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kevn kai 1 iotig budv). Thus the wisdom-boasters in chapters 1-4 amdetsurrection-
deniers in chapter 15 are warned that their belbavsinadvertently endangering the apostolic

kerygma

15:12-28

In both chapters 1-4 and chapter 15 Paul indig¢htgsbelievers are on their way to salvation
and vindication at the time of God'’s future judgem@.:18; 2:9; 4:56wlouévorg/ froipacev

0 0£d¢ To1¢ dyan@otv avTév/ O Emavog yeviioetal EKAoTw Ao tod Ogol; 15:22:¢v 1d Xp1otd
navteg {womonOricovtar), while hostile rulers are destined for destrutii®:18-19; 2:6-9:
armoAAvpévorg/ Tdv dpxévtwv Tod ai®vog TovTov TGOV Katapyoupévwy; 15:24-7:xatapynon
ndoav dpxnv kal naoav é€ovoiav kai Svvauv). Just as th&pistle of EnocHoresees the doom
of “sinners” who scoff at the thought of a divireversal of fortune®’ Paul considers that the
proud, gospel-endangering behaviour of the wisdoasters in chapters 1-4 and the

resurrection-deniers in chapter 15 must be corddayeappeal to an apocalyptic eschatology.

15:29-34

Just as in chapter 15 Paul confronts resurrect@neds with the reality of those whose
baptism on behalf of the dead (15:29Banti(duevor Ungp tdv vekp®dv) and deathly

apostolic conduct (15:3%k08’ fuépav anobviickw) imply a hope for future resurrection, so in
chapters 1-4 Paul raises the issue of baptismiatiae to the apostlesi( t6 dvoua MavAov

¢Bantiodnre;),” and presents his apostolic vocation of proclaini®@rist crucified” (1:23;

%01 Enoch 102:6-9: “When you died, then the sindedared: ‘The godly died according to
fate — and what did they gain from their works?eyHie just like us! See how they die with
grief and darkness — what is the benefit to théfn@m this time, will they be raised, and will
they be saved, and see into eternity? We eat inki fdr this very reason, swindling and
sinning and stealing and seizing property and segirod days™.

®. On a connection between the two sections on baptise especially White, “Baptised on
Account of the Dead” and Patrick, “Living Rewards Dead Apostles”. White in particular
argues convincingly that those who are “baptisedarount of the dead” are the Corinthians

themselves, who are squabbling (evidenced in chaptever which of the leaders baptised
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2:1-5:knpvoocopev Xpiotov Eotavpwpévov) and of being “condemned to death” (4:8-18)¢
dmootdhoug Eoxdtoug dnédeilev we émbavatiovg). In both parts of the letter the imagery of
the arena is adopted to picture the apostolic eletf(@:9: 5t1 6éatpov Eyevibnuev T¢

KOOUW Kal ayyéAoig kai avOpdmorg; 15:32:el katd dvOpwmov é6npiloudynoax). Both wisdom-
boasters in chapters 1-4 and resurrection-demearisdpter 15 are expected to feel “shame”
(4:14; 15:34) at the incongruity that this apostekample illuminates in relation to their own
conduct. They are depicted in a similar way to“thegodly” in the Wisdom of Solomon,
whose lack of faith in divine reversal leads thentréat the present as a time for satisfied

indulgence rather than dependent htpe.

15:35-49

Like the mother who reminds her dying son of theative power of God to bring about
eschatological reversal in 2 Maccab&8aul labours God’s creative power and initiativthw
regard to resurrection and spirituality in chat8r(15:38,460e0¢ §idwotv avT® c@pX KAOBWG
NOéAncev/ GAN 00 Tp@TOV TO TVELHATIKOV GAAX TO PUXIKGV, ETELTA TO TVEVHATIKGV).
Similarly in chapters 1-4 Paul insists that Godsghtihe things that are not” in order to
reduce to nothing “the things that are” (1:26-81un dvta, tva ta Gvta katapyron). He
emphasises th&odis the source of the Corinthians’ life (1:3§:a0to0 3¢ Uueig éote v

Xp1ot® IncoT), and that God alone is able to grant and intérpied which is “spiritual” (2:10-

them — leaders who are, according to Paul’s irpaysuing a vocation afeath Murphy-
O’Connor likewise notices the relation of apostalidfering to the mention of “the dead”:
“Verse 30 gives the impression of being a transitidnich suggests that there is, in Paul’s
mind, some intrinsic relationship between vv. 28 8a-2". Jerome Murphy-O’Connor,
“Baptized for the Dead’ (1 Cor 15:29): A Corintni&logan?” irkeys to First Corinthians:
Revisiting the Major Issudsev. and enl.; Oxford: Oxford University Presep2), 242-256;
243.

62y, Henry T. Nguyen hints at a link between 4:9 46c32: V.H.T. Nguyen, “The
Identification of Paul’'s Spectacle of Death Metapimol Corinthians 4.9,NTS53/4 (2007):
489-501; 496.

% Wisdom of Solomon 2: see above.

%4 2 Maccabees 7:28-9: “I beg you, child: Look ufhémven and to the earth, and see
everything that is in them, and know that God ditlereate them out of existing things — and
so it is also with the human race. Do not feas thiecutioner, but be worthy of your brothers
in also accepting death, in order that in His metayight receive you back along with your
brothers”.
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16: Ypuxikog 8¢ dvBpwmog ov déxetar T ToD Tvedpatog Tod Oeol, uwpia yap adTd otiv Kal
o0 dVvartat yv@vat, 6t mvevpatik®d Gvakpivetat). According to Paul, both the wisdom-
boasters and the resurrection-deniers are effégtl@ming “spiritual” status in a way that

undermines the ultimacy of God.

15:50-58

Just as in chapter 15 Paul scoffs at the abilitifle§h and blood” — a phrase which is
elsewhere used to mean “mere humanity” (Galatiab®; Ephesians 6:12; cf. Matthew
16:17°) — to inherit the kingdom of God (15:56p& kai aiua faciAeiav Beod kKAnpovoufsat
oV dvvarat), so in chapters 1-4 he repeatedly emphasisesahgity of humango usurp
God'’s position as the object of Corinthian secuaitgl boasting (1:31; 2:9; 3:21; 4ifste
undeig kavxaobw év dvbpwmoig), lamenting that the Corinthians are acting insgy that is
“human” (3:4:00k GvBpwroi éote;). Following the Jewish wisdom tradition, Paul geets
himself in chapters 1-4 as being the recipienhefrevealed “mystery” of divine wisdom, as
opposed to the “wise men” in positions of elitdushce (1:20; 2:1-8; 4:1). Similarly, in
15:51, Paul expresses his assertion about the sigcesdivinely granted transformation as
the disclosure of a “mystery”. Wisdom-boasters eggilirrection-deniers alike are confronted
with human inability and divine enablement in JeShsist, revealed in a mystery. However,
whereas chapters 1-4 relentlessly emphasise theditysof human boasting, chapter 15
finally gives way here to exalted thanksgiving @iwine victory, much like the thanksgiving

sections of Psalms of laméfit.

% Pheme Perkins rightly notes that this phrase Bémitic expression for human being” that
“often appears in contexts that stress creatursdiaad mortality”. Pheme Perkins,
Resurrection: New Testament Witness and Contemp®&eflectionGarden City, N.Y.:
Doubleday, 198) 306.

% Or the elaborate thanksgiving of the “three Jeafér they receive divine vindication
following the fiery furnace: Prayer of Azariah 1;8Bless the Lord, Hananiah, Azariah and
Mishael; sing and highly exalt him forever, becaliséhas taken us out of Hades, and saved us
from the hand of Death, and rescued us from thetaitithe flaming furnace, and freed us

from the fire!”
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It would seem that in 1 Corinthians 15 Paul issiotply setting out a corrective for a

confused understanding of the afterlife; he is ftéigereturning to the themes and terminology
of chapters 1-4. The difference is that in chapterd the emphasis is on the way in which the
crossconfronts the divisive values of boastful statnd aecular power that tempt the
Corinthians, while in chapter 15 the emphasis shiftthe way in which theesurrectionlays

bare such an exalted disdain for things markeddaytd by ensuring the future end of would-

be power¥ and the divinely-wrought vindication of those whsently belong to the cross:

15:1-11: The gospel of Christ's death and resuti@ttproclaimed by Paul, believed by the
Corinthians, but in danger of vanity

15:12-28: The trajectory of Christ’s resurrectiamom the dead — a trajectory that ends with
the resurrection of believers and the destructibereemy powers

15:29-34: The example of those who effectively @tageath in this life, including Paul’s
ongoing experience of death

15:35-49: God'’s creative ability to raise bodiesdanitiate Spiritual status for those who
would otherwise be “natural”

15:50-58: A deferral of immortality to the powerdatiming of God, rather than the ability of

flesh and blootf

®7 It is noteworthy that here the rulers are notipalar humans. They are hostile powers, and
ultimately, death itself. This is one indicatidrat Paul’s rhetoric of reversal should not be
thought of as a straightforward rhetoricrefenge Paul does not envisage a simple exchange
of power, but rather an eschaton in which the \&abfgpower, victory, wealth and wisdom
have been radically “christo-morphed”.

% Thus, rather than culminating an appeal for cogafienal unity, as Mitchell argueB4ul

and the Rhetoric38, 290-91), verse 58 may be heard more natuaalgn encouragement to
the sort of God-dependent crucifolabour that has shaped Paul's summons to self-imitation
throughout the letter: “Each will be rewarded adiag to their own labour. For we are God’s
co-workers” (3:8-9); “We work with our own handst:12); “Are you not my work in the
Lord?” (9:1); “Is it only myself and Barnabas whaist work for a living?” (9:6); “l worked
harder than all of them — but not myself, but theecg of God that was with me” (15:10).
Interestingly, Paul, Timothy and Stephanas arenatiielled as taking part in “the work” in
chapter 16.
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A Challenge: Join the Dead

So chapter 15 presents a challenge to those whottlemesurrection of the dead, which is in
fact a heightening of the same challenge that Rasibeen presenting throughout the letter:

join the ranks of theead and so look forward to divinely grantessurrection

Consider again to what extent this chapter exudesbaession with the inescapability of

death

15:1-11:
He appeared to more than five hundred brothersers at once, of whom most

remain alive to this day, babme have fallen asleep

And last of all,as to one who had been miscarribe appeared also to me

15:12-28:

But if it is proclaimed that Christ was raisiedm the deagdhow is it that some of you

are saying that there is no resurrectiéthe deat®

But in fact Christ has been raisitdm the deads the firstfruits othose who have

fallen asleep

The final enemy to be brought dowrdisath

15:29-34:

Every dayl die, as surely as you are my boast

%9 As John Chrysostom notes, Paul is “continuallyimgifrom the dead™. Homily 39; PG
61.332.
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15:35-49:

You should know that the seed that you sow will carhe to lifeunless it dies

It is sown in dishonour, it is raised in glory.

15:50-58:
For the trumpet will blast anthe deadwill be raised imperishably, and we will be

changed. For it is necessary fothis mortalityto be clothed with immortalit{’

Death[will be] consumed by victory.
Where,O Death is your victory?
Where,O Death is your sting?

....But thanks be to God, who gives us the victorgtigh our Lord Jesus Christ.

Paul thus uses the problem of “denial of resuroedadf the deatias the ultimate paradigm of
the puffed up, status-obsessed Corinthian refosaflopt the position of the crucified. There
is something of a parallel here to the rhetoricaktion of an insistence on resurrection in the

book of 2 Maccabees. George W.E. Nickelsburg write

The book in general is directed toward the non-Sewéader, who might think that

people who suffer in this way have no portion vibd.*

Likewise, those in Corinth who consider the foolfdhL0), the defrauded (6:7-8), the obligated
(7:5), the weak (8:7), the enslaved (9:19), thé&rictsd (10:23), the subject (11:3), the

unimpressive (12:15), the restrained (14:28), aeddead (15:12) — that is, theiciform—to

" Chrysostom draws attention to the fact that etiese who are alive are thus labelled with
death: “What he means is this: We will not all diat we will all be changed, even those who
do not die for they are also mortal Homily 42; PG 61.364.

" Nickelsburg Resurrection123.

288



have no portion with God have fundamentally misustb®d the God who raises the dead.

Those who look down on the dead have no knowlefitfeeoGod who raises the dead.

Nickelsburg’s comments on the Wisdom of Solomonilaittly echo the rhetorical function of

Paul’s discussion of death and resurrection in fiffluans 15:

[T]here is a sense in which there is an identityatdeast continuity between death
and exaltation. This exaltation is not the pretivgaof every righteous person. lItis
promised only to the persecuted righteous (3:1r8l) an the context of the story, only
to those who are put to death for the faith. Vidwethis manner, the righteous

man’s persecution and death aredhaseof his exaltatior?

The Corinthians, in Paul’s estimation, are facetthw&ichallenge: Will they embrace the death
of the Righteous Man, and so look forward to being cldthéth his resurrection when he
appears? There can be no leaping ahead of plabent to manifest glory and immortality.
Rather, the one pre-requisite for resurrected intatity is the inhabitation of death — Christ’s
death — in the present. In imitation of its apmdthe Corinthian church is called to “die every

day”, persevering in cruciform labour, even if Ghighould return before they fall asleep.

Paul’s interest is not just “to correct [a] misinfeed opinion” in Corinth resulting from
“honest confusion™ about the afterlife. His interest is more cuniyrtg confront what John
Chrysostom would call their “disease” — their prqudference for Roman status over a

Roman cross.

2 Nickelsburg,Resurrection115. Nickelsburg notes that this continuity besw death and
vindication in Wisdom of Solomon has resonance Witul’s conception of the work of Jesus
in Philippians 2.

8 Garland,1 Corinthians 678.
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5. The Situation Behind 1 Corinthians 15

Throughout this dissertation | have contendedbaio-historical and pastoral-theological
perspectives on 1 Corinthians may be viewed as Emgntary. It is therefore worth
considering whether this reading of the pastordifyen rhetorical function of the resurrection

discussion fits with a conceivable historical restonction of the situation in Roman Coririth.

It has been demonstrated above thabmeof the interpretative groupings identified by
Thiselton provides a comprehensively satisfactenpnstructior® It may be that elements of
the different views make up a coherent scenamgpalticular, | find two such elements

worthy of further considerationtisregard for the bodgnddisregard for the dead

Disregard for the Body

It will be useful, firstly, to demonstrate that Jely Greek and Roman literary sources alll

evidence significant variation in conceptions offmeality and the afterlife.

Although Plato certainly held to the immortalitytbe soul (as opposed to the body), it seems
noteworthy that the two main Greek philosophicéicsds of Paul's time — the Epicuredhs
and the Stoic$ (whom, according to Acts 17, Paul had addressédhiens prior to arriving in

Corinth) both believed in theortality of the soul.

™ De Boer argues that an ability to pinpoint thecie nature of the situation is unnecessary
because the chapter consists of “a ¢das¢he resurrection of the dead, not a cagainsta
presumed alternative”. There is certainly an extenvhich this is true; however if our
interpretation cannot be squared with any likektdrical reconstruction, the interpretation
itself may justifiably be called into question. érkfore an investigation into possible
historical backgrounds is not out of place. Seetidias de Boer, “The Deniers of the
Resurrection and Their Social Status,'Saint Paul and Corinth: 1950 Years Since the
Writing of the Epistles to the Corinthiafsd. Constantine J. Belezos; Athens: Psychogios
Publications, 2009), 329-345; 345.

’® Thiselton himself notices this and suggests a doation of views two and three.

" Tomlin argues that “there are good reasons fokthi that this [that is, the widespread
influence of Epicureanism] was especially so ini@thr” Tomlin, “Christians and
Epicureans,” 55.

" Albert V. Garcilazo argues that higher-status mersiof the Corinthian church were
influenced by the cosmology, anthropology, andostiof the Roman Stoa, resulting in a
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The Epicureans held, following Epicurus himselgttthe soul was extinguished with the
death of the body. This is because the soul itga$f corporeal, being intermixed with the
bodily parts in such a way that post-mortal suribivas impossible. On the corporeality of the

soul, Epicurus writes:

Epicurus,Letter to Herodotu§7

So those who say that the soyibgriv] is incorporeal are speaking vainly.

Lucretius, writing in Rome in the first century BC&milarly argues:

Lucretius, 3.175-6
Therefore the soul [animi] is necessarily of a cogal nature, as it labours under the

impact of corporeal spears.

3.275
Intermixed with our members and entire body isgbeer of the soul and of the

spirit.

Epicurus consequently reasons that death is notbibg feared:

Epicurus,Letter to Menoeceuk25

Therefore death, the most fearsome of evils, ikingtto us, seeing as when we exist,
death is not present; and when death is preserdpwet exist. So death is nothing
to those who are living or to those who have déeging as for the formait,is

nothing, and for the lattetheyare nothing.

Again, Lucretius concurs:

rejection of the future resurrection of the deédbert V. Garcilazo,The Corinthian
Dissenters and the Stoi@New York: Peter Lang, 2007).
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Lucretius, 3.830
Death, therefore, is nothing to us — of no conegrall, if we understand that the soul

has a mortal nature.

Stoicism similarly appears to have held to the atarnality of the soul, although at the time
of Paul, this did not necessarily mean immediatmetion upon the death of the body. Like
the Epicureans, Stoics held that the soul coulderatsefully thought of as independently
incorporeal, given that it was inextricably linkedsensation and activity — characteristics of

the corporeal. Sextus Empiricus reports:

Sextus Empiricusigainst the Professo&263
For according to them [the Stoics] the incorpoigaiot such that it can either act or

suffer.

Plutarch states (as a critic):

Plutarch,On Stoic Self-Contradictiori053d
And the proof he [the Stoic Chrysippus] uses thatdoul is generated — and
generated after the body — is mainly that the maand character of the children

bears a resemblance to their parents.

Eusebius elucidates a (middle/late) Stoic concepiifcthe afterlife’® indicating that some
souls might be expected to endure without the Hodyuite a time, while others would be

destroyed:

8 The position Eusebius describes would seem toueedf the Stoics of Paul’s time, although
earlier Stoicism denied any personal afterlife.
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EusebiusEvangelical Preparatior15.20.6

They [Stoics] say that the soul is both generatetimaortal. But it is not immediately
destroyed upon being separated from the body. dRéthemains for some time by
itself — that of the diligent remains until the sbtution of all things by fire; and that
of the foolish remains only for a limited time. @&l the endurance of the soul they
say this: that we ourselves remain as souls whaste lbeen separated from the body
and have been changed into the lesser substatioe sdul; whereas the souls of

irrational beings are destroyed along with theidibs.

It would certainly be too simplistic, then, to ctathat a “Greek” notion of the afterlife in the
first century generally involved the liberationtb& soul into utopian immortality. Greco-
Roman understandings of corporeality, immortalitg ¢he afterlife in the first century were

clearly varied.
Judaism of the period also tolerated a degreevefsity. Alongside beliefs in bodily
resurrection (exhibited in 2 Maccabees, for exapplas a range of Jewish beliefs about the
immortality of the soul and the nature of the difier
The Sentences of Pseudo-Phocylides evidence ahlbelief in immortality of the soul:
Pseudo-Phocylide§entence$05-108
For souls remain unharmed in those who have petisker the spirit is God’s loan
to mortals, and his image. For we have a body fiftwerearth; and then after we are

released to earth again, we are dust. But theeedives the spirit.

115

The soul is immortal and ageless, living forever.

Likewise, the Wisdom of Solomon envisages the Efiteis involving immortal souls:
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Wisdom of Solomon 3:8
They [that is, the immortal souls of the once-peused righteous] will judge the

nations, and rule over peoples, and the Lord wi# over them for eternity.

The Epistle of Enoch looks ahead to the blessedwairof good souls after death:

1 Enoch 103:1-3
| swear to you: | understand this mystery.... Thaidress and joy and honour have

been prepared and written down for the souls ageéheho have died while godly.

Similarly, Josephus appears to hold to the immitytaf the soul, as opposed to the (initial)

temporality of the body:

JosephusAgainst Apior2.203
For [in the act of sex] the soul is divided, depayto another place; for it suffers
when being implanted in bodies and similarly attdeghen it is divided from them.

Therefore purifications for all of these things acenmanded.

According to Josephus, even the Pharisees, likeEssenes, held to a “Greek-like” idea of an
immortal soul for all people. Unlike the Essertbsy held that good souls would also receive

new bodies?

Josephus]ewish WaP.154-5
For this is their doctrine [that is, the Essent#sdt bodies are mortal, and their

material is not permanent; but that souls are int@h@and endure forever; and that

" Of course, it should be kept in mind that Josephag have had a significant rhetorical
purpose in presenting the views of the “sects’uichsa way. C.D. Elledge suggests:
“Josephus... has translated these underlying bgabefsut the afterlife] into a Hellenistic
philosophical synthesis that has obscured thegiral forms”. C.D. Elledgd,ife After Death
in Early Judaism: The Evidence of Josep(ilishingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006), 98.

294



they come out of thin air, so that they are bountheir bodies as to a prison, drawn
in by a certain natural enticement; but being i=earom their fleshly bonds, as set
free from a long slavery, they then rejoice and tipwards. And this is similar to the

opinions of the Greeks who hold that good soulet@adwelling beyond the ocean.

164
[The Pharisees say that] every soul is immortal ttet only those of good people are
removed into another body; while those of the sev@k subjected to everlasting

punishment.

The Psalms of Solomon, arguably representativehafiBaic thought, only once refer to

resurrection, and there the reference is not ungunobisly to a bodily experience:

Psalms of SolomaBi11-12

The destruction of the sinner is forever

And such a person will not be remembered when Ggits\the righteous.
This is the fate of sinners forever;

But those who fear the Lord will be raised to etéfifie.

And their life will be in the light of the Lord, arnt will not go out.

It is worth considering which views of the plighttbe dead may have been influential for
those in the first century who had yearnings fom@a respectability, a yearning generally

present in Corintfi’ and specifically notable in the churéhOne obvious resource is

8 Sophia B. Zoumbaki demonstrates that in this pei@orinth represented a centre of elite
Greek desire for Roman respectability: “Connectiohthe upper Peloponnesian class with the
most prominent colonists, especially of Corinthylddbe equally useful both for economic and
political benefit. It is not a mere coinsidence]ghat wealthy and ambitious Peloponnesians,
who obtained Roman citizenship as a first step searg for the fulfilment of their dreams of
pursuing a Roman career, were in closer contatt tivé colony of Corinth, where they indeed
held colonial offices”. Sophia B. Zoumbaki, “The@position of the Peloponnesian Elites in
the Roman period and the Evolution of their Resistaand Approach to the Roman Rulers,”
Tek9 (2008): 25-52; 45.
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Josephus, who, it seems, consciously attempteregept Jewish conceptions of the afterlife

in a way that would make sense and appeal to léslkGreading Roman readersHfp.

It is worth noting that although Josephus genettlijnlights a dualism between body and soul
(with the soul being immortaff he apparently does not consider the idea of future

inhabitation of new bodies to be completely inasitds to his readership.

Josephus’ presentation of the views of the Phagisethis regard (above) is evocative of the
reception of both Pythagoras and Socrates, in alpfor the return of the soul to an earthly

body. Elledge cites Poseidonius’ summary of Pybhegn teachings:

For the teaching of Pythagoras is strong among thethat the souls of men are
immortal... and after an ordained number of yearg twame to life again..., as the

soul enters into a different bod$.

Similarly, Socrates is presented by Plato as hglttiat “the living come to life again from

among the dead”. Elledge identifies this as “acient tradition ofpalingenesis®™ — a word

81 Clarke argues that “in 1 Corinthians, Paul speaily addresses some in the congregation
who were from the higher classes of Graeco-Romaeaiesd. Clarke,Secular and Christian
57. Chrysostom comments: “He was sending thisedorinthians, among whom there were
many philosophers, who were always making fun eséhthings”. Homily 39; PG 61.339.

82| ester L. Grabbe comments: “Josephus is an amilémi Judaism and attempts to interpret
Jewish history and religion in categories that wioappeal to the educated Greek or Roman.
On the negative side, this can lead to distortibns,; on the positive side, he makes clearer the
common beliefs held by both Jew and gentile ofMiegliterranean world”. Lester L. Grabbe,
“Eschatology in Philo and Josephus,Judaism in Late Antiquity Part 4: Death, Life-After
Death, Resurrection, and the World to Cofed. Alan J. Avery-Peck and Jacob Neusner;
Leiden: Brill, 2000), 163-186; 174.

8 Elledge draws attention to this: “The majorityJosephus’ comments on immortality
present aualistic anthropology This anthropology preserves tihemortality of the souby
accentuating thenortality of the physical body Elledge,Life After Death 128; emphasis
original.

8 Cited in Elledgel.ife After Death 104. Grabbe notes that this Pythagorean coneapt
influential on the “Middle Platonism” evidencedmilo: “Eschatology,” inJudaism in Late
Antiquity (ed. Avery-Peck and Neusner), 165. However, Graomeludes of Philo: “One
cannot imagine Philo’s looking with favor on the#dof a general resurrection in which the
souls of the righteous were again reunited withothey”. 173.

% Elledge Life After Death 107; emphasis original. Thomas Aquinas belighad Platonists’
belief in the soul's immortality was necessarilg@ampanied by belief inre-incorporation
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utilised in the New Testament in relation to renkef@@us 3:5) and, arguably, to the

resurrection at the end of time (Matthew 19:8).

Josephus himself puts forward the view that virtusouls will return to human bodies:

Josephus)ewish WaB.372-74

We all, indeed, have mortal bodies, and they argenug of perishable matter; but the
soul is immortal forever.... Do you not know thabs¢le who depart from life in
accordance with the law of nature, giving backltza they had received from God,
when the Giver wishes to reclaim it, receive etefame, and their houses and
families are kept firm, and their souls remain pamel obedient, being assigned to the
holiest place in heaven. From there, at the reigiwf the agethey return to

inhabit sanctified bodie¥

This echoes similar wording in Wisdom of Solomon:

Wisdom of Solomon 8:19-20

| was a good child, receiving a good soul, or rgtheing good| came into an

undefiled body

(Thomas Aquinaszommentary on 1 Corinthiar{frans. Fabian Larcher, O. P. and Daniel
Keating) 923; Cited March 2010. Online: http://\wwaguinas.avemaria.edu/Aquinas-
Corinthians.pdf

8 J. Duncan M. Derrett surveys the ancient useisfiiord: ‘Palingenesigresurrection) was
visualized (1) in quite actual terms: of natureemegrated, of the world re-established, the dead
reanimated, and animals resuscitated; (2) metagddbyriof memory, or revival from fright,
‘rebirth’ in a substitute, revived fortunes, a #p@al regeneration; and (3), by way of fantasy,
in Buddhist or Hindu reincarnation, Pythagoreaistmic or Philonic/Pharisaic theory, of
entities in space, of Dionysus or doctrines relatekim, of Osiris, in Hermetic, magical and
Mithraic cults, in Johannine soteriology, by Chdstbaptism, and in resurrection”. J. Duncan
M. Derrett, “Palingenesia JSNT20 (1984): 51-58; 58.

87 A similar idea is found in Against Apion 2.30: “Tleose who keep the laws, and if it is
necessary to die for them, eagerly die, God hastegiadhem to exist again, and a better life at
the revolution [of the ages]”. Grabbe comments this perspective (of transmigration of
souls into new bodies) is often overlooked in thuelg of Josephus: “This belief in
metempsychosgeems to be a problem for some commentators, sethey either ignore it
(e.g., Bousset) or attempt to explain that this m@sJosephus’ view”. Grabbe,
“Eschatology,” inJudaism in Late Antiquitied. Avery-Peck and Neusner), 176.

297



It seems that the idea of a soul entering a bodynad necessarily objectionable in a “Jewish
Hellenistic” context, so long as it was a bodytditreceive a soul. Such a possibility also
appears to be the case in Seneca’s (notablycérgtiry Roman) Stoicism. Elledge points to
Seneca’s conception of future bodily restoratidiofeing a cosmic conflagration:

In the future,

when the time shall come in which the world extiishes itself in order to be
renewed, these things will destroy themselves by thwn powers, and stars will
clash with stars and whatever now shines forth ftieen(current) order (of the world)
will burn, as all matter blazes in a single firestoo. When it will seem good to God
to set these things in motion once again, as imgthare fallingwe who are blessed
souls and who have been allotted eternal thingd bleaturned again to our former

elementss a small appendage to this vast Fin.

It should not be immediately assumed, then, thaehinclined to fashionable Roman views in
first-century Corinth would have found the idealw# enlivening of “our former elements”

utterly inaccessible. Winter is too sweeping wherclaims:

[R]esurrection would have been a complete enigmibedirst-century Gentile who
believed in the immortality of the soul and thesag®n of the body’s senses at

death®

It is certainly true that resurrection was a foreiiglief in Roman Corinth, but it is not
necessarily the case that the idea would have d#eé@maccessible enigma — especially for

those who had been converted to a religion for WhMessianic resurrection was cenffal.

8 Cited in Elledgel.ife After Death 112; emphasis mine.

8 Winter, After Paul 104.

% Tomlin appears not to take this significant paio account when he states: “The difficulty
the Corinthians have with the idea of resurrectsomot that it has already taken place, but that
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Thus itmaybe that alongside a denial of “the resurrectiothefdead” in Corinth was an
insistent preference for the immortality of the besk soul; but it would seem that a universal
conviction on this matter is by no means certdgeneral disregard fdyodiliness however,

is common to many of the varied perspectives exadhabove and is implied by 15:35 (as
well as earlier in the letter, in 6:13; for furthexploration of this theme, see the section on the

“third grouping” above).

Disregard for the Dead

One other feature of a range of early views ofdafterlife is worthy of further consideration.
Despite arguing for the extinction of the soul @ath, Epicurus insists that a qualitative sort of

immortality will be borne by those who practise Wiays:

Epicurus,Letter to Menoeceus35
But you [the follower of Epicurus’ ways] will livas a god among humans. For a

person living amidst immortal goods is nothing l&enortal being.

The fact that Plutarch refers to Epicureans asethd® call themselves immortal/imperishable

indicates that such a concept of “qualitative” inrtabity was alive in the first centurl:

Plutarch,Against Epicurean Happine4991b-c
What great pleasure belongs to these people [tlmifgans], and what blessing they

enjoy, rejoicing about their lack of suffering agiief and pain! Therefore, is it not

given the corruptibility of the body, it just canti@ppen’ Tomlin, “Christians and
Epicurians,” 61; emphasis mine. The fact that Raglies from a shared belief in the bodily
resurrection of Christ (15:1-11) to a necessariebel the bodily resurrection of Christians
would indicate that it was not the conceivabilifyresurrectiorper sethat was the issue.
Delobel urges: “One ought not to forget that thegarded themselves as Christians!”
Delobel, “The Corinthians’ (Un-)belief,” iResurrection in the New Testame31.

%1 Garcilazo,The Corinthian Dissentersuggests that an idea of inaugurated immortality ma
have arisen througBtoicinfluence.
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fitting, on account of these things, also to thamd to speak as they do speak, calling

themselves imperishable and equal to gods...?

Indeed, the Epicurean “rejoicing” in personal imtatity went hand-in-hand with their lack of
hope for thedead a taunting of death that Hollander and Hollemian &nd in the Stoics and

Cynics of the first century?

It may be possible that for Christian converts eanfan Corinth, a bold assumption or
implication of qualitative personal immortality ddoped alongside Christian ideas of
inaugurated spirituality, and accompanied the ¢ffedismissal of the continued significance
of community members (perhaps including leathemsho had died. Thus the problem would
not primarily be focused on the personal postmaxakectations of the sloganists themselves
but rather on the standing thfe dead Such a disdainful attitude need not have inwbie
conclusion that the dead were eternally lost; syntipht their witness or participation was
unable to be retrieved for the present enthusiasferience of Christian spirituality. In the

words of Aquinas’ caricature:

| do not care about sins, | do not care about gagldas long as in this life | have

peace and quiéf.

This is somewhat similar to the way in which Chade Wanamaker envisages the problem in
Thessalonic&® The “dead” are not considered to be beyond salvatr out of God’s hands;
but they are assumed to be disqualified from pagting in the immanent (or, in Corinth,
present-obsessgéxperience of superior spirituality and, in sose@se, immortality.

Whereas in Thessalonica this led to mourning, ceabty the equivalent situation in Corinth

2 As mentioned above; see Hollander and Hollemagldfdnship of Death,” 276.

% |t is interesting that “the dead” largely includksse who bear foundational witness to the
gospel, including the 500 (“some of whom have falisleep”) and Paul (who “labours” and
“dies every day”). The subsequent chapter themoenas respect for those local leaders who
“labour”.

% Aquinas,Commentary on 1 Corinthian823.

% WanamakerEpistles to the Thessalonians
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led to actual or implied boasting: “Don’t worry alidhe deadywe are the spiritual and

immortal ones”.

Perhaps, then, Wayne Meeks’ summary of the sitnaticCorinth could be fruitfully adapted:

Thepneumatikobf Corinth are using eschatological language, @apg in forms
that have already been adapted in the ritual ofifr@pto warrant their claim to
transcend some norms of ordinary behaviour andppart their conviction that their
status is superior to that of persons still conedmwith the fleshly world, including

“weak” and “psychic” Christian®®

To Meeks' list of “weak” and “psychic” Christian®gld be added “the dead” as the allegedly

pitiable inferiors of Corinthian spiritual superiiyr

| take these two general orientationsi