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ABSTRACT

A detailed examination of the relation between 1 Corinthians 8:6 and its textual
context is significant both for historical Christology and for exegesis of the epistle. The
textual context is identified as a multi-genre argumentative discourse in which Paul seeks to
persuade the “wise” and “strong” in the Christian community in Corinth to defer to the
sensibilities of those they regard as ignorant and weak in faith in relation to foods that have
been offered to idols. At the same time he must defend himself against critics of this policy
who use his refusal of financial support from them as grounds to question his apostolic status.
The central topos used by Paul is the authoritative example of Christ, which Paul claims to
exemplify in his practice of renouncing the full use of his own rights.
The analysis of the relation between the verse and its context takes place in three
stages. The first (chs.2 - 6) uses an examination of the argumentative genres present both in
the epistle as a whole and in 1 Cor.8-10 as an analytical tool to identify the complex pattern of
argumentation surrounding the verse. The dominant genre in this discourse is shown to be
deliberative rhetoric, with judicial rhetoric, appeal to Jewish scripture, and appeal to the
established proclamation of Christ also appearing as inclusions within the discourse.
The second stage of analysis (chs.7-8) examines the grammatical structures governing
1 Cor.8:6, both in its internal structure and in its relation to the textual context. Three
conclusions are drawn: that the placement of this verse indicates that it is most likely to
function as a deliberative prothesis indicating the fundamental rhetorical grounds on which
the author will argue his case throughout the ensuing discourse; that it is grammatically
structured to play an integral part in that discourse; and that its semantic structures indicate
that it is intended to assert something about the relation between benefits received from God
through Christ and obligations owed to God through Christ.
The third stage (chs.9-10) considers the most likely significance of this benefits-andobligations schema within the social context of the discourse and concludes that two related
Greco-Roman social structures, patronage and family, determine the semantic field within
which the author intends the audience to interpret this verse, in order that it may achieve the
communicative function indicated for it by its textual context.
We may conclude that the discourse function of 1 Cor.8:6 as a deliberative prothesis,
and its semantic context within the epistle, indicate an interpretation in which the key
concepts are drawn from the social context which the discourse addresses. We thereby
preclude interpretations in which this verse is essentially a cosmological statement or a
deliberate reformulation of a traditional credal formulation drawn from scripture.
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PREFACE

The research and writing of this thesis has been largely a spare-time labour of love
spread over eight years, from its initial acceptance as a Theol.M. proposal with the Melbourne
College of Divinity in 1994 to its eventual submission as an Otago University Ph.D. in
December 2002. I ended this marathon at a very painful walk, urged on by those who insisted
that dropping out was not an option.
The foremost of these, without whose generous encouragement I would never have
begun, is my wife Sue Dick. Her eventual impatience with this ever-present rival in her life
was the greatest spur for me to bring it to closure.
My supervisors, Paul Tribilco and Greg Dawes, never flagged in their gracious
expressions of confidence in my progress, even when I was far from confident, feeling that I
had come to them emptyhanded. At all times they encouraged me to trust in my own
judgement and to follow my own developing sense of the text’s coherence.
Finally, there was the text itself: it would never relax its grip on me until it had
finished telling me what I needed to know. There were altogether too many angels dancing on
the head of this pin for me to turn aside from the fascination it offered, until I was eventually
satisfied that I had read it aright. A far more able scholar than I has captured the process of
being taught by a text in these words:
Every text presents the task of not simply employing unexamined our own linguistic usuage nor
in the case of a foreign language the usuage we are familiar with from writers or from daily
discourse. We regard our task as rather that of deriving our understanding of the text from the
linguistic usuage of the time of the author. The question is, of course, to what extent this
general requirement can be fulfilled. In the field of semantics, in particular, we are confronted
with the problem of the unconscious nature of our own use of language. How do we discover
that there is a difference between our own customary usuage and that of the text?
I think we must say that is generally the experience of being pulled up short by the text. Either
it does not yield any meaning or its meaning is not compatible with what we had expected.
(Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method, 237)
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 New Testament Christology: A Big Bang?1
Near the end of the concluding chapter of James Dunn’s ground-breaking study of
New Testament christology, he makes a summary reference to “...the tensions and pressures
within the earliest Christian assessment of the Christ-event which forced Christian thinking
towards a modification of Jewish monotheism that would give adequate place to Christ..”2
The whole of his book constitutes Dunn’s account of those “tensions and pressures” to which
he refers, and it has since proved to be both persuasive and seminal for scholars studying the
development of christology in the New Testament. It provides a comprehensive treatment of
categories within Jewish thought, such as Wisdom, Logos, Son of God, Son of Man, Adam,
Spirit, and Angel that both moulded and further stimulated an emerging theological dynamic
that sprung first of all from experiences of Christ’s resurrection. What it does not do,
however, is to give an equally persuasive explanation of the other side of the equation implied
in Dunn’s statement above: what was it about Jewish monotheism in the first century that
rendered it so susceptible to modification in the face of pressure from christology? At several
places in his book, Dunn makes the point that Jewish monotheism needed no modification to
allow christology to develop within its theological categories. Now, right at the end, he
admits that a modification was happening. Where was the resistance from Jews both within
and outside the Christian movement? Why is this not reflected within the New Testament, as
we find in the case of Christian modifications to halachah?
Dunn has been aware of this underexamined problem both within this book and since,
and his response seems to take three different forms. Firstly, his approach to the Jewish
categories minimises the extent and significance of the changes: by explaining just how far
christology could go without breaking new ground, he is saying in effect, “Well yes, Jewish

___________________
1

I owe the characterization of the picture adopted by Martin Hengel and others as a “big bang theory”, in
parallel to the well-known cosmological theory, to John Macquarrie, Jesus Christ in Modern Thought (London:
SCM Press, 1990) 49-50.
2

James D. G. Dunn, Christology in the Making: A New Testament Inquiry Into the Origins of the Doctrine of
the Incarnation (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1980) 266.

2
monotheism did get modified, but not much.”3 A second implication of his position might be
framed, “...and it all really happened rather late in the piece when the ties with Judaism were
cut and those involved were mostly Gentiles.”4 We should note that the focus in Dunn’s book
is on pre-existence and incarnation, rather than on all aspects of christology. If we switch our
attention to the application of divine titles to Christ, for example, then we might possibly
discover some early developments among Jewish Christians that are much more significant
challenges to the shibboleths of Jewish monotheism. Further, Dunn has since emphasized the
non-controversial (in fact) nature of christology in Paul’s writings and other early New
Testament writings.5 The initial tensions between Jewish Christians and their compatriots
were focused on other issues than monotheism, namely the Temple, the Covenant and the
Israel of God.6
In a later article, Dunn sets out his position in contrast to Martin Hengel’s landmark
statement regarding the development of christology by the first generation of Christians,
....and one is tempted to say that more happened in this period of less than two decades than in
the whole of the next seven centuries, up to the time when the doctrine of the early church was
completed. Indeed one might even ask whether the formation of doctrine in the early church
was essentially more than a consistent development and completion of what had already been
unfolded in the primal event of the first two decades, but in the language and thought-forms of
Greek, which was its necessary setting.7

Dunn develops Hengel’s statement further:
Congruent with Hengel’s thesis is the more recent restatement of the older view that the
payment of divine honours to and worship of Jesus was an early feature of Christology which
must have been sufficient of itself to cause a breach with monotheistic Judaism. Here again the
argument is in effect that the decisive make-or-break issues were already being posed during
the time of Paul’s ministry and writings. Indeed, it can hardly mean other than that Paul
himself, the most important and controversial of the early principal figures in Christianity’s
expansion and self-definition, played an active role in sharpening the issues which focused in
Christology. On this reckoning, the split between Christianity and Judaism over Christology
was all over bar the shouting by the time Paul disappeared from the scene, with only the “i”s
to be dotted and the “t”s crossed for the full extent of the divisions to become clear to all.8

___________________
3

This is my formulation, of course, but it is based on one of the main thrusts of Christology in the Making,
Dunn’s demonstration of the great diversity of pre-Christian Judaism, and the extent to which some of its
developing strands were already expressing a far-from-simple monotheism. For instance, he speaks of ‘nascent
Jewish binitariansm’ which the Fourth Gospel is ‘in danger of stretching into some form of ‘nascent ditheism’
(p.264).
4

See his summary section at the end of Ch.7, Dunn, Christology in the Making, 248-50.

5

James D.G. Dunn, “How Controversial Was Paul’s Christology?” From Jesus to John: Essays on Jesus and
New Testament Christology in Honour of Marinus de Jonge., Ed. Martinus C. De Boer, JSNT Supplement
Series 84 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993) 148-67.
6

A book-length exposition of his position, structured by the concept of “the four pillars of Second Temple
Judaism”, is provided by James D.G. Dunn, The Partings of the Ways: Between Christianity and Judaism and
Their Significance for the Character of Christianity (London: SCM Press, 1991).

7

Martin Hengel, The Cross of the Son of God, trans. John Bowden (London: SCM Press, 1978) 2.
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Dunn, “How Controversial?” 149.
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Against the position typified by Hengel, Dunn minimises the rate of christological
development during the first century, especially among Jewish Christians. So when reading
Paul, who was the earliest New Testament writer and also self-identified as a thoroughgoing
Jew, Dunn has the task of explaining the christological features that would appear to be in
conflict with Jewish monotheism. In the essay just cited, he tackles three general points of
early Christian belief: that Jesus was the Messiah, that his death constituted an atonement, and
the “divine significance” of Jesus. In each case Dunn argues that Paul’s language, beliefs and
attitudes never put him outside the Jewish pale. Why should he bother? Why can he not
countenance the thought that maybe Paul and other contemporary Jewish Christians might
have been involved in christological thinking that would put them offside with other Jews?
The answer is simple, and sound: in contrast to the conflicts surrounding the other three
“pillars”, there is no evidence in his letters that Paul was aware of any controversy arising
from conflict between christology and monotheism. For him, and by implication his readers,
they simply coexist, with no visible signs of tension discernible to modern exegetes.
This is the fundamental datum around which all recent discussion of Paul’s
christology has revolved, an axiom from which the discussion begins. No one asks for it to be
explicitly established, because once it is made explicit it is so obviously true. Where the
disputants divide is in explaining this hard fact. Dunn maintains that the significant
christological developments had not yet happened in Paul’s day; Hengel and his allies say it
was all over, including the shouting. And that is just where Dunn’s argument is at its
strongest: in his colloquial paraphrase of Hengel’s position he is in fact too kind in saying “all
over bar the shouting”, because in Paul’s time no one was shouting about christology at all:
the texts from that time carry no Jewish voices, nor whispering echoes of voices, criticising
Christians for modifying or transgressing their Jewish monotheism. If it all happened in the
two decades before Paul began to write the letters we now possess, why are there no
aftershocks discernible to even the most sensitive exegetical seismographs? On this basis
alone, Dunn’s position is intrinsically more credible, but it still must be argued, instance by
instance. To one such crucial text, discussed by Dunn in several places, we now turn all our
attention.

1.2

1 Corinthians 8:6: A Text Out of Context?
A crucial test for Dunn’s position is provided by one verse: 1 Corinthians 8:6.
α λλ η µι^ν εις θεὸς ο πατὴρ ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν, καὶ εις κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς
δι ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς δι αυ του^ .
But for us, there is one God, the Father, from whom (is) everything, and we (are) unto him;
and one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom (is) everything and we (are) through him.

4
On the surface, this succinct credal statement seems to affirm a christology of the very
highest order: in the course of an argument in which he rejects several inadequate
monotheistic slogans, Paul gives his approval to this formulation in which “one Lord Jesus
Christ” stands alongside “one God, the Father” without any apparent sense of incongruity.
The very manner of its presentation implies that Dunn is right: here too, Paul’s christology is
uncontroversial, or else its use in his argument would require further supporting arguments.
And that constitutes the mystery that this present thesis sets out to solve. How can we read
this verse in such a way that its uncontroversial nature is apparent?
1.2.1 Dunn’s Reading of 1 Corinthians 8:6
Dealing with the problem of Paul’s apparent ascription of a cosmic role in creation to
Jesus here and in Colossians 1:15-20,9 Dunn acknowledges the serious challenge these two
texts offer to his general theory.
The relevant range of material [the evidence of these two texts] first comes to notice because it
seems to lift early christology on to a wholly new plane - where pre-existence and a role in
creation are clearly attributed to Christ. Such an attribution surely lifts the christology
concerned well beyond any thought of a vindicated or glorified man; the lines of deity are
being clearly sketched into this christology.10

Dunn begins his solution by quoting several Jewish texts (Prov.3:19, Wisdom.7:26, 8:4-6 and
8:22-30, 2 Enoch 30:8, and Sirach 24:9) in which very similar language is used not of Christ
but of Wisdom.
Any Jew familiar with such passages would at once recognize what Paul was doing in 1
Cor.8.6 and Col.1.15ff. when they heard Paul’s letter being read to them. Paul was describing
Jesus in the language of divine Wisdom. He was in effect identifying Jesus with the figure of
divine Wisdom. That point is clear enough. The crucial issue, however, is what such language
used of Jesus would have meant to such a hearer - or indeed to Paul himself... This crucial
question can be answered only if we are first clear what such language would have meant for
the typical Jew of Paul’s time quite apart from its application to Jesus.11

Dunn considers three possibilities for such an interpretation of the Wisdom figure: the
straightforward polytheistic one that would understand Wisdom to be another god; a
“hypostatization of divine attributes”;12 and a personification of divine activity, “a way of
speaking about God in his wisdom and in the wisdom of his action.”13 Only the third of these
is credible within the Judaism of Paul’s time, in Dunn’s view, and he gives three reasons in
___________________
9

Unlike Dunn, I do not accept that the letter to Colossae was written by Paul. Following a well-established
critical consensus, I shall refer to seven extant epistles as undisputed: Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians,
Philippians, 1 Thessalonians, and Philemon.
10

Dunn, Partings, 195, his italics.

11

Dunn, Partings, 197, his italics.

12

Dunn, Partings, 197.

13

Dunn, Partings, 198.
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support of this conclusion. Firstly, it is wholly in line with established Hebrew poetry and
imagery. Secondly, it takes account of the fact that such language is applied in the Jewish
literature not only to Wisdom but also to other figures including the Word of God, the Spirit
of God, the Glory of God and the Name of God. And, crucially, there is “the constant stress in
the same writers on the activity of God where it is quite clear that God himself is the acting
agent and ‘wisdom’ just a way of expressing how he acts....Such is the language of a Jewish
monotheism so confident of its major premise that it can speak vigorously of God’s wisdom
without any thought of attributing a separate divine status to this wisdom or of compromising
that monotheism.”14
Applying this finding to Paul’s application of the same language to the figure of
Christ, Dunn draws the conclusion that here too a metaphorical reading must prevail, “that
this is the language of poetry and hymn, not of finished theological logic. To interpret it in
what we today might regard as its most straightforward sense is probably a sure recipe for
mis-interpretation.”15 Jewish readers of Paul’s time would have understood his figurative
mode of speaking intuitively.
The great probability is that Jewish readers would have been no more perturbed by Wisdom
language used of Jesus than they were by the vigorous poetic imagery used for
‘righteousness’, ‘repentance’, etc. They had used the same vivid metaphor of divine Wisdom
to express the full significance for them of the Torah. They would understand that the first
Christians were doing the same in the case of Jesus. Hellenistic Jews anxious to explain or
commend their faith and way of life to sympathetic Gentiles would be saying in effect: If you
wish to have access to the wisdom which lies behind the world, the creative rationale
immanent within the cosmos, the wisdom by which God seeks to bring humankind to the
highest good, you will find it in the law. So they would recognize that the first Christians were
doing the same: if you want to see the fullest and clearest expression of God’s wisdom, you
will see it in Jesus Christ. This, in fact, is precisely what Paul says in his first reference on this
whole theme - 1 Cor.1: 24,30. To Corinthians who were seeking wisdom in words and in
terms of knowledge of the divine, Paul says, ‘You will find the true measure of divine
Wisdom in the cross of Christ’ (1 Cor,1:20-25).16

Neat as this solution may seem at first, it does give rise to several further questions:1. In 1 Corinthians, Paul is writing to a predominantly Gentile rather than Jewish audience.17
Can we be sure they would have been as familiar with the Jewish Wisdom figure as Dunn
requires?
2. To make a connection between divine wisdom and the crucified Christ, as Paul does
earlier in 1 Corinthians, is one thing. It is quite a different conceptual process to connect
___________________
14

Dunn, Partings, 199, his italics.

15

Dunn, Partings, 200, his italics.

16

Dunn, Partings, 200.

17

Gordon D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, The New International Commentary on the New
Testament (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1987) 3-4; Ben III Witherington,
Conflict and Community in Corinth: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary on 1 and 2 Corinthians (Grand Rapids:
William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1995) 24-28.
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Christ with a metaphorical “Wisdom” that is in itself a personification of God’s creation of
the Cosmos. Is Dunn’s interpretation in itself a mixed metaphor?
3. As Dunn himself acknowledges, there is a significant difference between identifying the
figure of a personified Wisdom, expressing God’s creative action, with the Torah which
thereby becomes personified, and identifying that personified quality with an actual person.
“To refer the personification of divine Wisdom to the Torah was one thing. But to refer it to a
man of living memory was a significant step beyond.”18 Not only in living memory either:
was personified Wisdom ever identified with a human being such as Moses or Enoch?19
4. Finally, we need to seek evidence that this is what Paul was actually doing in the context
of 1 Cor.8. It is all very well for Dunn to speak of Paul “using Wisdom language of Jesus”
and asserting that such use would seem unexceptional to his contemporary fellow-Jews, but
he does not go on to say what Paul was actually using it to say, in the course of his argument.
Are there any precedents in the Jewish literature for using the figure of Wisdom, in the course
of a similar discussion to the one here in 1 Cor.8, to settle practical issues arising from
conflicting forms of monotheistic belief, especially in regard to setting boundaries around
cultic practices regarded as idolatrous?20 And would Paul’s fellow Jews have found his use of
this motif helpful as they heard his discussion of this issue? Dunn does not go on to give us
such an exegesis of this text: he is concentrating on establishing the possibility of such a
usage; that is of speaking of Christ or anyone else in such metaphorical terms without
implying personal pre-existence and personal agency in the creation of the cosmos. But the
exegesis is necessary if Dunn’s explanation of the text is to stand. It is not my intention to
produce such an interpretation in support of Dunn’s reading, but rather to argue for a quite
different reading of the text in its context. Nevertheless, I acknowledge that Dunn has
established a first-century Jewish figurative space in which such language could be read, and
can accept the corollary that figurative readings should always be sought before concluding
that similar texts imply personal pre-existence and a pre-cosmic role.
1.2.2 The Missing Discourse Function of 1 Corinthians 8:6
This verse is often read as a dead end in Paul’s argument, a statement of Christian
knowledge closing off a preliminary section that serves to dismiss knowledge as the basis on
which to determine the issue at hand. This is typified by Allo, four decades ago, who
classified the two parts of Ch.8 as “a) 1-6: ce que dit la science; b) 7-13, ce que dit la

___________________
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Dunn, Partings, 200-01.

19

Dunn certainly found none in his extensive study of the Wisdom motif. Dunn, Christology in the Making, 16876.
20

I shall argue later that such boundary-setting is what is happening here, but not involving the Wisdom motif.
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charité.”21 Such a reading gains some grammatical support from the adversive Αλλ with
which 1 Cor.8:7 begins.
Likewise, Gordon Fee pays no further attention to v.6 in his lengthy interpretation of
the remainder of Chs.8 -10: in his reading, from v.7 Paul has turned back to the pre-eminence
of love over knowledge propounded in v.1b - 3, which he says enunciates the principle “that
love, not knowledge, builds up, and therefore that love is what knowledge is all about.”22
Verses 4 - 6 are accorded a bridging function inasmuch as they establish “that though all may
believe at the theoretical level that an idol is no god, not all share this ‘knowledge’ at the
experiential, emotional level.”23 That is, v.4 links and explains the apparent contradiction
between v.1 and v.7. Verse six plays no positive role in the wider argument, merely
explaining why Paul and his readers believe the monotheistic sentiments expressed in v.4 to
be true rather than the polytheism of v.5.24 So pervasive is this scholarly consensus about the
irrelevance of v.6 to the wider argument of Chs.8-10 that Margaret Mitchell, in her recent
analysis of the rhetorical structure of the epistle, sees wider significance for v.6 only in its
phrase τὰ πα' ντα: Christ being Lord of all is the basis for the unity which, she argues, is Paul’s
prime concern throughout the letter. Her only comment on the rhetorical function of the verse
is, “He agrees with the fundamental principles of both sides, to which he adds a proper
reminder of their unity in the common baptismal acclamation of one God and one Lord in
8:6”.25
Mitchell’s comment illustrates an important corollary of this common reading of v.6.
It implies that the formulation used is most probably traditional, or at least well established in
Paul’s thinking, as in the minds of his readers. Why would Paul introduce it in his argument at
all, if he intends to make no further use of it beyond this point, unless it is already well
established as a credal formula which neither he nor his readers find contentious? It can thus
function as a resting-point, a suitable summation of matters under discussion which can now
___________________
21

E.-B. Allo, Première Épitre Aux Corinthiens, 2nd ed., Études Bibliques (Paris: J.Gabalda et Cie., 1956) 202.
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Fee, First Corinthians, 378.

23

Fee, First Corinthians, 379.
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Fee, First Corinthians, 378-79. This is essentially the position taken by most other commentators. See
Christophe Senft, La Première Épitre de Saint Paul Aux Corinthiens, Commentaire Du Nouveau Testament,
Deuxième Série (Paris: Deachaux & Niestlé, 1979) 108-14; William F. Orr and James Arthur Walther, 1
Corinthians: A New Translation, The Anchor Bible 32 (New York: Doubleday & Company, 1976) 230-35;
Hans Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians: A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians, trans. Leitch James
W., Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975) 144-46; C.K. Barrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle to
the Corinthians, 2nd ed. (London: A.&C. Black, 1971) 188-97; Allo, 1 Corinthiens, 196-204; Hans Lietzmann,
An Die Korinther I.II, Handbuch Zum Neuen Testament (Tübingen: J.C.B.Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1949) 37-38;
Archibald Robertson and Alfred Plummer, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the First Epistle of St Paul
to the Corinthians, The International Critical Commentary (Edinburgh: T.& T.Clark, 1911) 166-69; Frederick
Louis Godet, Commentary on First Corinthians (Grand Rapids: Kregel Publications, 1977) 416-21;

25

Emphasis original. The “both sides” here refers to those who ate idol-foods and those who opposed them.
Margaret M. Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation: An Exegetical Investigation of the Language
and Composition of 1 Corinthians (Louisville: John Knox Press, 1991) 241.
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be agreed upon and put aside. Support for its traditional origin is provided by the opening
phrase, α λλ η µι^ν : This is something true for “us”, for both Paul and his readers, and therefore
presumably something already known. How would it be known, then? At this point, Form
Criticism is often brought into play, highlighting the structural features of the verse so that it
begins to collect labels such as “hymnic fragment”26, “baptismal acclamation”,27 and
“confessional/credal”28, suggesting that a tradition-history expedition might be in order,
seeking to dig up evidence upon which to base a pre-history of the verse’s genesis within the
primitive church. An older generation of exegetes, before the advent of Form Criticism and
Tradition Criticism, had less difficulty in accepting that the apostle simply composed the
verse, expressing the common theology of the earliest church in an uncontroversial manner:
for them, there was no need to look for any application of this verse in Paul’s wider argument,
because there was nothing exceptional about it.29
Richard Hays offers an interesting departure from this approach, arguing that the verse
is a traditional formula but used by Paul as the foundation for his ongoing argument.
Why, then, does Paul quote this confessional statement? First of all, he is establishing firm
common ground with his readers, who will enthusiastically share in the monotheistic
affirmation of verses 5-6. At the same time, however, by bringing this formula into play, he
has subtly broadened the theological basis on which the discussion of idol meat must occur.
Christian thought about this problem must start neither from an abstract doctrine of
monotheism nor from a theoretical statement of the “gods” that do not really exist; rather
Christian thought begins from a confession that binds us specifically to the one God of Israel
and declares our personal union with and allegiance to this one God. We exist “for him” and
not for our own purposes. To the extent that this confession of the one God echoes the Shema,
we should also hear the echo of that text’s call to “love the Lord your God with all your heart
and with all your soul and with all your might” (Deut.6:5). (Indeed, the reference in 1 Cor.8:3
to loving God - which seems to fit awkwardly into the context - suggests that Paul already had
the Shema in mind a few sentences earlier.) All of this has a direct bearing on the question of
idol meat: this one God of Israel is a “jealous God” who is well known to have no tolerance
for idolatry. At this point in the argument, however, Paul is content to let that suggestion
reverberate in the background; he will bring it directly into the foreground in chapter 10.30

The links Hays identifies so succinctly between v.6 and Paul’s wider argument about food
offered to idols seem inherently plausible, and I shall examine these in some detail in a later
chapter. They are just the sort of thing we should expect to come from an exegete who has
laid great stress on the importance of noticing the “echoes” of Jewish scripture in Paul’s
writings and in other New Testament texts. However, he sidesteps the issue of explaining how

___________________
26
27

Mitchell, Rhetoric of Reconciliation, 126.
eg. Mitchell, Rhetoric of Reconciliation, 241, having it both ways!
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Richard B. Hays, First Corinthians, Interpretation: A Biblical Commentary for Teaching and Preaching
(Louisville: John Knox Press, 1997) 139; Orr and Walther, 1 Corinthians, 231; Conzelmann, 1
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Paul might justify such an explicit modification of the Shema, by throwing our problem back
into the prior theological development of the early church. He avers that,
Paul’s present interest is not to reflect about christological problems or to explain the relation
of Jesus Christ to God the Father. Still, we must observe in passing that the early Christian
confession cited in verse 6 takes the extraordinarily bold step of identifying “the Lord Jesus”
with “the Lord” acclaimed in the Shema, while still insisting that “for us there is one God.”
Paul and other early Christians have reshaped Israel’s faith in such a way that Jesus is now
acclaimed as Lord within the framework of monotheism. It is a great pity that Paul’s surviving
letters nowhere take up this paradox as a topic for extended discussion.31

A pity indeed, although we might make two points in response. Firstly, it could well be
argued that Paul does in fact reveal a key to his general thinking on this point in Philippians
2: 9-10, where the gift of the divine name to Jesus in his exaltation is seen as a means of
glorifying the Father: not an extended discussion, certainly, but at least a good clue as to why
Paul may have not considered such use of “the Lord” to be paradoxical at all. But it is more
germane to our present purpose to focus on Hays’ exegesis of the verse before us and to note
that while affirming its significance for Paul’s subsequent argument he uses the established
label of “early Christian confession” to avoid considering the possibility that an exploration
of that significance-in-context might uncover the very sort of discussion he would like to have
had from Paul, albeit an implicit one.
Hays’ exegesis of this verse is in line with an emerging readiness among a few recent
commentators to read Paul’s discussion of theological issues in vv.1 - 6 as laying a positive
foundation for the ensuing discussion of Christian praxis in 8:7 - 11.1. Once that door is
opened, we are squarely faced with the further possibility that verse 6 is Paul’s own
formulation, even composed specifically for this epistle. The significance of that possibility is
not necessarily grasped by those who acknowledge it. After a brief summary of scholarly
discussion of its possible origins in Hellenistic Jewish Christianity, and concluding that these
“can neither be proved nor disproved”,32 Fee jumps without any substantive argument to the
conclusion, “Most likely it is a Pauline construct, created ad hoc in the present argument, but
making use of language that he has in common with his Hellenistic Jewish origins. In any
case, it so thoroughly fits the present argument that the question of background or origin is
ultimately irrelevant.”33 Witherington allows that “Verse 6 is probably a Pauline adaptation of
the Shema, one that reflects a reading of it through a sapiential lens.”34 An earlier
commentator, Senft, raises the question of Pauline authorship in a footnote, citing three
exegetes against it and one in favour, and by implication accepts the majority vote or else
concludes that the matter is of no further importance, despite noting the dissenting voice of
___________________
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Feuillet in this fashion: “selon A. Feuillet...la formule est si parfaitement adaptée à la situation
corinthienne, qu’elle ne peut être que de Paul.”35 None of these commentators seem interested
in exploring the consequences of Paul’s suggested authorship of the formula.

1.3 Intertextuality and the Shema’
A vigorous recent argument for Pauline authorship of verse 6, by one who is fully
aware of the radical consequences of this position, is provided by N.T. Wright in Chapter 6
of his study of Pauline theology, The Climax of the Covenant.36
His position can be condensed into these key points:1. 1 Cor.8:6 is an implicit modification of the Shema, one of Israel’s most privileged texts,
whose function within Jewish faith and piety is to encapsulate the centre of Torah observance
and Israel’s covenant obligations.
2. Paul is the author of this modification, which he has produced in the course of composing
this epistle to Corinth and to fulfil his purposes in this specific situation. The modified
formula plays an essential part in his resolution of the issue at hand, concerning idolatry and
the issue of food offered to idols.
3. Paul’s purpose in constructing this modified monotheistic formula is to arrive at a
distinctively Christian theological formulation that will not only encapsulate a christological
redefinition of monotheistic faith in God but in doing so will implicitly give a christologically
determined answer to the question, “Who are the people of God?”. It is this question that lies
at the heart of the boundary-marking problems raised by Christian praxis concerning food
offered to idols. “He is going back to the foundations, and laying the claim that the people
formed by this formula of belief form a new family with a new family code of behaviour.”37
4. Although brought into being in response to the situation in Corinth, the modified formula
is intended to remain as a permanent statement, both expressing and demarcating the separate
being of the Christian faith community now emerging as a social entity distinguished from the
old social divide between Jew and Greek, Israel and the nations. Within the new context of
this faith community, the language and concepts of Israel’s scriptures are given new content.
Christology thus both affirms received concepts and statements (notably, Wisdom, Messiah,
and the Oneness of God) and transforms them into new theology, by the inescapable pressure
of its own inner dynamic. This transformation is major rather than incremental: Wright refers
to “the enormity of the theological move implied in v.6” and “the unprecedented bifurcation
___________________
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within monotheism that he (Paul) believes must be expressed.”38 Paul’s specific intent in
composing v.6 as a new formulation of “christological monotheism” is to draw a line of
demarcation between the Christian community and other Jewish monotheists. He is
constructing a new creed in order to force a separation between those who stand within the
Christian community and make this confession and all those who do not, both pagans and
monotheists.
It is therefore this confession that marks out the people of God against their neighbours, both
Jewish and pagan, much as in the tripartate division of 10.32. The confession of ‘one God, one
Lord’ marked the community out sociologically as well as theologically.39

Wright’s reading of this key verse is clearly stated and its ramifications made clear.
The first two points seem to provide a sound basis for further discussion, as has been implied
by my summary of other commentators, and I shall do so later at some length. The third and
fourth points, however, are very much open to dispute. They combine to constitute the
dividing line between his position and that of Dunn, and thereby focus us on the crucial issues
in our present investigation. As an initial response to Wright, we can pose several critical
questions indicating the vulnerability of his position to further debate:1. If Paul intends v.6 to constitute a new boundary marker, why does he introduce it with so
little fuss? Where are the signs of controversy? Where is his defence against those who will
find it objectionable? This is Dunn’s fundamental question regarding this text, and the
strength of his position concerning New Testament christology in general: it was not
conspicuously controversial.
2. Wright’s exposition of Paul’s thought is heavily theological, in the sense of providing an
abstract, even philosophical, analysis of the significance of both the Jewish and christological
versions of monotheism, and then postulating the latter as an explanation of the logic of
Paul’s argument in Chapters 8 to10 of this epistle. What he does not do is to provide a
correspondingly detailed analysis of the subsequent text to demonstrate the outworking of that
inferred logic. He depicts Paul as he were operating as a philosopher in this chapter.40 Can
___________________
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Consider this sampling of Wright’s language as he explains what Paul is doing in 1 Cor.8: “Jewish
monotheism at this period was not a matter of theoretical belief, of speculative investigation of the being of God
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ontological dualism .... This two-pronged battle, I suggest, helps to explain the delicate nature of Paul’s
argument throughout 1 Corinthians 8. He is determined to maintain the balance of genuine creational
monotheism, warding off the dangers (as he would see it) of dualism on the one hand and of paganism on the
other.” Wright, Climax of the Covenant, 125-26. While such abstractions are the tools of philosophical analysis,
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this be confirmed empirically, from the wider passage?
3. In this letter in general, and concerning the issue of idol-food in particular, does Paul really
want to encourage a further separation of the Christian community from its Jewish and Greek
social environment? Wright takes 10:32, with its tripartite phrasing, Ιουδαι' οις...καὶ « Ελλησιν
καὶ τη^, ε κκλησι' α, του^ θεου^ , in support, holding that Paul is already thinking of the Christian
community of faith as constituting a social entity in distinction from Jews and Greeks, a new
nation in effect. That idea has recently been subjected to heavy criticism from scholars who
emphasize Paul’s ongoing self-identification as a Jew and point out the need for rigorous
scrutiny of one’s own presuppositions before reading Paul in such terms, especially if one is
European, Protestant and Gentile.41 At the very least, we must now say that the hermeneutical
onus is very much on Wright to prove his case at this point. We might also argue that if he
had cited 10:32 in full, as α προ' σκοποι καὶ  Ιουδαι' οις γι' νεσθε καὶ « Ελλησιν καὶ τη^, ε κκλησι' α,
του^ θεου^ , then he might have taken more notice of Paul’s irenical intention at that point, to
create social harmony rather than emphasizing communal distinctiveness.

1.4 Text in Context: An Exegetical Challenge
My introductory discussion so far has enabled me to set out issues of historical
christology surrounding 1 Corinthians 8:6 as presented by the opposing positions of James
Dunn and N.T.Wright: the former reading it in the light of his general thesis that the
development of christology reflected in the New Testament was gradual and mostly
uncontroversial, and the latter maintaining a version of Hengel’s thesis that it all happened
decisively and early. Wright in fact has characterised Paul’s composition of this verse as “one
of the greatest pioneering moments in the entire history of christology.”42.
The fact that such contrasting views of this verse’s theological significance can be
held by two contemporary scholars who in other respects can be seen as very similiar should
lead us to suppose that their differences in view are rooted in the problematic nature of the
verse itself. I propose to establish, in the course of this thesis, that it does indeed contain a
number of significant ambiguities on several different levels, which are largely unexamined in
the scholarly literature, and to engage in a detailed, principled contextual exegesis of this one
verse in order to attempt to resolve these inherent problems.
The value of such an enterprise rests firstly in the verse’s significance for historical
theology: was it indeed a great pioneering moment in the development of christology, and if
so what exactly was its distinctive contribution? But just as interesting is the exegetical

it is not so clear to me that they are an accurate description of the apostle’s struggle for the gospel.
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challenge inherent in the attempt to resolve the verse’s inherent ambiguities. There is a
lengthy tradition of scholarly interpretation of this verse and its textual context. If I am to
argue that this tradition has failed to produce an adequate reading, I must also account for the
plausibility of previous readings: how have so many learned predecessors got it wrong? Why
have so many scholars been content to accept established readings? Coming at this from
another angle, we might say that in order to establish a radically new interpretation of any
text, one must argue for a fresh reading not only of the text in itself, but also of its context. If,
as I suspect, previous readers have misunderstood the text, and remained unaware that they
are doing so, then they must also to some extent have misread the context. I shall now
consider one such eminent scholar as a case in point.
1.4.1 Thüsing’s Approach
Wilhelm Thüsing’s Per Christum in Deum is an important study of Pauline
christology by a German scholar which has continued to exercise an influence in European
commentaries.43 Its value for my present study lies chiefly in the way in which its approach
illustrates some key exegetical issues facing us as we seek to relate the verse to its context. He
opens his discussion with the observation that the verse says more about God and Christ than
is needed in the context, inasmuch as the end of v.4 (“....and that there is no other God apart
from one”) has already shown the nothingness of the gods and with it the meaningless of food
offerred to idols. “V.7 would join on to v.4 very smoothly”44 he remarks, without supporting
argument, presumably relying on the consensus of exegetical scholarship concerning Chapters
8-10 with which he is familiar. The verse’s function is to support v.4 as a “familiar key
sentence”,45 and v.5 acts only as a means of introducing it into the argument. On this basis he
adopts the hypothesis that Paul has not “constructed this formula ad hoc”,46 but rather “found
it somewhere else and introduced it here.”47 That somewhere else is then asserted to be most
probably “a frequently used element of Paul’s own preaching and instruction”48 rather than a
communal creed or a verse of a hymn. Support for that option is provided in the course of a
discussion of parallel passages. The final crucial move in Thüsing’s exegetical logic is his
argument that the meaning of this verse can best be clarified by consideration of parallel
passages in which Paul’s use of the same terminology is semantically defined by the context,
with special reference to Romans 11:36. We can summarize the essential logic of his exegesis
___________________
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thus:1. Verse 6, along with v.5, is supplementary rather than essential to Paul’s argument
regarding idol-food.
2. It functions as a supportive formula, already known to and respected by the audience.
3. Therefore its meaning for Paul is not reducible to its significance in the present context.
4. The semantic fields of its key phrases are best indicated by an examination of other
contexts (other arguments and other letters) in which Paul uses them unambiguously.
5. Such an examination will in fact allow us to conclude that this verse is one among several
expressions of a theological viewpoint that is consistent and distinctively Pauline, however it
may have been related to traditional community formulae.
The logic of an alternative possibility can now be outlined by contrast:1. Verses 5 and 6 form an essential part of Paul’s argument regarding idol-food, which
cannot rest on v.4 alone. (The chief possibilities are that they constitute an essential
refinement of v.4 or that they stand in opposition to it)
2. Whether or not this verse was previously known to either Paul or his audience as a
formula, and whatever its authorship, its meaning in this context is equivalent to its use and
significance within his present argument.
3. Therefore that meaning must be isolated by an examination of that context in this letter.
4. If such an examination yields a sufficient explanation of all the semantic features in the
verse, recourse to explanations of key terms or phrases derived from other texts by the same
or different authors is at best only confirmation and at worse misleading. That is, other texts
may indicate semantic possibilities, but they cannot do so exhaustively, inasmuch as the
present text may well have something fresh to say; and recourse to usage in another text may
suggest a meaning that may be uncritically transferred to the present one, blinding us to the
distinctive qualities of language or thought in the text before us.
5. My subsequent exegesis of this context will in fact argue for just such a sufficient
explanation of the verse’s function and meaning.
The initial difference between these two alternative approaches is provided by the first
premise in each case, and it is that difference I shall address as my first exegetical task.
Nevertheless, I should also acknowledge that the logic in each of the alternatives outlined
above is to some extent circular. That is, it is not possible to determine which of the
alternative first premises is best without also developing a sense of how we will handle the
consequent issues: we will be more inclined to read Paul’s argument about idol-meat as an
outcome of v.6 if we have a strong sense of that verse’s semantic links with other parts of the
letter (my position), and less inclined to do so if it carries strong resonances for us of what we
perceive to be Paul’s language use and theological convictions expressed in other places
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(Thüsing’s approach in what is, after all, a book dealing with Paul’s theology in general rather
than with the exegesis of this epistle).49
My chosen approach depends largely on a set of related methodological
presuppositions: that the significance of a passage must always be sought first of all in its own
immediate textual context; that the context will provide sufficient evidence to indicate such
significance or to verify meanings suggested by parallel texts; and that we should presume,
until the evidence of the text itself proves otherwise, that every component part of a text has a
“good fit” to its context rather than carrying a “greater meaning” unconnected with the text’s
own semantic world.
At this point I also need to own a further crucial presupposition which separates me
not from Thüsing, but from those post-modern literary critics who dismiss or minimise the
possibility of distinguishing between alternate “readings” of a text, given that they all
necessarily reflect the subjectivity of the readers.
1.4.2 Valid and Invalid Interpretations
In the body of this dissertation I seek to argue that a new interpretation of 1
Corinthians 8:6 is both possible and necessary, and to establish that this new reading is a
more probable interpretation of Paul’s intended meaning than has been put forward to date.
Such a programme clearly implies a definite hermeneutical stance, which I am happy to own.
I find myself in fundamental agreement with E.D. Hirsch in his criticism of a “hermeneutical
skeptism” widespread among literary critics of his day:
The theoretical aim of a genuine discipline, scientific or humanistic, is the attainment of truth,
and its practical aim is agreement that truth has probably been achieved. Thus the practical
goal of every genuine discipline is consensus - the winning of firmly grounded agreement that
one set of conclusions is more probable than others - and this is precisely the goal of valid
interpretation. It must not be dismissed as a futile goal simply because the subject matter of
interpretation is often ambiguous and its conclusions uncertain. Certainty is not the same thing
as validity, and knowledge of ambiguity is not necessarily ambiguous knowledge.50

Hirsch’s position, and my own, is that interpreters of a text must distinguish between
the text’s meaning and its significance; and that while the latter term points us to a plethora of
possible connections between the text and various communities of readers, the readings
favoured by those various audiences belong to them, not the text.51 The text’s meaning
___________________

49

I do not want to place either Dunn or Wright in this continuum of exegetical method. Their difference is in
their reading of Paul’s theology, and I have suggested that their broad views, while founded on their exegesis of
a wide range of texts, must also be corroborated in the course of detailed exegesis of particular passages,
including 1 Cor.8:6 in which I have taken a special interest. Thüsing does offer a close examination of this text,
but uses a methodology which I think is flawed , as I have explained here.

50
51

E.D. Hirsch, Jr, Validity in Interpretation (New Haven: Yale UP, 1967) vii-ix.
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16
belongs not to any audience, but to its author alone - it is what the author intended the text to
say to its intended audience, that and no more. The prime task of interpretation is to find that
intended meaning (or meanings, but only if it can be shown that the text is intentionally
polyvalent).
Interpretation can never achieve certainty, only probability relative to alternative
interpretations.
Since the meaning represented by a text is that of another, the interpreter can never be certain
that his reading is correct ..... but if he remembers that his job is to construe the author’s
meaning, he will attempt to exclude his own predispositions and to impose those of the author.
However, no one can establish another’s meaning with certainty. The interpreter’s goal is
simply this - to show that a given reading is more probable than others. In hermeneutics,
verification is a process of establishing relative probabilities.52

Hirsch offers four criteria by which we may adjudicate between competing
interpretations.53 These, of course, merely make explicit what exegetes commonly do when
arguing for the plausibility of their textual readings.
1. The criterion of legitimacy: the reading must be permissible within the public norms of
the langue in which the text was composed.
2. The criterion of correspondence: the reading must account for each linguistic component
of the text.
3. The criterion of generic appropriateness: if the text follows the conventions of a specific
genre, it is inappropriate to construe the kind of meaning found only in another genre.
hermeneutical task would be governed by the original audience’s understanding of the text. As Gadamer has
firmly demonstrated, this is a complete mistake: the Letters of Saint Paul are no less addressed to me than to the
Romans, the Galatians, the Corinthians, etc. Only dialogue has a ‘you’, whose identification proceeds from the
dialogue itself. If the meaning of a text is open to anyone who can read, then it is the omni-temporality of
meaning which opens it to unknown readers; and the historicity of reading is the counterpart of this specific
omni-temporality. From the moment that the text escapes from its author and from his situation, it also escapes
from its original audience. Hence it can procure new readers for itself.” (Paul Ricoeur, Hermeneutics and the
Human Sciences, John B. Thompson [Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1981] 192). Ricoeur allows us to take no
prisoners, and I must reject his position without qualification. It is one thing to allow that Paul’s audience in
Corinth might possibliy have misunderstood his letter to them, but it is quite another to assert that it is no more
addressed to them than to anyone else. The letter is, in fact, an integral part of an ongoing dialogue between
Paul and the Corinthian audience to whom he specifically addresses it (1 Cor.1:2), and our role is akin to that of
eavesdroppers unknown to the participants. To investigate what Paul’s text might have signified to him and to
them is an enterprise quite distinct from reporting what it signifies to me now, although the former may well
influence and be influenced by the latter. To affirm or deny this distinction is an article of methodological faith,
rather than a matter open to “demonstration” by Gadamer or anyone else. I have chosen to side with Hirsch, and
will proceed on that basis. I am not yet convinced that Gadamer can be enlisted in wholehearted support of
Ricoeur’s position above. Ricoueur gives no references for Gadamer’s purported demonstration, but see HansGeorg Gadamer, Truth and Method, 2nd ed. (New York: Crossroad, 1975) 235-305 in general, and pp.299-301
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4. The criterion of plausibility or coherence: the reading “makes most sense” as a
contribution to its particular discourse context. This is of particular importance when a text is
regarded as “problematic” because the first three criteria allow for more than one
interpretation.
These four criteria provide the most general guidelines for my present study, which is
focused on establishing the most probable interpretation of a problematic text; and which
must also show that previously established readings of the text are more problematic than
other readers have supposed. What makes a text problematic, in general? Obviously,
indeterminacy in any of these four factors would give it that status to some extent, but Hirsch
attaches special importance to the issue of coherence as the most common reason for
problematic texts. This relates mostly to the problem of recovering implicit rather than
explicit meanings:
It is often said that implications must be determined by referring to the context of the
utterance, which, for ordinary statements like “I have a headache,” means the concrete
situation in which the utterance occurs. In the case of written texts, however, context generally
means verbal context: the explicit meanings which surround the problematical passage. But
these explicit meanings alone do not exhaust what we mean by context when we educe
implications. The surrounding explicit meanings provide us with a sense of the whole
meaning, and it is from this sense of the whole that we decide what the problematical passage
implies. We do not ask simply, “Does this implication belong with these other explicit
meanings?” but rather, “Does this implication belong with these other meanings within a
particular sort of total meaning?”.... The ground for educing implications is a sense of the
whole meaning, and this is an indispensible aspect of what we mean by context.54

The “total meaning”, in Hirsch’s sense, in the case of our present text is something we
must derive from our reading of the epistle as a whole, and that task is well established as an
essential aspect of all competent exegesis. However, we should recognize that the “written
texts” in Hirsch’s pervue are literary artifacts which have been written to stand largely on
their own, creating their own textual worlds of meaning; rather than being primarily
occasional and thus written as a means of communication between specific people in order to
facilitate specific relationships and address specific situations, as is the case with Paul’s
letters. This difference is a matter of degree rather than of absolute kind, but it does mean that
“the concrete situation in which the utterance occurs” is just as essential a part of the context
we must establish as is the “total meaning” of the text. It is for this reason that exegesis of
Paul’s epistles must always attempt to establish, or at least to hypothesize, a situational
context that identifies what is going on between the writer and his addressees. These two
aspects of context, which we may refer to as the situational and textual, are of equal
importance in determining implications. Unfortunately, after 2000 years our access to the
situational context is quite problematic, relying heavily on reconstructions drawn from
evidence provided by the text itself, with some help from other contemporary texts. For this
___________________
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reason it is likely to remain more hypothetical than the textual context. It may be that our
most reliable criterion for evaluating competing hypotheses about the situational context
involves evaluating the contributions they each make to a reading of the “total meaning” of
the text.
Another way of expressing this whole endeavour is to use the concept of “horizon”,
which Hirsch derives from Husserl. It refers to “ a system of typical expectations and
probabilities”,55 generally unconscious, that are derived from our sense of the text as a whole.
“Horizon” is thus an essential aspect of what we usually call context. It is an inexplicit sense
of the whole, derived from the explicit meanings present to consciousness.... The explicit
meanings are components in a total meaning which is bounded by a horizon. Of the manifold
typical continuations within this horizon the author is not and cannot be explicitly conscious,
nor would it be a particularly significant task to determine just which components of this
meaning the author was thinking of. But it is of the utmost importance to determine the
horizon which defines the author’s intentions as a whole, for it is only with reference to this
horizon, or sense of the whole, that the interpreter may distinguish those implications which
are typical and proper components of the meaning and those which are not.56

Hirsch then goes on to make the point that a major part of the horizon presented to the
readers is constituted by their awareness of any established genres as well as the material
created by the author. That is to say, there is a close relationship between the third and fourth
criteria, and it is not possible to determine coherence without considering genre. It would
seem, therefore, that genre provides a very useful issue with which to begin our interpretation
of 1 Corinthians 8:6 and its relations with its surrounding text. That is, I will begin by asking
whether there is any clearly identifiable generic structure governing that surrounding text
which would help us to define the horizon of meaning within which the verse should be
interpreted.57 If no such generic structure can be found, we would then need to rely wholly
upon the surrounding text to indicate the horizons of meaning which Paul himself has
established for the guidance of his intended audience.

1.5 The Search for Genre
“Genre” is actually a term drawn from the discipline of literary criticism, and is a
shortened form of “literary genre”. David Aune, in his monograph exploring the relationship
between the New Testament and its contemporary literary environment, describes the
importance of genre studies for the discipline of New Testament scholarship:
Literary genres and forms are not simply neutral containers used as convenient ways to
package various types of written communication. They are social conventions that provide

___________________
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As I will show early in my next chapter, in following Hirsch I am already adopting a use of “genre” that is
consistent with general literary criticism but at odds with some recent New Testament scholarship, where it is
used to characterise whole texts only rather than to identify modes of discourse within a text.
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contextual meaning for the smaller units of language and text they enclose. The original
significance that a literary text had for both author and reader is tied to the genre of that text,
so that the meaning of the part is dependent upon the meaning of the whole. A literary genre
may be defined as a group of texts that exhibit a coherent and recurring configuration of
literary features involving form (including structure and style), content, and function. Literary
forms, on the other hand, while exhibiting similar recurring literary features, are primarily
constituent elements of the genres that frame them.58

Aune’s definition of genre as a set of texts is acceptable only if we allow for the possibility of
intersecting sets: in recent literary theory, it is generally recognised that a given text may
belong to more than one genre.59 This sets the terminology of biblical scholars, as represented
by Aune, somewhat at odds with that current among literary theorists. I shall argue later in
this chapter (2.3.3.1), when discussing the work of Margaret Mitchell, that this difference has
some serious consequences, particularly if by using “forms” instead of “genres” in our
description of subdivisions within a text we assume a fixed relation between structural (that
is, formal) features and the generic cross-textual conventions they express. Genre seems most
useful as a literary-critical concept when used to identify different conventional modes of
discourse that an author expects an audience to recognize, whether or not there are any fixed
forms of expression characteristic of each genre (some have them, others do not).60 To
confine its use, as Aune does, to whole texts, is to deprive ourselves on an established tool of
literary analysis For example, we shall see that many recent interpreters of Paul’s letters
have seen them as belonging to at least two genre-producing fields: ancient letter writing and
ancient rhetoric, and that the former is often used as a shell around the latter. Yet we shall
also see that formal features are more characteristic of the letter genre than of rhetorical
genres, so if anything we might be tempted to reverse Aune’s order and describe literary
genres as primarily consitutents of the literary forms that frame them. It would be better,
however, to simply abandon any definition that involves making one a constituent of the
other: as literary phenomena, forms and genres are different in kind, should be defined
independently, and identified as such however they function in relation to each other in
particular texts. Accordingly, I shall use literary forms to identify fixed combinations of

___________________
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It seems to me that we are struggling here with the legacy of form-criticism, which is grounded in an
axiomatic correlation of formal structures and modes of discourse, with context of situation included as a further
correlated element. The continuing dominance of this critical methodology in German biblical scholarship is
reflected in such fine publications as Schrage’s commentary on 1 Corinthians, and Hermann Probst, Paulus und
der Brief, Wissenschaftliche Untersuchingen Zum Neun Testament, 2.Reihe 45 (Tübingen: J.C.B.Mohr (Paul
Siebeck), 1991).
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words or fixed structural features, and literary genres for distinct modes of discourse
recognisable as such by the audience.
We should also note that genre is a concept with both synchronic and diachronic aspects:
genres are subject to constant evolution.61 This means that in attempting to identify literary
genres within Paul’s writings we must be constantly aware of both the value and the dangers
of carrying our experience of genres from one historical context into another. For instance,
there may be significant differences as well as similarities in the genre “preaching” as found
in modern Christian churches, in classical Greek philosophy, in first-century Judaism or
popular hellenistic culture, and in Paul’s mission. To determine the state of a genre as used by
Paul and his audience in a particular context is essentially a matter of historical investigation,
rather than of simply relying on the dogma of modern literary or discourse-linguistic
theories.62 In this respect there are important similarities between genre study and linguistic
investigation in their combination of synchronic and diachronic dimensions of the phenomena
studied.
The body of my study which follows is structured in three parts. The first and longest
part, consisting of Chapters 2 to 6, is an extensive investigation of the major literary genres
active in 1 Corinthians in general and in the discourse on ει δωλο' θυτα in particular, while
determining the argumentative structure of that discourse. My reason for delaying an
examination of 1 Cor. 8:6 until after that lengthy examination of its context is that I am
attempting to apply Hirsch’s third and fourth interpretative criteria (generic appropriateness
and coherence) with the utmost rigour. Only by determining the verse’s likely genre and
discourse context in advance can we maximize our chances of reading the verse in the light of
its context rather than the converse.63 The first conclusion I will draw from this process is that
the discourse context of the verse is an extended argument of mixed but primarily deliberative
genre in which the writer’s discourse goal is to persuade his audience to adopt a set of values
___________________
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Alistair Fowler’s extensive study of genre theory includes this generalization: “Genre criticism has tended to
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that are less “Greek” and more “Jewish” in nature. My second conclusion, at the end of
Chapter 6, will be that the probable discourse function of the verse itself is that of a θη' σις,
expressing the underlying general theme the particular concrete case (υ ποθεσις) argued by the
writer, which in this discourse is that his audience should minimize their contacts with pagan
cultic activity. Having determined that probable function of the verse, I am ready to examine
the content of the verse itself and to confirm that it can indeed function as a θη' σις for the
whole discourse.
The second part of my argument, presented in Chapters 7 and 8, focuses on the verse
itself, 1 Cor.8:6, in accordance with Hirsch’s second criterion of correspondence. I explore in
detail the grammatical structures that determine its semantics both intrinsically and in relation
to its immediate context in the opening paragraph of the discourse. I will argue that the syntax
of the verse ties it firmly into its present context, making it quite unlikely to have had a
previous life in anything like its present form. From that syntactic and semantic structure I
will also draw the conclusion that the assertive force of the verse lies not in the monotheistic
affirmations of its twin main clauses, but rather in its four subordinate clauses, which
combine to make a strong affirmation of the connection between benefits received by the
audience from God through Christ and the obligations to God and Christ that follow from
those benefits.
The third part of my argument, in Chapters 9 and 10, then looks to the social context
of the discourse, the situation of the Corinthian believers within their wider Greco-Roman
society, in order to show just how apposite such a θη' σις statement is, both to the situation
Paul faces and to his particular strategy for dealing with it in this discourse. I argue that the
semantics of the benefits-and-obligations schema appealed to by Paul can best be understood
in the light of the social structures of patronage and family basic to Greco-Roman society. By
doing so, I seek to satisfy Hirsch’s first criterion, that of legitimacy.
In my concluding chapter I review the methodology of the study, summarizing the
results obtained at each stage and arguing that the sequential nature of the process gives those
results the status of a “best reading” displacing rather than complementing previous
readings. I then briefly consider the implications for the theological and intertextual issues
raised in this introduction.
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CHAPTER 2
GENRE SOURCE ONE: ANCIENT EPISTLES
The most obvious generic classification we must give 1 Corinthians is to recognize
that it is an ancient letter. Recent studies of the New Testament epistles comparing them
with other surviving Hellenistic letters have thrown considerable light on features of their
composition that should be attributed to generic conventions rather than to authorial style
and invention.1 Five features of Paul’s letters have generally been identified as belonging
to the epistolary genre per se. Three of these are found in every letter: the prescript, the
letter body, and the closing; and a further two, an opening thanksgiving and a section of
closing paraenesis are much more characteristic of the Pauline epistles than of the wider
genre.2 As these are all generic features, they are all open to modification as a means of
communication: departures from recognisable norms can be taken as significant indicators
of an author’s communicative intent rather than meaningless stylistic variation. I shall now
discuss the contribution each of these generic features makes to our understanding of 1
Corinthians, leaving the letter body until last, as it is the most problematic of the five.

________________________
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David E. Aune, The New Testament in Its Literary Environment, Library of Early Christianity (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1987) includes two chapters on epistolary literature which constitute a substantial study of this genre. Important monographs focusing on this genre alone include: William G. Doty, Letters in Primitive Christianity, Foreword by Jr. Dan O. Via, Guides to Biblical Scholarship, New Testament
Series (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1973); and Stanley K. Stowers, Letter Writing in Greco-Roman Antiquity, Library of Early Christianity (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1986). Other studies focusing on
particular aspects of ancient epistolary form or focusing on particular epistles include: John Lee White, The
Form and Function of the Body of the Greek Letter: A Study of the Letter-Body in the Non-Literary Papyri
and in Paul the Apostle, 2nd ed., Society of Biblical Literature Dissertation Series, no.2 (Missoula: Scholars
Press, 1972); Peter Thomas O’Brien, Introductory Thanksgivings in the Letters of Paul, Supplements to
Novum Testamentum (Leiden: E.J.Brill, 1977); Michael Bünker, Briefformular und rhetorische Disposition
im 1.Korintherbrief, Göttinger Theologische Arbeiten (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1983); Stanley N. Olson, “Epistolary Uses of Expressions of Self-Confidence,” Journal of Biblical Literature 103.4
(Dec 1984): 585-97; Margaret M. Mitchell, “Concerning ΠΕΡΙ ∆Ε in 1 Corinthians,” Novum
Testamentum 31.3 (July 1989): 229-56; R.F. Collins, “Reflections on 1 Corinthians as a Hellenistic Letter,”
The Corinthian Correspondence, Ed. R. Bieringer, Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium
125 (Louvain: Leuven University Press, 1996) 39-61; and Jeffrey T. Reed, “Philippians 3:1 and the
Epistolary Hesitation Formulas: The Literary Integrity of Philippians, Again,” Journal of Biblical Literature 115.1 (Spring 1996): 63-90.
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See Doty, Letters, 27-47, for a summary of the consensus.
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2.1 The Prescript
A formal opening sentence specifies the sender and addressee and then expresses a
brief salutation. Commonly in Hellenistic letters this is as simple as "X to Y, greeting
(χαι' ρειν)", and sometimes it is a little more elaborate. Paul, however, seems to have made
a habit of expanding each of these three elements into a form more like, “Paul, an apostle
of Jesus Christ through the will of God, with X the brother; to the saints/church in (place)
Y; grace and peace from God our Father and our Lord Jesus Christ.”3 This characteristic
expansion of a generic form does of course communicate significant aspects of Paul’s
relations with his addressees in general. Further extensions of this form indicate particular
complications in the relationships between Paul and his addressees, relating to the various
matters Paul is about to raise. That is, in such cases we are justified in saying that he
begins his communication in earnest right from the prescript, rather than allowing this
form to function in a purely conventional way.
In the case of the letter to Philemon, the relational complication is that while
Philemon is the direct addressee, being the only one who can do anything to resolve the
issue at hand, Paul wants to increase the moral pressure on him by raising the matter in
public: he does this by including other members of Philemon’s church community as
secondary addressees (1:2a), but first moderates the potentially shaming effect of this on
Philemon by honouring him with the words, Φιλη' µονι τω
^, η µω
^ν
^, καὶ συνεργω
^, α γαπητω
(1:1b).
Writing to the Galatians, Paul greatly expands both his self-designation as an
apostle and his salutation, combined with a minimal designation of the addressees. The
effect of these modifications is to emphasize four themes which will prove crucial as he
develops them in the body of his letter: his apostleship is of divine origin without any need
for human mediation or approval (1:1); nevertheless he is no maverick but operates within
a team of “brothers” (1:2a); the grace and peace they have from God (1:3) involves the
self- giving of Christ “for our sins” to rescue us from the present evil age (1:4a); and God
alone should be credited and praised for the salvation they share (1:4b-5). It is not difficult
to correlate these opening features with disturbances in the relationship between Paul and
his addressees in Galatia: some of them have challenged his apostolic status as
unsupported by other apostolic figures, and questioned the gospel message he had
proclaimed among them, undervaluing the foundational nature of Christ’s death, and
overvaluing the significance of “works of the law”.
The letter to the church in Rome features by far the longest of Paul’s prescripts, in
which he expands his self-designation into a full-scale personal introduction, a
________________________
3

See 2 Cor.1:1-2; Phil.1:1-2; 1 Thess.1:1; and all of the deutero-Pauline epistles except Titus: Eph.1:1-2;
Col.1:1-2; 2 Thess.1:1-2; 1 Tim.1:1-2; 2 Tim.1:1-2. It is tempting to offer the occurence of such an
uncomplicated form as a characteristic of the deutero-Paulines on the basis that they assume an uncomplicated relationship between the apostle and his addressees. The case of the letter to Titus stands in my way
somewhat.
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presentation of his apostolic credentials. The relational complication motivating this
variant to the prescript is simple: he is writing to people who have never met him and have
no personal experience of his apostolic ministry and connection with “the gospel of God”.
I take the unusually extended nature of this self- designation as an indication of one the
purposes of the letter: to present and validate those apostolic credentials in preparation for
his upcoming visit.
Turning to 1 Corinthians, we may note that its prescript does include one
significant expansion of Paul’s basic formula, in his designation of the addressees:
...τη^, ε κκλησι'α, του^ θεου^ τη^, ουση, ε ν Κορι'νθω, , η γιασµε' νοις ε ν Χριστω
^,  Ιησου^ , κλητοι^ς
α γι'οις, σὺν πα^ σιν τοι^ς ε πικαλουµε' νοις τὸ ονοµα του^ κυρι'ου η µω
^ ν  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ ε ν παντὶ
το' πω, , αυ τω
^ ν καὶ η µω
^ ν·(1:2)

What relational difficulty or complication does this variant signal? The form of
address Paul has chosen here suggests that his addressees have a problem in relating not
merely to him personally but to the wider Christian movement, in two aspects. They
remain too closely identified with their community of origin from which they have now
been set apart by God, which is why he doubly emphasizes their calling to live as the
“saints” they are, η γιασµε' νοις ε ν Χριστω
^,  Ιησου^ , κλητοι^ς α γι' οις. Furthermore, they are
insufficiently identified with their membership of the wider Christian movement and its
common allegiance to Christ, σὺν πα^σιν τοι^ς ε πικαλουµε' νοις τὸ ονοµα του^ κυρι' ου η µω
^ν
^ ν καὶ η µω
^ ν. I would like to argue that these significant
 Ιησου^ Χριστου^ ε ν παντὶ το' πω, , αυ τω
modifications of Paul’s habitual formula constitute the first expression of the fundamental
relational issues unifying the epistle.4 Throughout the epistle he labours to strengthen their
sense of allegiance to one another as a faith community created by God, with obligations
to one another and to the wider Christian community that must take priority over their
obligations to the pagan society surrounding them. Those obligations include embracing a
way of life befitting Christ’s holy people: holiness is not only a gift of present holy status
(η γιασµε' νοις ε ν Χριστω
^,  Ιησου^ ) but a calling to ongoing change towards holiness (κλητοι^ς
α γι' οις). Explicating and motivating some of the changes required of them in their current
situation if they are to fulfil their calling in unity with the wider community of Christ will
constitute the heart of the epistle’s message. Meanwhile, Paul’s mode of addressing them
indicates from the outset that he intends to relate to them within these two parameters:
their calling to be holy, and their context within that wider body of Christ’s people.

________________________
4

The significance of this extended salutation as a means of foreshadowing important issues in the epistle,
especially those involving the Corinthians’ relation to the wider Church, has been increasingly noted in the
commentaries: see Gordon D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, The New International Commentary
on the New Testament (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1987) 32-34; Raymond
F. Collins, First Corinthians, Sacra Pagina 7 (Collegeville: The Liturgical Press, 1999) 46-47; and Anthony
C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, The New International
Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2000) 73-78.
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2.2 The Opening Thanksgiving
While expressions of thanksgiving and benediction may occur anywhere in a
Pauline letter, he makes a characteristic feature of placing an extended general
thanksgiving between the prescript and the letter body. Its general function is to
acknowledge the status of the addressees as recipients of God’s favour and to affirm their
common standing in that status as the basis for Paul’s communication in the letter.5 Its
general form may be summarized, “I thank God for all that I hear about you in my
absence: it is apparent from all reports that you have responded wholeheartedly to the
gospel of Christ, are enjoying God’s blessings, and are glorifying God by your manner of
life. I pray that all of this may continue and that we may share those blessings face to face
before long.” With minor variations, this formula is found in Romans 1:8-12; Philippians
1:3-11; 1 Thessalonians 1: 2-10; and Philemon 4-7. The three remaining undisputedly
Pauline letters, Galatians and the two letters to Corinth, have significant departures from
Paul’s normal thanksgiving.
Most famously, Galatians has no opening thanksgiving at all. Paul is about to
launch into an angry confrontation with his addressees, and does not wish to disguise his
mood with false praise: there is nothing in their situation which makes him thankful
enough to postpone or soften the rebuke he needs to get off his chest.
In 2 Corinthians, Paul includes a lengthy thanksgiving (1:1-7 or 1-11), but it is for
God’s grace experienced in his own ministry, including the benefits that flow from his
sufferings on their behalf and for the consolation they will experience as they share in
those sufferings. As the epistle makes clear, a good portion of those sufferings have arisen
out of a lengthy and painful conflict between the apostle and this church, and that conflict
is not yet entirely resolved: hence his reframing of this thanksgiving to reflect both the
gains and the pains of the situation as it now stands.
The thanksgiving in 1 Corinthians (1:4-9) is commonly read as rather fulsome, as it
is indeed in its description of God’s grace and gifts given to the addressees. The
effusiveness with which Paul describes their giftedness can lead us to overlook a highly
significant omission: alone among his opening thanksgivings, this one says nothing about

________________________
5

O’Brien, Introductory Thanksgivings, 13-15. Building on and extending the work of P.Schubert (1939),
O’Brien identifies four functions of the Pauline thanksgivings: communicating pastoral concern; a didactic
function of indicating what he considers important for the recipients; indicating the paranetic thrust of the
letter; and an epistolary function indicating the main themes of the letter. These all overlap to some extent.
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their response to all this grace.6 In every other letter-opening thanksgiving, his thanks for
God’s goodness to the addresees is joined with an appreciative acknowledgement of the
manner in which they have responded to that generosity.7 Even 2 Corinthians credits his
wayward audience with entering into the redemptive sufferings he describes.8 But here, no
credit is given to them at all. In a culture highly attuned to issues of praise and blame, and
to the obligations entailed in the receipt of gifts, this silence is a profound rebuke to the
Corinthian church.9 Paul’s total silence about their response is only accentuated by the
virtual hyperbole with which he describes how much they have received. The implication
is obvious: they are undeserving recipients, standing in danger of losing all that they have
received if a more appropriate response is not forthcoming. To underscore the danger in
which they stand, he reminds them of the coming “day of our Lord Jesus Christ” for which
only the faithful calling of God can prepare them (1:8-9). The overall effect is to
emphasize that the spiritual giftedness of which they boast is to God’s credit, not theirs,
and that a more fitting response is still required of them before their giftedness becomes
praiseworthy.

2.3 The Postscript
Most Hellenistic letters ended with a formulaic blessing (typically a health wish)
and farewell. In addition, the opening salutation might be repeated, and secondary
recipients of the letter might also be greeted. These elements are all found, and usually
greatly expanded, in Paul’s letters. They appear to have fulfilled the vital function within
his letters of building and maintaining his relationships with key individuals and
________________________
6

A significant fact overlooked in most commentaries: cf. Thiselton, First Corinthians, 93; Collins, First
Corinthians, 56-58; Christian Wolff, Der erste Brief des Paulus an die Korinther, Theologischer Handkommentar zum Neuen Testament 7 (Leipzig: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1996) 19-23; Fee, First
Corinthians, 36-46; Hans Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians: a Commentary on the First Epistle to the
Corinthians, trans. Leitch James W., Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975) 25-29; F.W. Grosheide,
The First Epistle to the Corinthians, The New International Commentary on the New Testament (Grand
Rapids: Wm.B.Eerdmans, 1953) 26-32; Archibald Robertson and Alfred Plummer, A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the First Epistle of St Paul to the Corinthians, The International Critical Commentary
(Edinburgh: T.& T.Clark, 1911) 4-8. Some earlier commentators seem to have noticed, however: C.K. Barrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians, 2nd ed. (London: A.&C. Black, 1971) 40, comments, “That he says nothing of an answering trust, love endurance, and faithfulness on the Corinthians’ part
(Bachmann) is partly, but only partly, due to circumstances in Corinth.” A similar observation is attributed to
Weiss by Margaret M. Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation: An Exegetical Investigation of the
Language and Composition of 1 Corinthians (Louisville: John Knox Press, 1991) 195 n.53.
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Rom.1:8; Phil.1:5,7; 1 Thess.1:3,6-10; Philem.4.
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2 Cor.1:7.
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I shall deal extensively with the relation between gifts and obligations in my fourth chapter. The importance
of praise and blame in Greco-Roman society is an outcome of the even wider dynamic of honour and shame:
see David Arthur DeSilva, Honour, Patronage, Kinship & Purity: Unlocking New Testament Culture
(Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 2000) 23-93. A consideration of the social importance of epideictic
oratory is also germane: George A. Kennedy, The Art of Persuasion in Greece (Princeton: Princeton UP,
1963) 152-203.
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leadership groupings within the communities he addressed. Thus his letter to the church in
Rome, which he has never visited, ends with a long list of its members whom he does
know, or know of: rather like a list of referees, at the end of what is essentially a letter of
self- introduction, this list may serve to remind the congregation as a whole of how many
among them already have reason to vouch for his ministry. Alternatively, for those among
these names who may not know Paul, he may want to be seen to have paid the church the
courtesy of finding out the names of their prominent members. Whatever the case, the size
of this list of names indicates how hard Paul was working to establish a relational basis for
his first visit to an established church.
1 Corinthians has the next longest closing section (16:1-24). It consists mainly of
instructions for the collection for Jerusalem (16:1-4) and travel arrangements for himself,
Timothy and Apollos (16:5-12). While these might seem to be matters of mere practicality,
they do serve to bring the preceding discussion back down to earth by reminding his
audience of their obligations of almsgiving and hospitality. In a sense these matters
provide neutral ground for Paul and those addressees he has felt obliged to oppose during
the course of the letter. However, we may draw some evidence from this section regarding
the tenseness of the relational situation.
Firstly, when making arrangements for the collection, which he presents in rather
imperative terms (“...you should do as I instructed the Galatians...”, 16:1), he makes a
point of deferring to the Corinthians concerning how this is to be conveyed to Jerusalem:
they can select their own delegation, and possibly even decide if it is appropriate ( αξιον)
for Paul himself to be included, although he is apparently keen to be so.10 It would seem
that on this financial matter in particular the apostle is very anxious to avoid offending his
audience.
Secondly, while he has earlier included a very heated threat to visit them “soon”
for a powerful show-down with his opponents (4:18-21), when he now comes to
announcing his actual travel plans (16:5-9) they hardly amount to an imminent arrival.
Firstly, he will stay in Ephesus for a while as he has both opportunities and adversaries
there (implying that Corinth which also has opportunities and adversaries is not his only
concern). Then, instead of coming directly to Corinth, he will travel via Macedonia, and
only then “perhaps I will stay with you or even stay the winter..... I do not want to see you
now just in passing”. Clearly he wants to give the Corinthian community every
opportunity to back away from the looming confrontation and to make him welcome of
their own volition so that he can feel comfortable about making it a lengthy visit during
which he can rebuild his fractured relationships with them.
Thirdly, the visit by Timothy his delegate, sent to remind them of “my way in
Christ” (4:17), is now somewhat uncertain: “If he arrives” they are to see he has nothing to

________________________
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See Dieter Georgi, Remembering the Poor: The History of Paul’s Collection for Jerusalem, Eng.trans.
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1992) 54-57.
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fear from them, for he like Paul is doing a work of God, so that he can return to Paul in
peace (16:10-11). This sounds rather like sending an ambassador into hostile territory
bearing a white flag. Paul has every reason to be anxious for Timothy, precisely because
he is his delegate.11 Hostility to Paul is evidently quite open within the Corinthian
congregation, and it appears that Timothy’s main function is to test the water some time
after the letter has been received in order to see whether Paul’s own visit is advisable.
A fourth relational element is introduced into the closing section with the mention
of Apollos’s reluctance to visit Corinth (16:12). Some of the community there have been
represented, even if only in a rhetorical figure of speech, as claiming him as a figurehead
authority over against Paul. So now Paul presents Apollos as someone who is open to
Paul’s strong urging, even if resisting it because he is reluctant to visit those who claim
him as their champion. Point made: he is on Paul’s side rather than theirs, if sides are to be
taken.12
A further relational matter (16:15-18) concerns the household of Stephanus, who
has been visiting Paul in Ephesus. These community members have the honour of being
“the first converts in Archaia” and those associated with them are possibly Paul’s strongest
allies in Corinth. Paul urges others to “recognize” them and those associated with them: he
is clearly pinning his future influence on the leadership of this faction, and trusting that
their place in the community’s formative history will help them to prevail in the struggle
on hand.
The greeting expressed on behalf of “the churches of Asia” is a further element in
the relational web Paul weaves to establish his own ethos: by claiming the right to speak
on behalf of such a scattered grouping, he is reminding them of the history and standing of
his own mission and of the extent of his support outside their own domain. Setting
themselves against him would lead to their isolation rather than his, not that anyone
outside Corinth wants that: the love conveyed from those churches is warm and genuine,
in harsh contrast to the warning which quickly follows (16:22) when Paul takes over the
pen to add his personal signature, then inscribes a curse on any “who do not love the
Lord”, in effect on those who resist the Lord’s servant and the love he offers them. Paul is
clearly unhappy with his addressees at this point, despite the grace and love he then
expresses in formulaic terms (16:23-24).
The overall effect of this letter ending is to establish the seriousness of the
relational crisis that has arisen between Paul and this church he had founded. He is not at
all confident of their love and loyalty toward him, and hence that they will be well
disposed towards what he has had to say in the letter. Given that he ends on that tone of
trepidation and uncertainty, we may well allow our knowledge of the ending to guide our

________________________
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See the very helpful discussion of the way in which Timothy may well be a target for animosity directed
towards Paul in Fee, First Corinthians, 821-22.
12

See Fee, First Corinthians, 823-24; and Thiselton, First Corinthians, 1332-33.
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perception of the underlying tone throughout the letter. It is the writing of a leader who is
not at all sure of how much he can command the respect and loyalty of his followers, and
who is working hard to shore up his influence under adverse circumstances.

2.4 Closing Paraenesis
Doty identifies a fourth generic component in ancient letter writing: a section of
paraenetic material in which the writer exhorts the reader to live a worthy life. The
distinctive thing about this exhortation is its conventional nature, drawing on traditional
materials and commonplaces.13 Stowers distinguishes two main styles of exhortation,
paraenesis and protreptic, the former defined as “advice and exhortation to continue in a
certain way of life” and the latter as “literature that calls the audience to a new and
different way of life”, while acknowledging that ancient usage of these terms was not
always so clear-cut.14 Fiore, while noting the confusing ancient usage of these two terms
and choosing not to distinguish them in his own analysis, does relate them in their literary
manifestations to the growth of the “teaching letter” as a device for ethical instruction
favoured by philosophers such as Seneca and the Cynics. Fiore emphasizes the relational
basis of this form of communication, citing Guillemin who, according to Fiore,
...notes that epistolary parenesis owes its success to the letter’s friendly tone and that the
parenesis is a concomitant of the teacher’s friendly relations with the pupils. The letter’s
familiar and quietly persuasive conversational tone makes the friend present as he acquits
himself of the friend’s hortatory task. The correspondent in turn relies on the teacherfriend for guidance.15

Combining these approaches, then, we may use “paraenesis” to refer to friendly
advice making use of traditional materials to exhort readers to continue in a worthy way of
life to which the audience already aspires. There is no shortage of such material within the
New Testament epistles, and indeed several of these seem to have have paraenesis as their
overall genre: James, 1 and 2 Peter, 1 John, and Paul’s letter to the Philippians. Other nonPauline and deutero-Pauline letters exhibit sustantial paraenetic sections immediately
before their postscripts: Hebrews 12:1-13:21; Colossians 3:1-4:6; Ephesians 4:1-6:20; 1
Timothy 5:1-6:19; and Titus 2:1-3:11. It is obvious that the paraenetic genre, with its
presumption of friendly teacher-pupil relationships, sat very comfortably within the ethos
of the early Christian movement and its predominant images of the relations between
leaders and other members. It would also seem that as the first century wore on, the giving
of advice became such a hallmark of leadership that a writer might be expected to affirm

________________________
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his teaching status in relation to the addressees by at least rounding off his letters in such a
frame.
In Paul’s letter to the Romans, all of 12:1-15:13 can be seen to fall into this
category. We have no reason to believe the recipients of this advice would find anything
contentious about it (as he nowhere implies that they are not already aspiring to follows its
various precepts); it has many connections with sapiential and philosophic and dominical
traditions; and it everywhere assumes that the audience will adopt a friendly receptivity to
this discourse. That Paul is able to assume this role of friendly advisor to a whole
community of people he has never met suggests that the friendship presumed in this
literary form is in itself an artifice, a literary conceit. Genres such as paraenesis provide
just such opportunities for a writer in Paul’s circumstances to slip into a role on a
provisional basis. He does not have an established relationship with the addressees as a
basis for adopting the role of trustworthy mentor, but his apostolic status would imply his
suitability for that role in Rome, given the opportunity, just as he has in fact proved in
practice elsewhere. Hence the substantial paraenetic section in the second half of this letter
of introduction; he is strutting his apostolic stuff in a literary tour de force. Successfully,
no doubt, given the subsequent history of the letter.
Paraenesis is less prominent in Paul’s other undisputed letters: 1 Thessalonians
(4:1-12 and 5:12-22) and Galatians (6:1-10 and perhaps 5:16-26) have closing sections of
paraenesis, but it is virtually absent from Philemon and the Corinthian corpus. Is that
absence significant? On the one hand, we should take note that some non-Pauline epistles
(2 Thessalonians, 2 and 3 John) also lack paraenesis. Over against this, however, we must
set Paul’s general need to assert his apostolic status, for which purpose paraenesis seems to
have been such a useful instrument. On balance, I think that its absence from each of these
three letters (Philemon, 1&2 Corinthians) is significant, and that it should be explained in
relational terms.
In the case of Philemon, such an explanation is quite straightforward. In seeking
the release of Onesimus, Paul has carefully adopted the strategy of addressing Philemon as
Φιλη' µονι τω
^, α γαπητω
^, καὶ συνεργω
^, η µω
^ ν (v.1), a loved one and fellow worker, and has
explicitly refrained from exerting any apostolic authority over him (v.8). By treating
Philemon as having equal status within the movement (a gracious fiction, normalised by
politeness conventions, which we shall examine later), Paul leaves him free to respond
positively to the request without any loss of face. Hence it would be quite out of place and
counter- productive, in the context of this letter with its very clearly defined goal, to adopt
the superior mentoring relation implied by the paraenetic genre.
The absence of paraenesis from 2 Corinthians is made complex by the very factors
that have led to questions about its compositional integrity: there is a strong scholarly
consensus that in its received form it has been compiled by editing two or three separate
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letters, all originally from Paul.16 One of the strongest lines of evidence supporting the
theory of that composite nature is relational. Midway through the epistle Paul asserts that
as a result of Titus’ return from visiting them he is now completely assured of their
heartfelt “obedience” (7:15) in response to his previous challenging letter (7:8), so that
now “I rejoice because I have complete confidence in you” (7:16). Nevertheless, Chapters
10 to 13 are confrontational and argumentative in tone and the epistle closes with a threat
(13:10) that Paul may have to visit them with a “severe authority” if they fail to respond to
his admonitions, leading many scholars to suppose that this section is in fact the heart of
the “severe letter” referred to earlier. Between these two sections, in Chapters 8- 9, is a
fundraising letter supporting the Jerusalem collection whose tone implies no past nor
present conflict between the writer and his audience. Of these three putative letters, only
the first ends (at 2 Cor.7:16) in a tone that would make a concluding paraenetic section
appropriate, and maybe that original letter had one, discarded in the process of
compilation.
1 Corinthians has a closing paraenetic section, but it is comparatively minuscule:
Γρηγορει^τε, στη' κετε ε ν τη^, πι'στει, α νδρι'ζεσθε, κραταιου^ σθε. πα' ντα υ µω
^ ν ε ν α γα' πη,
γινε' σθω.
Stay alert, stand firm in faith, act like men, be strong. Do everything in love. (16:13-14)

Its position in the letter, slipped between the closing travel plans and Paul’s
commendation of Stephanus’ household, gives it the appearance of an afterthought, or a
conventional formula slipped in by an editor to make the epistle conform to expectations,
or maybe a lead into the following commendation. But however we look at the epistle as a
whole, it is notably lacking in paraenesis as we have defined it. What may we conclude
from this fact?
It seems reasonable to postulate that paraenesis was an important mode of
communication between Paul and the churches he had founded, on the basis of its
frequency in his letters to such churches noted above. Its importance for him as a natural
expression of his leadership and status within the Gentile mission has been further
supported by the prominence given to this genre in his letter to the Romans, in which he
was attempting to establish his status in the eyes of a group who had no direct experience
of his leadership. I have found ready explanations for the absence of paraenesis in
Philemon and 2 Corinthians. It follows that the virtual absence of paraenesis in 1
Corinthians is a significant fact inviting explanation. The relational dimensions of
paraenesis offer the most fruitful line of inquiry, suggesting that the nature of the conflicts
providing the occasion for this epistle made it inappropriate for Paul to adopt the

________________________
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mentoring role necessary for paraenesis, despite his preference for including this genre in
his letters. That is to say, the lack of paraenesis here is in itself prima facie evidence that
the addressees, or a significant portion of them, are not merely in conflict with one
another but also with Paul, and are thus denying him the recognition that would allow him
to use paraenesis in this letter. We may therefore adopt that relational hypothesis as a
useful hermeneutic tool when we examine the letter as a whole.

2.5 The Letter Body
So far we have examined four generic components of Pauline letters, all of which
are characteristically found at the beginning or end of the composition. What remains in
the middle is generally termed the Letter Body; it is here that the central business of the
communication takes place. The question before us is what generic factors, if any,
influenced the composition of this part of Hellenistic letters. Unfortunately, this is where
answers from modern epistolary research begin to peter out. Scholars examining the
ancient theory and practice of letter writing are able to identify various formal elements
when they appear within individual letters, but there has been little success in locating
more general patterns within which these might be arranged or that might govern their
relations with one another.17
John Lee White wrote a dissertation attempting to identify generic structures within
Hellenistic letter-bodies and to apply these to the Pauline corpus.18 This was based on
earlier work done by his advisor, Robert Funk, identifying a characteristic formula, which
he called the “apostolic parousia”, marking the end of the “theological body” in each of
Paul’s epistles.19 White based his analysis on comparative studies of letters found among
the non-literary papyrii. Unfortunately, the results he adduces for 1 Corinthians amount to
a refutation of this methodology, requiring us to accept that the letter body ends at 4:21
and that all that follows is essentially paraenesis. White’s line of argument is too weak to
sustain such a novel conclusion: his examination of the putative three-part formula closing
the letter body shows a number of significant departures from that norm in the case of 1
Corinthians; and he gives no comparison of the style or substance of the letter before and
after 4:21 to confirm this result by demonstrating that the qualitative difference from
“theological” letter body to subsequent paraenesis, as proposed by Funk, does in fact occur
in this epistle. It would, in fact, be very difficult to argue such a case, and no scholar seems
to have subsequently attempted to do so. White’s study seems to constitute a terminus in
________________________
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scholarly attempts to define the letter body as a genre defined by formal characteristics and
applicable to all of the Pauline corpus. A major flaw in his methodology may lie in his
choice of “the common Greek letter” as represented in the non-literary papyri as the most
appropriate starting point for defining the basic genre influencing Paul’s writings.20 It is
possible that he might have found more instructive formal parallels among more “literary”
epistles.
Stanley Stowers has produced a taxonomy of the Hellenistic letter corpus based on
six broad categories of relationship and purpose: letters of friendship; family letters; letters
of praise and blame; letters of exhortation and advice (divided into seven sub-types);
letters of mediation; and accusing, apologetic and accounting letters.21 No correlations are
attempted between these categories and formal elements such as Doty has listed. Where
Stowers’ work may prove most useful to us is in his analysis of the ethos and relational
presuppositions inherent in these characterisations, and particularly in his insight into the
dominance given to the ideal of friendship as a generic norm.
The letters of more educated people and literary letters are especially characterized by the
ethos and conventions of Greek friendship. Classical Greek culture privileged friendship
between male peers as the highest form of social relationship. The epistolary theorists
assumed that the letter of friendship was both the most basic and highest form of letter
writing. Consequently the ethos and language of Greek friendship shaped Greco- Roman
letter writing as a whole although that of upperclass writers more than others. The ethos of
friendship was largely expressed through a set of standard themes and commonplace
expressions: the letter is a friendly conversation; friends reciprocate in all things; friends
will sacrifice for one another; friends are frank with one another; through the letter, friends
are together though physically apart (1 Cor 5:3; 1 Thess 2:17; Col 2:5); the letter contains
an image of the writer’s character; the letter is a consolation for a friend’s absence;
expressions of joy upon receiving a friend’s letter; expressions of longing for a friend (2
Cor.1:16; 1 Thess.3:6-10; Philem.22; 2 John 12; 3 John 14).22

The normalization of friendship as the relational ideal underlying all of the letter
types postulated by Stowers has lived on into modern times in our stylized forms of
address (“Dear John”) and closing (“Yours sincerely”) as required formalities, no matter
what the relation between writer and addressee or the tone of the letter between these
endearments: to omit these is taken as a lack of common civility, even when the rest of the
letter may be cold or angry in tone. It is important for us to realize that a sprinkling of the
friendship commonplaces listed by Stowers above may well have been required as a matter
of civility, and that to modern readers they may mask an underlying conflict or negativity
in the relationship.
The most difficult aspect of this generic feature for my present purposes is that all
of the letter types described by Stowers above, and the analyses of ancient theorists which

________________________
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he cites, share this generic assumption of friendship as the relational basis for the
communication. Even letters of blame or rebuke must be expressed in forms treating the
friendship as intact. There are no generic forms especially appropriate to a friendship
breakdown. How do you write a letter to someone who no longer wants you as a friend?
How do you offer guidance to someone who no longer respects your advice? On the
surface of the letter you must write as if the friendship and respect were unchallenged, but
beneath this veneer the reality of the communication must be markedly different if it is to
succeed. By and large, you are going to have to argue your case, to persuade your
opponent, to win back your friend... and that, as we shall see, aptly depicts the task faced
by Paul in his first letter to Corinth.
Which brings us to the matter of rhetoric. The letter genre, because it was based on
an assumption of friendship and goodwill, has no generic features to mark the degree or
manner of argumentation present in the discourse, and nor was there any social need for it
to do so in the Hellenistic environment: argumentation belonged in the generic domain
known as rhetoric.23
In deriving his letter types, Stowers gave some consideration to the rhetorical
categories dominant within the Greco-Roman education system, but his analysis takes no
account of actual patterns of argumentation in defining those types, and nor could he, for
the reasons given above. The inherent relational stereotyping adopted within the ancient
epistolary genre leads us to realize that this genre had a very limited influence in
structuring the letter bodies of complex epistles such as most of those in the New
Testament corpus. For more specific hermeneutic help, New Testament scholars have
increasingly sought to identify generic structures of argumentation, with the help of the
ancient teachers of rhetoric.

________________________
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CHAPTER 3
GENRE SOURCE TWO: ANCIENT RHETORIC
In recent decades, analysis of New Testament texts using categories drawn from
ancient rhetorical theory and practice has become increasingly common, to the point where
many exegetes feel able to use such terminology without needing to justify and define
their methodology. Many exegetes who have adopted this methodology look back to the
pioneering work of the classicist George Kennedy and the commentaries of biblical
scholar H.D.Betz. These in turn were part of a wider awakening of American academic
interest in rhetoric as the art of persuasion and the formal theory of argumentation which
drew much of its impetus from the 1971 publication in English of The New Rhetoric: A
Treatise on Argumentation by Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca.1 This work argued for the
recognition of a “universal rhetoric” based on the foundational work of classical rhetorical
theorists but incorporating subsequent developments in the ongoing rhetorical tradition of
Western European culture, and taken to incorporate principles of argumentation that are
integral to human rationality across all cultures. This “New Rhetoric” has its proponents
among New Testament scholars,2 and I shall draw on some of its theoretical insights later.
However, its contentious claim to universality has not won wide support, and most
proponents of the application of rhetorical criticism to New Testament exegesis prefer to

________________________
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keep their focus on the theory and practice of rhetoric found in ancient Greece and Rome
on the grounds that this is more consistent with a historical-critical approach to exegesis.
As a matter of genre criticism, this amounts to a principle of giving priority to diachronic
over synchronic identification of genres, an approach with which I concur in this present
study.
George Kennedy’s New Testament Interpretation through Rhetorical Criticism3
lent the authority of a specialist in ancient rhetoric to the proposition that rhetorical genres
were so pervasive in the first-century Hellenistic world that their influence on New
Testament writers should be a methodological presupposition. The fundamental premise
undergirding rhetorical criticism of the New Testament is a belief that Hellenistic culture
in the first century was thoroughly permeated with the theory and practice of classical
rhetoric, as a result of the dominance of rhetorical tuition in the common education system
for several centuries.4 Even if New Testament writers were to some extent antipathetic to
the values and social hegemony of this cultural force, its pervasive influence among their
Gentile audiences, and indeed its widespread acceptablility within contemporary Judaism,
meant that they were forced to adapt it to their purposes (assuming they had some degree
of choice about its influence upon themselves) in order to communicate effectively.5 The
question remains, however, of the extent to which revolutionary forces within the early
Christian movement might have set themselves against this feature of the dominant
culture, as they did against others, and nowhere more so than in the mission of the apostle
Paul.

3.1 Pauline Theology Against Rhetoric?
The idea that first-century Christians in general, and Paul in particular, would have
found the use of Greco-Roman rhetoric congenial has met with a good deal of suspicion,
particularly in the light of Paul’s strongly counter- cultural stance in the early chapters of 1
Corinthians. An early attempt to counter such resistance was made in 1986 by a leading
proponent of rhetorical criticism, Hans Dieter Betz.6 Betz addressed “...the peculiar fact

________________________
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that in several of his letters Paul appears to be bothered by rhetoric, as if rhetoric or certain
kinds of rhetoric pose a fundamental threat to his proclamation and theology.”7 This
appearance is only substantial in the Corinthian correspondence, according to Betz, where
it is related to the distinctive way in which
...the Corinthians did not simply accept the gospel Paul gave them, but went ahead and
interpreted that gospel in terms of their hellenistic religiosity.... Searching for wisdom, as
Greeks are expected to do (1 Cor.1:22), the Corinthian Christians focused their attention
on things like prophetic inspiration and ecstasy, and experiences such as Paul describes in
1 Cor 12- 14 became the standards for the Christian life. The relationships between
Christians and non- Christians became regulated (or unregulated) in conformity with the
ideas of hellenistic religious enlightenment in a thoroughly polytheistic environment (1
Cor. 8:1 - 11:1).8

Betz sees Paul’s approach to this problem as affirming the high value which the
Corinthians’ place on “speech and knowledge”, a pairing of attributes that Paul must have
known were prominent in the great rhetorical tradition from Isocrates to Cicero.9 For Paul,
the problem lies in false claims to possess these attributes, and in looking in the wrong
direction for their source and validation. His affirmation, ο« τι ε ν παντὶ ε πλουτι' σθητε ε ν
αυ τω
^, , ε ν παντὶ λο' γω, καὶ πα' ση, γνω' σει (1 Cor.1:5), is a thanksgiving to God for gifts given
to them in Christ by means of his own proclamation of the gospel. As we have already
noted, the opening thanksgiving to this letter withholds all praise for the Corinthians’
response to God’s generosity; as Betz puts it, “First of all, a term for praxis, which we
should expect in the exordium, is conspicuously absent.”10 From this and other evidence,
he concludes,
In other words, the deficit Paul states with regard to the Corinthians (see 1:7) concerns
their maturity (see 3:1 ff.) in the practical conduct of their church life, not “eloquence and
knowledge”. There should be a synthesis of eloquence, knowledge and practice, however,
if any claim to perfection such as the Corinthians evidently make (cf. 2:6; 3:1,18; 4:8) is to
be sustained. Paul’s letter with its advice on the practical matters in the church is designed
to bring the Corinthians’ praxis (εργον) up to the same standards as their “eloquence and
knowledge”11

Those standards, however, are not simply those mandated by their surrounding
culture and its rhetorical norms, but are rooted in the divine origin of their spiritual
giftedness. Their rhetoric itself must be redefined, as must their concepts of λο' γος and
σο' φια, so that the former becomes identified with ο λο' γος του^ σταυρου^ (1:18), which is
the κη' ρυγµα (1:21) expressing the true wisdom of God.12 Betz’s reason for this
conclusion is that Paul divides the hearers of the kerygma into the lost (οι α πολλυ' µενοι)
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and the saved (οι σω, ζο' µενοι), and that only for the saved is the kerygma received as
wisdom: indeed for them it is “the power of God” (δυ' ναµις θεου^ ) rather than merely the
spoken expression of human wisdom, while for the lost it is the opposite of wisdom
(σοφι' α), namely foolishness (µωρι' α, 1:18). The outcome of Paul’s use of these key terms
in the first chapter, says Betz, is a dualistic rhetorical theory developed in 2:1- 12:
The difference is indicated by the introduction of technical terms of rhetoric, when Paul
says that his “speech”, that is, his kerygma, did not occur “in [or: by] persuasive words of
wisdom” (ε ν πειθοι^[σ] σοφι'ας [λο' γοις]) but “in [or: by] a demonstration of spirit and
power” (ε ν α ποδει'ξει πνευ' µατος και δυνα' µατος καὶ δυνα' µεως, 2:4). In other words,
rhetoric itself is split up into two different kinds: the rhetoric of persuasion and the rhetoric
of demonstration of spirit and power. Notably, these distinctions can also be traced to the
debates by philosophers and rhetoricians about rhetorical theory.13

That ancient debate was over whether rhetoric was a mere craft ( τε' χνη) of
persuasion indifferent to truth and morality, or whether it could draw on deeper resources
of reason claimed by philosophy. But while Paul would side with the philosophers here, he
would not consider them adequate to the task of comprehending and expressing the gospel,
as the kerygma proclaims the mystery of God (τὸ µυστη' ριον του^ θεου^ , 2:1), and therefore
the speech expressing it must be revelatory rather than simply persuasive.14
Betz offers a specific Hellenistic cultural parallel for this model of revelatory
rhetoric, in the ancient mystery religions, which placed highest value on the persuasive
power inherent in inspired symbolism.
As the very term “kerygma” indicates, its rhetoric is of a kind akin to that of the mystery
religions. In fact, the cult formula “Christ crucified” (Χριστὸς ε σταυρωµε' νος, 1:23; cf.2:2)
is a word- picture and a symbol which, as Paul points out in Gal. 3:1, is to be painted
before the eyes of the hearers. It makes its impact not by persuasion but by the peculiar
forces expanded [sic.] by symbols.15

It seems to me that Betz’s analysis of Paul’s opening argument in this epistle
is essentially correct in its exposition of his ideological (that is, theological) critique of
popular rhetorically-moulded cultural norms using terms drawn from the discourse of that
rhetorical tradition. Other scholars, not so happy to associate Paul with the mystery
religions, have sought to characterise Paul’s distinctive grounds of argumentation in terms
more congenial to Jewish and Jewish Christian cultural sensibilities. Duane Litfin in his
analysis of the same chapters in 1 Corinthians in the light of the rhetorical tradition argued
that Paul sought to displace the model of preacher-as-orator, whose task is to persuade the
audience by any acceptable means, with that of preacher-as-herald, whose responsibility
was to deliver a message rather than to argue a case.16
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Given that Betz and Litfin agree that Paul wanted to distance himself from the role
of orator-as-persuader, it might seem strange that both find so much significance in
classical rhetoric as a key to understanding his writings. For Litfin, rhetoric functions
mainly as that which Paul had to combat in 1 Corinthians, defining the significance for
much of his terminology, but nevertheless he is forced to admit that Paul frequently slips
into a persuasive rather than proclaiming mode in his writings. The best explanation for
this fact is probably to be found in Litfin’s insistence that we cannot assume a direct
connection between Paul’s preaching and writing styles.17 Nevertheless he offers three
alternative explanations for those who maintain that we can assume this, usually on the
grounds that the letters are “recorded speech”. Those alternatives are that Paul was being
artfully deceptive in his disavowal of persuasion, that his theory of communication was
simply inconsistent with his practice, and (Litfin’s preferred option) that he entered only
partially into the process of persuasion.18
Betz, unlike Litfin, had a major interest in affirming the value of rhetorical genres
for the analysis of Paul’s writings: before writing this essay, he had published two
commentaries widely acclaimed as exemplars of rhetorical exegesis.19 He might be
supposed to have avoided this inherent conflict of interests with his opening assertions that
his essay is about “the problem of the relationship between rhetoric and theology as Paul
sees it”, and not about “the problem of the kind of rhetoric Paul uses in his letters .... a
problem completely unresolved, and even undiscussed, as yet.”20 However, this distinction
is placed under some strain by the conclusion he reaches, that Paul puts forward “the
rhetoric of demonstration of spirit and power” to replace “the rhetoric of persuasion”: we
are left wondering how Betz can find the theory and practice of ancient rhetoric such an
informative guide to the writings of a man who so thoroughly rejected it as a means of
communicating his gospel. Three considerations might help.
Firstly, Betz was analyzing this as a situational argument with particular reference
to the church in Corinth, as we noted above. Nevertheless, Paul’s devaluing of rhetoric is
put forward as a universal principle: it is difficult to read its vehement rejection in 1
Corinthians 1-4 as something that applied only to the immediate situation where it was
being misused, while he was completely at ease with using it elsewhere.
A second approach would be to distinguish sharply between Paul’s approaches to
proclaiming the gospel and writing letters, so that whether or not he and his audience were
conscious of his use of persuasive techniques in his written communication, and even
________________________
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other more direct contexts, his whole point in these chapters is, ironically, to persuade the
Corinthian believers that their faith had been induced by proclamation rather than
persuasion. That seems much more likely to be the case.
Further help could come from clarifying Betz’s use of the term “rhetoric” itself:
sometimes he uses it to mean “the theory and practice of oratory/preaching” and
sometimes “the theory and practice of persuasion”. Only the former use prevents “the
rhetoric of persuasion” from being a pleonasm, but the classical tradition universally
favours the latter. Betz would have done better to have reserved “rhetoric” for describing
Paul’s persuasive communication, and to have described what the apostle is doing in 1
Corinthians 1- 4 as distinguishing rhetoric from proclamation, as Litfin has done.
Having thus distinguished the issue of how Paul saw himself as a preacher from
how he communicated persuasively in his letters, we must now address the question of
how that written communication was influenced by rhetorical genres, and in particular the
issue of the extent to which those genres may have supplied formal structures within the
epistles. Betz’s commentaries have now been joined by a throng of other commentaries,
monographs and shorter studies from scholars seeking to carry such research forward. This
does not, however, indicate the establishment of a widespread consensus among New
Testament scholars that the application of ancient rhetorical categories to New Testament
writings is unchallengeable nor acceptance that its practice is governed by clearly
established principles. Discussion of that general methodological debate is beyond the
scope of this dissertation, so I propose to adopt a working assumption that the jury is still
out and that we must examine any putative rhetorical analysis on its merits, according
minimal credence to any claims of established consensus regarding its principles or results.
An overview of the ongoing status of this debate among New Testament scholars can be
gained from papers presented to three conferences on rhetorical critism published by
Sheffield Academic Press,21 and in a manual on the discipline assembled by the same chief
editor, Stanley Porter.22 While these publications present a range of views expressed by
practioners of rhetorical analysis, many of the essays contributed constitute a sustained
critique of this methodology by scholars who do not share its central tenets, so we should
be careful to consider the claims presented by advocates of rhetorical analysis themselves
rather than as represented by their critics. A substantial challenge to Betz’s flagship
commentary has been mounted by Philip Kern in a recently published dissertation
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examining ancient rhetoric in general and its applicability to Galatians in particular.23
Kern’s discussion of rhetorical species in his fifth chapter is particularly apt and confirms
some of my own approach below. Another extensive critique mounted on more
sympathetic terms by a scholar committed to the enterprise has been presented by Dean
Anderson, whose work I will also draw on in my subsequent discussion.24

3.2 Formal Rhetorical Structures
Ancient rhetorical theorists distinguished three species of rhetoric corresponding to
the three most typical public settings in which their students might be required to compose
and deliver speeches: the juridicial speech for occasions of trial before a judge or jury, the
deliberative speech delivered in the context of a political assembly, and the epideictic
speech composed for memorials or public celebrations. As these three prototypical
contexts demanded characteristic approaches and emphases, the rhetorical schools
arranged their instruction in speechmaking, and their theorizing about the craft, under
these headings. Whether the actual practice of speech- making outside that structured
curriculum distinguished the three categories enough for them to constitute universal
genres is a moot point. It is also open to dispute whether they covered the whole field of
rhetorical practice between them. Nevertheless, biblical scholars adopting these categories
as a foundation for their analyses feel enough confidence in their universality to use them
as the fundamental rhetorical genres dominating the argumentative structure of New
Testament texts.
The question before us is whether each of these genres had its own distinctive
formal structure. They certainly had some formal elements in common. Burton Mack
proposes the existence of a “standard form” for all rhetorical speeches.
The standard form for the rhetorical speech consisted of (1) an introduction (prooimion,
exordium), (2) a statement of the case (diegesis, narratio), (3) the supporting arguments
(pistis, confirmatio), and (4) a conclusion (epilogos, conclusio). The introduction
acknowledged the situation, addressed the audience, and established the ethos of the
speaker. The statement of the case rehearsed the circumstances, clarified the issue (stasis),
and established the proposition with a reason (aitia, ratio) or by appeal to one of the final
topics. The argumentation arranged the evidence and supplied examples construed
according to customary strategies from the topics. In a judicial speech the argument could
also anticipate the proofs of one’s opponent and refute them. The conclusion summarized
the argument and pressed for its acceptance. It might include impassioned style,
exhortation, spelling out the consequences of a decision, or advice.25
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Beyond those common formal, elements further argumentative devices
characteristic of different species might be distinguished.26 The whole point of Mack’s
description of these typical schemas is the expectation he shares with other proponents of
rhetorical criticism that such formal structures are followed to some extent in the New
Testament writings. That expectation has given rise to a great number of studies and
commentaries during the last decade, setting much of the research programme for the
literary analysis of the whole corpus. Within the field of research into 1 Corinthians,
several major studies have now appeared claiming to define the genre, structure and style
of the epistle as a whole or in particular parts in terms of formal rhetorical categories. 27
Among these are studies on the discourse on ει δωλο' θυτα, Chapters 8 -10.28 It is clear that
if we accept the premises upon which this body of work is founded, these studies offer a
definitive resource for determining the generic constraints guiding Paul’s argumentation in
this discourse. The most fruitful means of examining those premises is probably to pay
close attention to the study that has proved foundational for most of the others, that
published by Margaret Mitchell in 1991.
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3.3 Rhetorical Structures in 1 Corinthians? Mitchell’s Analysis
Margaret Mitchell’s Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation (1991), the published
form of a PhD dissertation researched under Betz’s supervision, has become established as
a landmark rhetorical analysis of 1 Corinthians. It contains a very clear statement of her
goals in its opening paragraph.
The subject of this inquiry is the overall genre, function and composition of Paul’s first
letter to the Corinthians. The thesis which will be propounded, on the basis of an
exegetical investigation including a rhetorical analysis of the text, is that 1 Corinthians is a
single letter of unitary composition which contains a deliberative argument persuading the
Christian community at Corinth to become reunified. 1 Corinthians is throughout an
argument for ecclesial unity, as centered in the προ' θεσις, or thesis statement of the
argument, in 1:10: “I urge you, brothers and sisters, through the name of our Lord Jesus
Christ, to all say the same thing, and to let there not be factions among you, but to be
reconciled in the same mind and in the same opinion.” Factionalism, an inherently political
problem which is often, as here, intertwined with religious issues and motivations, is
combated by Paul throughout 1 Corinthians by employing appropriate political terms and
topoi about factionalism and the appropriate rhetorical genre for urging its cessation,
deliberative rhetoric.29

If her monograph has achieved its goal, Mitchell’s work will have determined the
broad outline of the context I am seeking in my own inquiry. That is, 1 Corinthians 8:6
will take its place within an argument regarding idol-foods which is itself one sub-topic
within an overall argument concerning unification of the Christian community in Corinth.
Its significance for that argument must then be determined within the constraints set by the
ancient genre of deliberative rhetoric in general and the specific contribution it is able to
make to the topic of factionalism in particular. Given those constraints, and apparently
unaware of anything inherently problematic in the verse per se, Mitchell in fact has no
problem in determining its function: “The hymnic fragment in 8:6 stresses Corinthian
unity in one God and one Lord, in common opposition to idolators (“outsiders”).”30
I wish to argue later that this verse stresses something else entirely. As Mitchell’s
reading of it follows quite naturally from her major claim about the genre and focus of the
whole epistle, and as that claim seems have become accepted as a scholarly commonplace
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in the decade since its publication, it is necessary for me now to examine her argument at
some length in order to clear the way for my own case.31
Her enterprise is an ambitious one, seeking to establish that the epistle has a single
dominant theme (Christian unity) which can be used as the presumptive key for
interpreting all of its parts. It involves a line of argument which seems to me to depend on
three crucial but contentious propositions:
1. The letter body is structured by the presence of one ancient rhetorical genre,
deliberative argument, and no other.
2. A given rhetorical genre allows for a finite choice of topics, one of which, the appeal
for unity within a body politic, is clearly identifiable throughout this epistle.
3. The argumentative function of any component part of the epistle is equivalent to the
contribution it makes to an argument about Christian unity in Corinth.
3.3.1 A Single Genre?
Mitchell’s whole case for the unitary composition of the letter rests on the claimed
presence of a single rhetorical genre controlling the letter body, and distinguished from the
letter- genre as such which is identified by epistolary forms identifiable in the letter
opening and closing.32 Differentiating her own approach from that Stowers and Aune, who
identify different rhetorical genres within the letter-body, Mitchell writes, “Here, too, the
shape of the argumentative whole is not sufficiently considered so that parts of the letter
are assigned different genres”.33 She then goes on extend the same criticism to George
Kennedy:
Kennedy, although seeing 1 Cor as “largely deliberative”, considers it to contain “some
judicial passages,” such as 1:13- 17 and ch.9 (New Testament Interpretation, 87), but
again, individual passages within a larger work do not have their own discrete genre. They
must be seen in relation to the rhetorical whole.34

What she means by “the rhetorical whole” is made apparent elsewhere:The rhetorical unit to be examined should be a compositional unit, which can be further
substantiated by successful rhetorical analysis. A preliminary definition of the limits of the
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literary unit is of course a first step in form criticism, and indeed all literary criticism. In
the case of 1 Corinthians, rhetorical analyses which render conclusions about the
argumentative structure and rhetorical genre of selected portions of the extant letter are
inadequate to the extent that they do not demonstrate why that portion is to be regarded as
an independent literary unit with its own genre and structure. The rhetorical genre and
function of each part is determined by the compositional whole and cannot be correctly
determined apart from it.... The present study, in demonstrating that 1 Corinthians as it
presently stands is a cohesive deliberative argument, defends the compositional integrity of
the letter.35

This methodology is circular in its logic. Mitchell proposes to use a rhetorical
analysis of the letter’s argumentation to support its compositional integrity. However, she
rules out, a priori, any competing rhetorical analyses that do not first demonstrate (on nonrhetorical grounds) the compositional integrity of the rhetorical units they identify, unless
the unit concerned is the letter as a whole. Nowhere does Mitchell feel obliged to
demonstrate the compositional integrity of the epistle, because it can be taken for granted
until proved otherwise. That is, if you want to identify rhetorical sub-genres within the
epistle, you must first establish separate literary units on non-rhetorical grounds: she
maintains that it is invalid to identify rhetorical units unless you have independent
evidence to suggest these are also compositional units. But if you follow Mitchell’s
procedure and amass evidence for a rhetorical shape to the letter body as a whole, this
supports its integrity as a compositional unit!
Her argument at this point rests on a prior assertion that no ancient writer could
possibly compose a letter incorporating more than one rhetorical genre. It is difficult to
know on what basis Mitchell supports this rather novel literary theory. Although she does
refer in footnotes to some ancient literary theorists in relating style to subject matter and
genre,36 she provides no discussion of her theory of a single genre in relation to that
ancient material, nor in relation to modern genre theory. The unsupported supposition that
ancient literary theorists would have supported her position is rendered rather implausible
by her opposition on this point to Kennedy, an eminent authority on ancient rhetoric.37
However, we can go further to assert that the single genre principle upon which she relies
had earlier been decisively refuted in a major study by Francis Cairns, in which he not
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only established that ancient poems commonly contained more than one distinct genre but
also described the process of “inclusion” by which this took place.38
A further fundamental flaw in Mitchell’s approach to ancient genres should be
pointed out. While her discourse on methodology in Ch.1 makes much of her diachronic
and therefore historical/critical approach to rhetoric,39 her actual treatment of the subject
seems to have no diachronic dimension: while the ancient rhetorical handbooks, speeches
and letters she refers to are drawn from a time span of at least half a millenium, and
include a transition from Greek to Roman cultures, she does not address the issue of
possible changes in theory or practice during this period. We may contrast this with Mack
who, as we have seen, postulates the development of a standard speech form out of the
judicial and deliberative genres described by Aristotle.40 Given the ambitious nature of
Mitchell’s project, these deficiencies in her handling of genre theory, which is central to
her case, must be seen as seriously compromising the validity of her first central
proposition.
Jeffrey Reed’s short study examining the relation between epistolary and rhetorical
genres arrives at a conclusion which we may adopt as a counterstatement to Mitchell’s
proposition concerning single genres:
The greatest danger when categorizing Paul’s writings is the propensity to describe a
single typology to an entire letter. Just as the author of  Επιστολοµαι^οι Χαρακτη^ ρες speaks
of a “mixed” (µικτη' ) type of letter, Paul also enmeshed various forms of epistolary and
rhetorical traditions into his letters. To describe, not prescribe (according to ancient
rhetorical theory), Paul’s argumentative strategy seems to be the safest methodological
approach when classifying his letters. One must be wary of doing in genre studies of
Paul’s letters what James Barr rightly accused scholars of doing in lexical studies of the
Bible, viz. “illegitimate totality transfer”. Just as we should not transfer all the various
meanings of a word onto its use in a particular context, so also a complete system of
rhetoric should not be imposed tout de suite upon our understanding of Paul’s distinctive
use of the epistolary genre.41

3.3.2 Is 1 Corinthians Deliberative Throughout?
Mitchell spends her second chapter establishing some key features of the
deliberative genre. After giving an extensive bibliography of ancient rhetorical and
epistolary sources, she outlines her purpose in the chapter:
On the basis of these resources, this investigation will demonstrate that deliberative
argumentation was characterized by four things: 1) a focus on future time as the subject of
deliberation; 2) employment of a determined set of appeals or ends, the most distinctive of
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which is the advantageous (τὸ συµφε' ρον); 3) proof by example (παρα' δειγµα); and 4)
appropriate subjects for deliberation, of which factionalism and concord are especially
common. Because each of these four elements of deliberative rhetoric is found in 1
Corinthians, this is a clear indication that 1 Corinthians employs that rhetorical species in
its argumentation.42

The first of these points is dealt with only briefly in Mitchell’s treatment; the
generic focus on future time is established only by quotations from Aristotle and
Quintillian, and the “overwhelming future emphasis” of 1 Corinthians is asserted rather
than demonstrated. Nor is there any attempt to compare the variation in past/present/future
focus across actual examples of ancient speeches and letters in each of the three rhetorical
genres. Aristotle’s dictum as to appropriateness is taken as indicative of actual practice.
The appeal to τὸ συµφε' ρον has a more important place in Mitchell’s case. She
takes up Aristotle’s dictum that the appeal to advantage is the most important argument in
deliberative rhetoric, with a qualification drawn from other ancient theorists that this does
not necessarily mean one’s own advantage (i.e., the audience’s), but may often be the
advantage of another or of the group. This is then supported with evidence that a
considerable number of speeches and letters which she identifies as deliberative contain
this as a central motif. We may accept the proposition that an appeal to advantage in one
form or another is a common characteristic of ancient deliberative rhetoric, although we
are given no argument concerning its non-occurence or scarcity in the judicial and
epideictic genres and thus should not accept the implication that the presence of such
appeals indicates the presence of the deliberative genre. Applying this element to 1
Corinthians, Mitchell makes much of the five occurrences of τὸ σψµφε' ρον or its cognates
in the epistle. She fails to comment on why there are only five such occurrences, if this is
such a central term, and why their distribution (6:12; 7:35; 10:23; 10:33; and 12:7) is so
uneven and does not include the opening section (1:10-4:21) in which the central topic of
concord/disunity (as she maintains) is dealt with most explicitly.
Mitchell’s argument establishing her third distinguishing element of deliberative
rhetoric, the important place given to proof by example, establishes that the combination
of proof by example with a call to imitate those examples (which is such an obvious
feature of this epistle) is characteristic of deliberative rhetoric, although she acknowledges
in an excursis that it can well be argued that paraenesis shares this same characteristic.43
She dismisses the possibility, argued by others, that 1 Corinthians is paraenesis rather than
deliberation on the grounds that the former deals only with generalised moral exhortation
while the latter focuses on arguing for particular courses of action. This distinction is
important for her case, for she also acknowledges that paraenesis, unlike deliberative
rhetoric, does not require “any defined or logical structure”.44 Once again, she does not
________________________
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examine the place of proof by example in the other rhetorical genres, despite noting that
Wuellner took it to be an indicator of epideictic rhetoric in 1 Corinthians. We must
conclude that Mitchell has not established that this prominent feature of the epistle must be
taken as evidence for her proposition that the letter- body as a whole is a deliberative
speech.
The fourth argument offered in her second chapter seeks to establish that there is a
finite set of approved subjects for deliberative argument in the ancient rhetorical tradition,
of which “factionalism and concord” is one of the most common in the literary record. It is
not difficult to establish the ubiquity of this topic, but once again Mitchell does not address
the question of whether it had any place in other genres besides deliberation, an omission
which further weakens her case.45
3.3.3 An Appeal for Concord Throughout?
However, the crucial stage of Mitchell’s argument, for my present purposes, is her
identification of factionalism and concord as the dominant theme of 1 Corinthians, an
exercise to which she devotes the whole of her third chapter. She wants to establish that
this topic is the underlying subject in each section of the epistle, rather than only the first
as others have maintained (her motivation being that that each rhetorical genre allows for
only one topic per speech: she aims to prove that the epistle has the form of a single
speech and is thus a unitary composition). Her third chapter, then, is an attempt to argue
that what other scholars may have identified as separate topics should rather be read as
proofs of the general proposition argued in the first:
....that the content of 1 Corinthians is a series of arguments ultimately based on the subject
of factionalism and concord, political entities appropriately treated by deliberative rhetoric.
This is of course not to deny that many other actual subjects are treated in the various subsections of the argument (idol meats, spiritual gifts, the resurrection, etc.). What I shall
show is how Paul’s treatment of each of these subjects is rooted by him in the overriding
concern for concord.46

It seems important to highlight the radical nature of Mitchell’s proposal here. In
order to establish the unity of the epistle as a single speech, whose form and content are
defined by the genre of deliberative rhetoric, she is willing to argue that in the situational
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context Paul addresses in Corinth, only one of the subjects he addresses is of “overriding
concern”, and that his treatment of the others is dominated by that concern. That is to say,
the underlying message when he is dealing with these topics is, “Whatever you end up
doing about incest, lawsuits, marriage, idol foods, or spiritual gifts, or whatever you come
to believe about the resurrection, it is more important that you stick together than that you
agree with my position on each of these issues.”47
To modern ears, Mitchell’s proposal to read the whole epistle as an expression of
the combined values “unity and compromise” has some inherent attractiveness, and indeed
it might appear to be supported by Paul’s self-characterisation as becoming “all things to
all people” (9:22), but is it really an adequate analysis of Paul’s basic stance in this letter?
Mitchell’s commitment to this proposition leads her into considerable eisegesis, especially
in her reading of those sections where correct behaviour seems to occupy the centre of
Paul’s attention and unity is only peripheral if not completely out of view. This tendency is
most obvious in her reading of 10:1-22, Paul’s typological application (proof by example)
of the Pentateuchal wilderness narrative to present issues of idolatrous worship and sexual
immorality. It is obvious that Paul treats these as non-negotiable boundary issues in which
the behaviour of individual members establishes the basis for remaining within a holy
community, as Mitchell acknowledges: “As with ancient Israel, one clear limit of
behaviour can be set: no Christian is an idolator ... all Christians should not tempt the Lord
and should not grumble”.48 Nevertheless she is compelled to find a place somewhere for
the unity theme, in order to maintain her general thesis:
All Israel was united at the beginning in common baptism, common experiences and
common spiritual food and drink. But despite this auspicious beginning, tragedy befell the
community when factions appeared and sought their own advantage over that of all
Israel.49

In my view, this constitutes a serious misreading of what Paul is doing with his
repetition of πα' ντες in 10:1-4. Rather than setting up a “unity versus self-seeking
factionalism” contrast, this quantifier is used to stress the severity and impassibility of
divine judgement on aberrant behaviour, resulting in exclusion of transgressors from the
community: all community members received the benefits of the initiatory experiences,
but not all survived subsequent judgement of their boundary-crossing attitudes and
behaviour. They were judged for their unholiness, not their disunity, and there is no
suggestion in either Paul’s text nor the original scriptural narratives that factionalism and
________________________
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individual advantage seeking were causative or motivating factors in their behaviour. On
the contrary, Paul supplies his own, more Jewish explanation, for their behaviour: they
became ε πιθυµητὰς κακω
^ ν (10:6), “desirers of evil”, who found these temptations
intrinsically attractive.50 In similar fashion, Mitchell then goes on to read 10:14-22 as
primarily a call for “cultic unity” rather than simply as a prohibition of idol-worship as an
intrinsic evil.
I maintain that by reading 1:10 as the opening of a letter body which is of a
fundamentally different genre to the letter- opening preceding it, Mitchell has elevated that
exhortation to a thematic preeminence within the epistle which distorts her reading of that
verse itself as well as of the wider letter. Specifically, I wish to argue that the exhortation
to unity within the Corinthian community is meant to be read in the context of the
concerns already signalled in the letter opening, and in particular in relation to three major
themes, each of which is of more fundamental importance than the theme of concord:
God’s calling upon them to be his own possesion, a holy people; their connection with,
and duty of concord with, the church in every place; and the responsibility they bear for
their spiritual gifts. These three might indeed be coalesced into the first, so that the call to
unity takes place within a prior call to truly become what they potentially are: God’s holy
people. The nature of that holy calling, that is of their unity with God, is the preoccupation
of the epistle, within which the call to concord always takes its place. This is true even of
the first topic, 1:10 - 4:21, which, although it begins with a call for concord, uses the fact
of factionalism mainly as evidence of the audience’s spiritual immaturity (3:1- 4) and
concentrates on clarifying the nature of true wisdom, spirituality and leadership among
God’s holy people. His logic in these chapters is that if they straighten out their thinking
about these matters, then concord will follow.
A second, more theoretical reason for rejecting the hegemony Mitchell accords to
the theme of factionalism and concord is that it seems to involve a category mistake. It is
one thing to acknowledge that a call for unity is a recurrent theme woven throughout the
various subjects treated in the epistle, but quite another to argue that this constitutes the
fundamental subject, or even the sole objective towards which Paul strives at such length.
Mitchell, for all her investigation of the occurrence of this theme in Greco-Roman
writings, overlooks the fact that within that culture it is a “topos” (commonplace) in
rhetorical terminology, rather than a “topic” (subject to be treated) as in modern parlance.
No one had to argue for concord at any great length (as opposed to short exhortations
urging unity), as it was an agreed cultural value. Mitchell herself virtually acknowledges
this at one point:
One of the universally recognized political values in Greco-Roman antiquity was that of
ο µο' νοια, which was discussed in a wide variety of literary genres. But arguments which
seek to persuade an audience to end their party strife and live in unity in the future are

________________________
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deliberative. This lofty ideal of ο µο' νοια was not only applied to city-states, but even to
small, less formal political and social units. Paul’s letter to the political body (ε κκλησι'α) at
Corinth, which urges them to end their factionalism and become reunited, employs the
appropriate rhetorical species, deliberative rhetoric, for treating this subject.51

Universally recognised political values, if that is indeed what they are in a
particular society, are appealed to rather than argued for. But deliberation is all about
contentious issues, and particularly about alternative courses of action concerning which
the audience has genuine differences of opinion. If the issue is, “In the present situation X,
should we do A, B or C?”, an orator arguing for A and against B and C is engaged in
deliberation, but if he argues that the audience should show more unity of mind, he is not
deliberating but doing something else: “paraenesis” or “reproof” would be more
appropriate generic terms than “deliberation” for such an appeal to a common value.
Another way of expressing this is to say it is unlikely that ancient political bodies engaged
in serious debate on policy options such as “Should we act in concord with one another or
would it be more advantageous for us to be at one another’s throats?” Once again, Mitchell
herself provides us with a basis for critiquing her own work when she insists on the
importance of distinguishing deliberation from paraenesis:
The two forms are related in some way, but they are not identical ..... The deliberative
speeches and letters are not moral exhortation, but rather situation-centered arguments for
a person or a group of people to follow a particular course of action (often related to public
policy). That is what deliberative rhetoric is.52

On this basis, I maintain that Mitchell has seriously misinterpreted the function of
Paul’s appeal for unity in 1 Corinthians. When he introduces his letter body in 1:10 with
an appeal for concord and an end to factionalism, this could not possibly have been heard
by his audience as the announcement of a contentious course of action for which he
intended to argue at length, implying that some of them would explicitly maintain the
superiority of some alternate policy. Rather, he would be understood to be beginning the
substance of his discourse by appealing to common ground, or rather by confronting them
with the fact that they were not living up to a commonly held value. Given all that
Mitchell has correctly written about the place of concord as an established political value,
this probably represented relatively safe ground from which Paul could begin his first
topic. Everyone would agree that they should be united: it is the fact of their disunity,
based on the reports he has received, that he uses to confront them, arguing from that
evidential ground to the more contentious conclusion that they are not as spiritual, nor as
secure in their status before God, as they suppose. That conclusion, in turn, does provide a
foundation for his subsequent arguments on other topics, and in that sense the opening
topic encompasses those which follow it. But this is far from saying that 1:10 has an
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equivalent rhetorical status as προ' θεσις, either for the immediate topic or for the whole
epistle.

3.4 Conclusions: Rhetorical Genres and 1 Corinthians
What place should be given, then, to considerations of genre based on ancient
rhetorical theory and practice in the exegesis of 1 Corinthians? The lengthy consideration I
have just given to Margaret Mitchell’s work arises from the fact that I share some of her
fundamental methodological convictions: that the theory and practice of Greco-Roman
rhetoric provided one pervasive source of genres influencing the oral and written discourse
of Paul’s world; that the identification of such genres is an historical undertaking based on
the examination of ancient sources of theory and practice, taking precedence over
synchronic rhetorical and linguistic studies; and that analysis of argumentative structures
can expose the underlying unity in what might otherwise seem to be fragmented or
illogical discourse. I have argued against the major conclusions she has drawn concerning
this epistle: that it has the overall genre and form of a deliberative speech; that it
constitutes a deliberative argument for concord over against factionalism; and that the
rhetorical function of each component within the epistle is to support that one argument. In
place of those conclusions, I would like to proffer several rhetorical propositions which I
hope to confirm in the course of subsequent argument and exegesis.
3.4.1 Genres and Forms
Firstly, it is necessary to distinguish between (i) classifying a discourse as
deliberative in type and (ii) identifying its form as that of a deliberative speech. Each of
these is an important aspect of literary genre, but they do not always coincide. The former,
which modern linguists might call “discourse type”, was a mode of analysis used by
rhetorical theorists based on the rhetorical situation and the manner in which a speaker
addressed his audience: to the extent that he was advising or persuading them about future
options for action, then his discourse should be classified as deliberative, regardless of the
form it took. A deliberative speech, on the other hand, was a generic entity which must
exhibit certain minimal formal requirements if it was to be recognized as such: in
particular, the speaker was required to explicitly state the course of action he wished to
recommend before proceeding to argue in its favour and against alternatives. It is that
requirement that has led Mitchell to identify 1:10 as προ' θεσις for the epistle: what better
candidate exists? Likewise this requirement stands in the way of anyone wishing to argue
that the epistle contains more than one deliberative speech: what other section begins in
similar manner? But by discarding the notion of epistle-as-a-speech, deliberative or
otherwise, we leave ourselves freer to characterise it as predominantly deliberative in type,
if we wish, and as Mitchell’s arguments in her third chapter could support. A further
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consequence follows, in the light of my earlier rejection of Mitchell’s single-genre dictum.
By taking our focus away from formal aspects of rhetorical genres we are better able to
identify the presence of multiple genres, rhetorical and otherwise, within ancient epistles
such as Paul’s, and to appreciate the complex ways in which they interact. There is no
need to demarcate the letter body as the boundary within which an epistolary genre is
replaced by a rhetorical one. Indeed, epistoliary generic features may be identified at any
point in the letter, as Mitchell herself had done in an earlier article.53
Rejection of single-genre analysis of the letter body also allows us to recognise
what we have always known, that 1 Corinthians in particular contains a sequence of
“topics” or “sections” that seem to stand largely on their own as separate discourses, even
though there is some carry- over of themes and tone linking them together. It is the relative
autonomy of these sections that has prompted much scholarly discussion about
compositional integrity, the influence of previous communications between Paul and
Corinth, and the possibility of editorial interpolations. To recognise that distinctive
autonomy is not to take a position on any of those issues, but merely to recognise that Paul
appears to have constructed the letter body from a “shopping list” of topics he needed to
deal with at the time. Nor is it to rule out the real possibility that the order in which these
appear is entirely of his own choosing, rather than dictated by incoming reports and
correspondence from Corinth: he does indeed seem to have interspersed difficult topics in
which he needed to counter audience resistance to his message with easier ones in which
his position was more acceptable, as I argue below. Furthermore, we may find several
traces of thematic “carry over” in which positions established in an earlier section are
implicitly assumed and built upon later.
To mark the semi-autonomous nature of these topics/sections, I propose to refer to
them henceforth as “discourses”, with the implication that each is separate enough to be
regarded as a distinct unit, with its own predominant discourse type. That is to say, we
should recognise that as Paul addressed each of these separate topics, the rhetorical
situation shifted somewhat, in two aspects at least:
1. Those challenged or comforted by his position altered with each issue. Sometimes this
was explicitly marked, with those confronted becoming the direct addressees of the
discourse, as is the case in Chs. 8-10, where those claiming freedom to eat idol-foods
regardless are always referred to in the second person, and those they regard as “weak’ in
the third.
2. The mode of discourse may change in response to the nature of the challenge presented
by the topic. I shall deal with this aspect in the next sub-section.
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3.4.2 Deliberation: A Complex Genre
The ancient characterisation of deliberative discourse as containing “advice or
persuasion” provides another useful polarity to direct our analysis of the epistle. It
suggests that we should recognise that in a lengthy composition such as 1 Corinthians, its
predominantly deliberative nature encompasses a complex variation in the rhetorical
situation and tone as Paul moves along a continuum from some matters in which he can
issue commands, to others in which his audience is open to and even seeking his advice
and further to other matters in which not only does he need to argue the merits of his case
but also to defend his own ηθος in relation to the topic under discussion. Thus we should
recognise that some topics, although of great importance to Paul, do not seem to require
argumentation: the case of incest in Ch.5 is dealt with in a commanding tone, because the
problem is community inaction rather than approval of the aberrant behaviour (5:1,2).
Even the questions about marriage, although complicated and requiring a lengthy
treatment in Ch.7, are actually dealt with as a series of prescriptive judgements, because he
has been asked for his advice (7:1). At the other end of the deliberative continuum, we
should recognize that there is a positive correlation between the lengthy treatments Paul
gives to some topics and the strength of resistance to his viewpoint he perceives among
significant sections of his audience. I would certainly want to argue that the three longest
discourses belong at the argumentative end of the scale. The first is the opening discourse
on the close relation between concord, wisdom and spirituality (1:10 - 4:21): the whole
thrust of his argument here is to challenge the spiritual status accorded within the
community to those who place a high value on social status, wealth and education and a
low value on the cohesion of the community of faith. The relative social prominence of
this group, the established Hellenistic cultural values normalising their stance, and their
subtle disparagement of Paul’s own status, make a lengthy, subtle and multi- pronged
argument against their position unavoidable, if it is to be challenged at all. The penultimate
discourse on spiritual gifts (12:1 - 14:40), of similar length to the first, is again one in
which those whose competitive behaviour and attitudes Paul wishes to confront have
entrenched their position as the norm within the ecclesia, even though it is destructive to
community cohesiveness: again, their hand is strengthened by wider cultural beliefs and
attitudes and can only be overcome by lengthy and complex argument. The discourse on
the matter of foods offered to idols which most concerns us (8:1 - 11:1) is the next longest.
I shall argue below that it likewise is a complex argument for a rather simple principle
whose unacceptablity to a strongly entrenched segment of the community (roughly the
same as those targeted in the first discourse) makes it necessary for Paul to construct a
subtle, complex and lengthy argument to support it.
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3.4.3 Argumentation: The Search for Agreement
In all our consideration of ancient rhetoric and argumentation, we would do well to
take on board a very basic insight put forward by Perelmann and Olbrechts- Tyteca: that
argumentation as such always involves establishing grounds of agreement with the
intended audience:
Our analysis of argumentation will deal first with what is taken as the starting point of
arguments and afterwards with the way in which arguments are developed through a whole
set of associative and disassociative processes. This division of the subject is indispensible
to our examination and should not be misunderstood. The unfolding as well as the starting
point of the argumentation presuppose indeed the agreement of the audience. This
agreement is sometimes on explicit premises, sometimes on the particular connecting links
used in the argument or on the manner of using these links: from start to finish, analysis of
argumentation is concerned with what is supposed to be accepted by the hearers.54

Indeed we should recognize this principle as the defining characteristic of
argumentative discourse, distinguishing it from other modes of address used by Paul such
as instruction, advice, proclamation, and paraenesis. In each of those modes, the speaker
has been accorded, or is assuming, some degree of authority over the audience. Argument
only comes into play to the degree that the speaker must address the audience as equals or
superiors. This distinction is fully in accord with the Greco-Roman rhetorical tradition: the
three rhetorical genres arose from archetypal situations in which a citizen might be
required to address an assembly or tribunal composed of his social superiors or peers,55 in
each case arguing for rather than assuming his ηθος, his right to speak on the subject at
hand, as well as working to win the audience’s assent to his substantive case point by
point. Rhetorical education per se did not train rulers in how to give commands, nor
teachers in how to instruct their pupils. The speech itself constituted the accepted means of
winning assent, and required an assumption of that assent being provisionally withheld,
and often contested by rival speakers. I regard this historical fact as the greatest
impediment to the use of the ancient rhetorical genres as tools for the structural analysis of
New Testament writings, which are permeated throughout with a sense of divinely
mandated authority: the writers always assume some degree of authority in relation to their
intended audiences, within the shared ηθος of the Christian movement. This precludes any
New Testament author adopting an overall rhetorical structure. Without some assumed
authority, none of the New Testament authors would have begun their compositions; but
this does not mean that they were able to maintain that assumption unwaveringly
throughout, especially in Paul’s case.
________________________
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We might well recognize that Paul’s preference is to speak with authority, although
his self-image requires him to do so ever so gently. But this does not mean that he was
always able to do so: it is obvious from this letter alone that there were some matters on
which his authority was resisted, if not outrightly repudiated, within the Corinthian
congregation, and that his discourses dealing with such matters are of necessity
argumentative, with Paul marshalling all his resources of λο' γος, ηθος and πα' θος to win the
assent he seeks. Indeed it seems ironic that the first discourse, in which he reminds his
Corinthian converts of the Spirit- endorsed proclamatory mode of speech by which he first
won their assent to the gospel (2:1- 5), is one in which he needs to argue his case at great
length. That ironic reminder is in effect a rebuking acknowledgement of his need to
address them in argumentative mode in order to regain their assent concerning the low
value of rhetorically established “wisdom”: that is to say, argumentation! Nevertheless he
does argue, as he is obliged to do, and does so with good grace, not only in that discourse
but in some others including the one dealing with idol-foods, as I shall demonstrate below.
Another consequence of recognising argumentation as a mode of discourse in
which the speaker seeks to build on points of agreement with the audience is that it leads
us to recognize that some of the assertions Paul makes in his arguments are there because
they represent points of agreement with the addressees which may be concessionary rather
than central to Paul’s convictions. Such a recognition will direct us away from futile
attempts to classify every statement as a face-value expression of the fundamental position
of either Paul or other participants in the situation and lead us to enquire rather about what
the writer’s purpose is in the argument and how the various components in an argument
work together to advance that cause.
Having agreed with both Mitchell and Kennedy that the predominant genre of
1 Corinthians 8-10 is deliberative, I have also argued for the possibility of genric
complexity, where one or more other genres are contained within the overall one.
Identifying such genres should be subject to these guidelines:56
1. Genre identification is a historical-critical process: it involves postulating that a given
historical community of readers (including the original writer and audience) were familiar
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with the genre, and could have identified its presence in the text.
2. Literary-critical identification of multiple genres should be constrained by the
consideration that genres are social conventions enabling efficient communication by
leaving much unsaid. For each genre we identify, we should ask what it tells us about the
body of assumed knowledge alluded to by the author through adoption of this genre.
3. Genres are never blended, but retain their identity within the mix: at any point in the
text, only one genre is operative.57
In the case of 1 Corinthians 8-10, such genric complexity is an actuality, as it is
readily apparent that Paul uses several distinct argumentative genres drawn from diverse
cultural sources. I shall attempt to show, in the remainder of this study, that the
predominant genre is deliberative rhetoric appealing to φρο' νηµα (Greek common sense,
see 1 Cor.10:15), interspersed with inclusions of two other very important genres of
argumentation: one appealing to the Jewish scriptures, and the other to the established
κηρυ' γµα.
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CHAPTER 4
GENRE SOURCE THREE: INTERPRETED SCRIPTURE
It must by now be a commonplace of Pauline scholarship that the Jewish scriptures
were of great importance to the apostle. Recent work has higlighted the frequency with
which he refers to the scriptures, both explicitly and by implication.1 Some studies have
focused on the extent and nature of the corpus treated by Paul as αι γραφαι' 2. Others have
investigated the range of interpretative techniques employed by Paul in his use of
scripture, whether to throw light on his relationship to rabbinic exegetical method or to
inform present-day hermeneutics3. The most comprehensive recent study, covering all of
these aspects, is that of Dietrich-Alex Koch, Die Schrift als Zeuge des Evangeliums
examining both the various uses to which Paul puts scripture and the understanding of
scripture he displays in doing so.4 Studies focused on Paul’s use of scripture in 1
Corinthians in particular can also be divided into those examining specific textual or
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thematic connections,5 and those attempting to deal with patterns more broadly
characteristic of the epistle.6
For my present purpose, the most important issue arising from this variety of
critical approaches to Paul’s use of scripture concerns the need to decide whether it is most
appropriate to adopt a maximizing or a minimizing stance when it comes to identifying the
influence of scripture within his discourse. A maximizing approach emphasizes the central
importance of Israel’s scriptures to Paul: above all, he is a Jew who understands, and
constantly needs to validate, his gospel and mission in the light of scripture. It postulates
that an internal dialogue with scripture is going on for Paul at all times, whatever emerges
onto the page, and seeks to explain otherwise problematic aspects of the text on that basis.
One form of this approach involves listening for intertextual “echoes” of scripture within
Paul’s text. Another is to regard him as engaged in a rabbinical dialogue with scripture and
its Jewish tradition of interpreters, and hence to analyse his writing according to the
canons of rabbinic exegesis.7 While each of these requires us to postulate some degree of
competence in the same genres on the part of his audience for effective communication to
take place, that requirement can be forestalled to the extent that we locate Paul’s internal
dialogue as an essential component of the discourse. Despite or even because of his clear
sense of divine commissioning as apostle to the gentiles, Paul remained a devotee of the
God revealed in scripture, and needed constantly to validate his mission in terms of God’s
faithfulness to the covenants he had made with Israel.8 A minimizing approach, at the
other extreme, would identify a reference to scripture only when it is specifically signalled
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by the use of citation markers, when the language is unmistakably identifiable as a
quotation, or when there is an explicit reference to a particular passage or narrative. In my
view, it is important to retain a flexibility in our approach, from a perception that Pauline
texts differ from one another and even vary internally in the place given to scripture.
Galatians and Romans, focused largely on relating the gentile mission to God’s
covenanted faithfulness to Israel, can be readily identified as the epistles in which Paul
seems most preoccupied with scripture, and in the latter case, where his audience is largely
unknown to him, it would be possible to argue that Paul’s inner dialogue with scripture
comes much more to the fore.
However, in the case of 1 Corinthians, I have already argued, largely on literary
grounds, that Paul’s discourse is fundamentally argumentative in nature: that while there
are some topics on which he seems to expect a readiness to agree from his audience, the
overall tone of the epistle is dominated by a few topics, including the one on ει δωλο' θυτα,
on which he finds it necessary to persuade rather than instruct the congregation at Corinth.
In persuasive discourse, one looks for arguments that will appeal most strongly to one’s
audience rather than to oneself. How does this effect his use of scripture in the current
topic? There is no doubt that scriptural topoi appear in this discourse, particularly at 9:810, 9:13 (dubiously), 10:1-11, and 10:18, and I shall discuss these shortly. However,
given the nature of the topic, this seems to be a rather minimal appeal to scripture: using
verse-units as a rough and ready unit of proportion, we have a maximum of 16 out of the
74 verses (22%) discussing what scripture has to say on the issue, and most of these appear
in one passage quite late in the discourse. That proportion might appear unexceptional on
other topics, but the issue in this discourse has been labelled ει δωλο' θυτα by Paul: “things
offered to idols”, a value-laden term which presupposes a distinctly Jewish critique of
pagan cultic practices.9 I now want to suggest that Paul has reason to minimise his use of
scripture as he argues in support of what is essentially a scripturally-determined position.
4.1 “Idolatry”: a Scriptural Concept
My perception that Paul deliberately avoids the explicit use of scripture to
condemn idolatry early in this discourse is based on the fact that he leaves his central
assertion in the second half of Chapter 8, that participation in idolatrous worship will

________________________
9

So Hans Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians: a Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians, trans. Leitch
James W., Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975) 139 &n.6; Gordon D. Fee, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians, The New International Commentary on the New Testament (Grand Rapids: William B.
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1987) 357 n.1; against Paul Douglas Gardner, The Gifts of God and the
Authentication of a Christian (Lanham: University Press of America, 1994) 15-16, who argues that
ει δωλο' θυτα is a Christian term, with Paul’s use here a very early example. Gardner fails to consider the significance of ειδωλον, which has a pedigree at least as old as the LXX, where it is found in 29 books as a
translation of 15 Hebrew nouns, giving them a negative connotation not always evident in the originals. Data
drawn from Edwin Hatch and Henry Redpath, A Concordance to the Septuagint and the other Greek versions of the Old Testament, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1906) 376.
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damage the weaker brother (8:10-11), entirely unsupported until Chapter 10. It is apparent
that those among his audience who feel comfortable about being seen reclining at table in
an idol’s temple (8:10) believe that they are doing themselves no harm. After all, they are
only there to eat, and presumably to socialise. They are further reassured by their slogans
telling them that their eating or not eating food is a matter of indifference to God (8:8), and
that there is really only one God anyway (8:4). For the moment, Paul lets those beliefs
stand and concentrates on the effects on another brother, hypothetical or otherwise, who
while lacking their clarity of belief, follows their outward example of eating in the temple
precincts but does so as an act of idol worship (8:10). The end result, Paul asserts, is his
destruction:η συνει' δησις αυ τω
^ ν α σθενὴς ουσα µολυ' νεται ...(8:7b) and, α πο' λλυται γὰρ ο
ασθενω
^ ν....(8:11a). Idol-worship results in defilement and destruction for the worshippers.
It is hard to believe that the “wise” Christians who eat with their friends in pagan temples
share the intensity of Paul’s conviction on this point, yet he leaves this crucial point as an
unsupported assertion, for the moment. This fact demands an explanation.
One common line of interpretation sees the destruction in v.10-11 as either
consisting in, or resulting from, the defilement of conscience in v.7.10 However, if this
were Paul’s meaning it would simply invite the retort that the “weak” should follow the
“wise” in developing consciences that are untroubled by such behaviour.11 By treating the
discourse, 1Cor.8-10, as a whole, however, it becomes plain in Ch.10 that Paul regards the
destruction as the intervening judgment of God in response to idolatry.12 The belief that
idolatry will result in divine punishment is peculiarly scriptural and Jewish, and it is this
conviction that Paul holds in check until Ch.10.
We know from 1 Thessalonians 1:9 that Paul’s initial presentation of the gospel in
Greece had included a challenge to “turn to God from idols” and henceforth to serve “a
true and living God”: which is to say that he demanded some degree of acquiesence to the
standard Jewish ideology that all pagan cultic activity was debased and that Israel’s

________________________
10

So Archibald Robertson and Alfred Plummer, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the First Epistle
of St Paul to the Corinthians, The International Critical Commentary (Edinburgh: T.& T.Clark, 1911) 16972; C.K. Barrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians, 2nd ed. (London: A.&C. Black,
1971) 194-96; Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 148-49 and Gardner, The Gifts of God, 197.

11

It would appear that this is the belief of the “wise”, as opposed to Paul, and that they are actively seeking to
“build up” such strength-of-conscience by inviting the “weak” to accompany them to such temple-feasts.
Thus Fee, First Corinthians, 386-87; and Khiok-Khng Yeo, Rhetorical Interaction in 1 Corinthians 8 and
10: A Formal Analysis with Preliminary Suggestions for a Chinese, Cross-Cultural Hermeneutic (Leiden:
E.J.Brill, 1995) 192.
12

So Fee, First Corinthians, 387-88; and Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, Sacra Pagina 7 (Collegeville: The Liturgical Press, 1999) 326. Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A
Commentary on the Greek Text, The New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2000) 653-54 engages in a lengthy discussion of recent opinions
without revealing whether he thinks this is eschatological destruction or not.
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revelation of God was the definitive truth.13 From the fact that Paul is able to give the
present topic this perjorative label in his opening statement (8:1) , and to repeat it or a
cognate term at 8:4, 8:7, 10:14, and 10:19, we may conclude that the Corinthian audience
were accustomed to the Jewish critique of pagan religion, at least to the extent of accepting
this terminology.14 However, that acceptance may well have depended to some extent on
Paul’s softening of the Jewishness of this critique by enlisting the help of philosophical
critiques of pagan religion and non-Jewish use of ειδωλον as a term of disparagement.15
We can be certain that his missionary strategy included avoidance of unnecessary cultural
friction: when in this very discourse, at 9:21, he tells his Corinthian audience, τοι^ς α νο' µοις
ω ς ανοµος, µὴ ων ανοµος θεου^ α λλ εννοµος Χριστου^ , «ινα κερδα' νω τοὺς α νο' µους , he is
reminding them that he has made concessions to their cultural sensibilities, within limits
set by Christ.16 If he is less Jewish at heart than his Jewish converts might suppose (9:20),
he is likewise more Jewish and less Greek than his gentile flock in Corinth have realized
thus far. In particular, his personal conviction about what constitutes proper, Christlike
behaviour in regard to ει δωλο' θυτα is more distinctively Jewish than some of them have
hitherto been willing to accept as an authoritative model. The intense antipathy he
harbours towards pagan cults is displayed in the first half of Chapter 10, where it appears
in his use of the narrative of Israel’s apostasy in the desert as a horrific example of what

________________________
13

Ernest Best, A Commentary on the First and Second Epistles to the Thessalonians (Peabody: Hendrickson
Publishers, 1988) 85-87 argues, as have others, that this verse contains a traditional pre-Pauline formula
drawn from a Jewish-Christian missionary tradition. For argument against Best’s position, see Charles A.
Wanamaker, The Epistles to the Thessalonians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek
Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1990) 84-86. Much of
this debate is about whether some or all of 1 Thess.1:9-10 constitutes a definitive statement of Paul’s gospel
proclamation in Thessalonica, or whether it expresses either a part of that proclamation or a summation of its
results. My argument requires only that this statement be acceptable to the converts in retrospect. Johannes
Munck, “1 Thess. 1:9-10 and the Missionary Preaching of Paul,” New Testament Studies 9 (1963): 95-110
puts forward an interpretation of 1 Thess.1:9 that is suggestive for the Corinthian converts as well: “that the
Thessalonians, who were formerly gentiles, found it difficult to grasp that what human beings such as the
apostles said to them was the will of God and Christ’s commandment, which must simply be obeyed, and not
argued about.” (109).
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There can be no doubt of the importance of this issue for the self-definition of Second-Temple Judaism, as
reflected in the surviving writings of the period. One scholar concludes, “Repudiation of idolatry is probably
the most common form of resistance to gentile culture in Judaism.” Scot McKnight, A Light Among the
Gentiles: Jewish Missionary Activity in the Second Temple Period (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1991) 23.
See also Emil Schürer, The History of the Jewish People in the age of Jesus Christ, ed. & rev. Fergus Millar
& Matthew Black Geza Vermes (Edinburgh: T.&T.Clark, 1979) Vol.2, 81-83; E.P. Sanders, Judaism: Practice and Belief, 63BCE-66CE (London: SCM Press, 1992) 242-47, and Moshe Halbertal, “Coexisting with
the enemy: Jews and pagans in the Mishnah,” Tolerance and Intolerance in Early Christianity and Judaism,
Ed. Graham N. Stanton and Guy G Strousma (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1998).

15

For a pathway into that gentile critical tradition, see the references in Hans Conzelmann, Gentiles - Jews Christians: Polemics and Apologetics in the Greco-Roman Era, 2, M. Eugene Boring (Minneapolis:
Augsburg Fortress, 1992) 136 n.4.
16

Paul was by no means alone in this approach. Conzelmann, Gentiles - Jews - Christians, 135-233 provides
an overview of the extent to which many second-temple Jews were prepared to adapt the expression of their
faith to make it acceptable within Greco-Roman culture. On Jewish prosletyizing in general, see Schürer,
History of the Jewish People, 150-76.
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can go wrong once you compromise with other cults, leading to the climatic exhortation in
10:14: ∆ιο' περ, α γαπητοι' µου, φευ' γετε α πὸ τη^ ς ει δωλολατρι' ας.. The worship of idols is
something to flee, a seductive destroyer of God’s people. My point here is that for the first
two chapters in this discourse, Paul keeps the intensity of his feelings on idolatry under
restraint, apart from his initial choice of terminology and his assertion about its
destructiveness.
For what reason? I suggest that this a deliberate rhetorical strategy in this
discourse, consistent with his earlier missionary strategy of becoming “all things to all
people”. That is, he is well aware that his convictions on this matter are distinctly Jewish:
only Jews feel so strongly about non-Jewish cultic activity, and what feels like strong
convictions from within the Jewish cultural circle may look more like bigotry from
without. Paul’s success as a missioner to gentiles has come from his ability to view that
cultural divide from both sides and frame his communication to avoid offending cultural
sensibilities needlessly (10:32). Scripture, especially in its Greek translations, is rich in its
condemnation of all that it classifies as “idolatry”, and Paul’s seven-fold use of this
perjorative terminology in the first thirteen verses of the discourse is clearly designed to
leave his gentile audience in no doubt that he fully shares the common Jewish evaluation
of pagan cults, but apart from that he avoids using scripture as a source of topoi until he is
well past halfway through his argument. It would have been easy to call upon
Deuteronomy or Isaiah for authoritative denunciations of those who make and worship
idols. However, scriptural passages crafted to strengthen Israel’s boundaries against
encroaching cultures and their cults have a different credibility when heard by those
already committed to living within those boundaries than when used as arguments
persuading others to make them their own. If “idolatry” is regarded by gentiles as
essentially a matter of Jewish religious particularity, then quoting scriptural
condemnations of pagan religious activity may even run the risk of devaluing scripture
itself, of exposing his converts to the thought that scripture sometimes expresses Jewish
cultural intolerance rather than the inspired transcendence of that culture that has informed
Paul’s mission to gentiles.
We may conclude that Paul’s choice not to bring the full guns of scriptural
condemnation to bear on the issue of ει δωλο' θυτα was a matter of rhetoric rather than
principle. As we shall see, his explicit references to scripture are mostly quite general in
nature rather than focusing on detailed exegesis. Nevertheless, he chooses them carefully,
introducing them as topoi where they will have maximum effect. I shall now examine the
three passages in this discourse in which an appeal to scripture is used, not only in order to
establish the contribution they make to Paul’s overall argument, but also to show how they
relate to the dominant deliberative genre.
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4.2 Workers’ rights: oxen, altar servants and all the lowly and weak
In Chapter 9, the middle section of this discourse, Paul is occupied with a lengthy
defence of the rights that undergird his apostolic ministry. At one point in this section, 9:9,
he makes an appeal to scripture to support his argument: ε ν γὰρ τω
^, Μωϋσε' ως νο' µω,
γε' γραπται, Ου κηµω' σεις βου^ ν α λοω
^ ντα. My present purpose is to identify the genres
interacting here. I wish to argue that one subsection of this passage, 9:8-12, is a case of
one argumentative genre, an appeal to the words of scripture, being contained within
another, a self-defence in the genre of judicial rhetoric that occupies the whole of 1
Corinthians 9. Once we accept the idea of genre inclusion,17 this should not be difficult to
establish, nor particularly controversial.
The generic nature of Chapter 9 as juridical rhetoric is signalled at 9:3,  Η ε µὴ
α πολογι' α τοι^ς ε µὲ α νακρι' νουσιν ε στιν αυ« τη, by means of the technical term α πολογι' α.18
Thiselton helpfully comments,
Both η ε µὴ α πολογι'α, My statement of defence, and the dative participle τοι^ς ε µὲ
α ναφρι'νουσιν, to those who investigate me, are legal metaphors. The noun α πολογι'α is
technically a speech of defense (as in Acts 22:1; cf. 1 Pet.3:15, ready to make a defense to
anyone), but in the context of a semijudicial investigation of someone under scrutiny is
best translated statement of defence.19

There is some debate among the scholars over whether Paul actually carries on
with such a statement of defence, and for how long.20 Given that we do not have to show
that a discourse has to have the form of a judicial speech to be in the judicial genre, it is
my view that this genre continues to the end of chapter 9. Raymond Collins provides a
good basis of support for this contention in his commentary on the chapter.21 He
characterizes 9:4-14 as Paul’s defense of his apostolic rights marked by the use of the first
person plural, and the remainder of the chapter as a return to the first-person appeal of 9:12 building on that defence. In doing so, Collins emphasizes the unity between the two
sections: the first defends his claim to the rights of an apostle, while the second explains
his practice of not making use of them.22 I do not think that this difference is significant
enough to signal a shift away from a mode of self-defense, especially as from 9:15 the

________________________
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See in particular Francis Cairns, Generic Composition in Greek and Roman Poetry (Edinburgh: Edinburgh
UP, 1972) 158-76, cited already in my critique of Mitchell.
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Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 152, n.12 gives this trenchant note, inviting a line of investigation that he follows no further: “ ‘Apology’: a juristic term; Plato (Socrates); Acts 22:1, etc. For the dative cf. 2 Cor 12:19.”
Fee, First Corinthians, 401, n.22 gives the definition “a speech or writing in reply to accusations”, adding
further references to Josephus and Xenophon.
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Thiselton, First Corinthians, 675, his emphases.

20

Some actually argued that it referred backwards to the three rhetorical questions in 9:1-2, but this view has
not become established. For discussion and refutation, see Fee, First Corinthians, 401,n.21.
21
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Collins, First Corinthians, 327-63.

Collins, First Corinthians, 344.
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discourse focuses even more squarely on Paul’s own behaviour. On the contrary, it is only
at this point that his defense really becomes self-defense as such. There is no ground for
supposing that the rights of all apostles in general were under attack, but rather that he
needed to defend his apostolic status from doubts raised by his failure to claim those
rights.
Rather than signal an end to the defense, Paul’s switch back to a focus on his own
behaviour at 9:15 should be taken as confirmation that the metaphorical courtroom is still
in session. In the first half of his defence, Paul argues for his interpretation of the legal
principle applicable to the charge, in this case the rights of an apostle. This then provides
the grounds for his explanation of his own behaviour in the second half, which we could
summarize as an argument that it is nobler and more Christlike to forego those rights in
some circumstances than to make use of them. These exemplify the two main ingredients
of any advocate’s argument: legal principles and their application to particular cases.
One feature that stands in the way of such a categorization of the whole chapter for
some readers is its last four verses, 9:24-27. Hays comments,
Those who try to read chapter 9 as a defense of Paul’s apostleship unrelated to the idol
food problem have great difficulty explaining how verses 24-27 fit into the defense. The
presence of this material at the end of the chapter shows clearly that the purpose of the unit
as a whole is hortatory rather than apologetic. Paul is presenting his own pattern of
renouncing rights as exemplary and calling the Corinthian gnōsis-boasters to follow suit.
Thus, we see that 1 Corinthians 9 is an artful piece of rhetoric that accomplishes two
purposes simultaneously: explaining Paul’s controversial renunciation of his rights and
suggesting that renunciation as a model to be imitated.23

I agree entirely that Paul has these two purposes in this chapter, but do not agree
with the logic of Hays’ second sentence above. It would only follow if we slipped into the
modern use of ‘apologetic’ to convey humble deference before an accuser, rather than
retaining the technical sense as defined above. In the ancient world there was an
established motif of the noble figure called to judgment before an unworthy tribunal who
displays his superior character and lack of intimidation by not only accounting for his own
behaviour but also exhorting his accusers to amend their ways, for their own good. For
examples, we only need think of Plato’s portrayal of Socrates’ conduct of his capital trial,
virtually an archetype in Greco-Roman culture; and John’s portrayal of Jesus might well
be seen in the same light. To finish your case with an exhortation that urges your audience
to become more like you, when the issues are very serious, may well be a more effective
way to conclude a judicial self-defence than to make a cringing plea for justice, and would
certainly make you feel better about how you displayed yourself in the face of your

________________________
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Richard B. Hays, First Corinthians, Interpretation: A Biblical Commentary for Teaching and Preaching
(Louisville: John Knox Press, 1997) 149.
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accusers. Paul’s way of ending his self-defence in this chapter is thus a noble display of
ηθος, which is an essential ingredient in each of the rhetorical genres.24
Turning back to the scriptural citation included in the first section of this chapter,
we may now see how it functions as the inclusion of one genre within another. Just before
this passage Paul has offered three examples drawn from everyday life to illustrate the
common right of workers to receive payment for their services: the soldier expects to be
paid his expenses, the vineyard worker to take a share of the fruit, and the shepherd to
drink milk from the flock (9:7). These operate as analogical ‘proofs’ of the legal principle
that apostles have a right to be paid, not by establishing its truth but rather by illustrating
its nature. The audience is already supporting other apostles and does not need to be
convinced that this should happen. Paul’s argument is over why such support should be
given, because if he can get them to adopt a better understanding of the principle, then this
will enable them to accept his reasons for choosing not to accept their support. That is, he
needs to demonstrate that his reason for refusal is actually an outcome of the same
principle that would lead him to accept it in other circumstances.
In each of these three cases the employees involved are doing work that generates
wealth for their employers: the spoils of war; fruit and wine; milk and other animal
products. Surrounded by this wealth, which is generated through their own danger and toil,
they have a natural right to a share of the rewards, even though ownership is in the hands
of another. It is in everyone else’s interests that they are paid properly, lest they be
tempted to get their needs met by illicit means: plunder or theft. So by choosing such
examples, Paul is inviting his audience to see apostles in the same light, as those whose
hard and often dangerous labour produces great benefits for others, and who have a natural
right to share in the abundance they produce: material support in return for spiritual
benefits (9:11), both of which are integral parts of the abundant resources provided by God
for his people. How does not claiming those rights follow from this principle? I shall argue
in my fourth chapter that this is strongly connected to household and patronage
relationships within God’s family. In preparation for that argument, I would like to suggest
at this point that these three examples imply a degree of responsibility on each of these
workers to know what their entitlement is and how it is to be paid out. The soldier on
campaign is under orders that entitle him to take his expenses from the spoils gathered; the
harvester knows he is allowed to eat grapes as he gathers them and how much he may take
home; the herdsman milking a flock is left to fill his own pail. The employer’s trust in the
worker is an important element in each case, and accountability goes back to the employer
rather than to other workers or to onlookers who may not know what the contracted
arrangements are. Paul is telling his audience that they are not his employers, nor even of
the other gospel-workers whom they do pay, and that while apostles have an expectation

________________________
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rhetorical response in Section 2.5.1, and give detailed exegesis of topoi he employs in my fourth chapter.

67

of reward from their services, this is a contract between them and the Lord whom they
serve. How it takes place in each case is a matter between the employer and employee.
The appeal to scripture in 9:9 is placed right in the midst of that argument of
principle. What does it contribute that I have not already drawn out of the three other
examples? Its rhetorical function is clearly signalled in v.8: Μὴ κατὰ ανθρωπον ταυ^ τα
λαλω
^ η καὶ ο νο' µος ταυ^ τα ου λε' γει; Having used three examples from everyday life to
place the case within the framework of precedents they provide, Paul feels the need to
justify this placement as more than his invention made on the basis of natural analogy.
Hence he appeals to a decree (Deut.25:4) stating the same principle as a matter of divine
law, the law of Moses . The effect of this citation is to not merely to use the threshing ox
as one further case of a needy worker that must be allowed to feed from the crop it is
harvesting, but to justify the use of such examples as a divinely mandated legal principle:
^ ντα. µὴ τω
9:9 ε ν γὰρ τω
^, Μωϋσε' ως νο' µω, γε' γραπται, Ου κηµω' σεις βου^ ν α λοω
^ ν βοω
^ν
µε' λει τω
^, ; This is where the mode of argument steps over the boundary separating
^, θεω
judicial rhetoric from Jewish legal argument. Jewish law presupposes that “the law of
Moses” expresses the legal judgments of God (hence his verbal phrase, µε' λει τω
^,
^, θεω
applied to what “is written” in the law of Moses). It is unthinkable to Paul that God would
have expressed such a concern only for oxen without intending his people to extend this
law into their relationships with one another as well as with their animals. Rather, his
focus must have been primarily on humans, and this law’s whole purpose is to establish
the general principle that those who work in any productive industry must be able to do so
in hope of a reward : η δι η µα^ς πα' ντως λε' γει; δι η µα^ς γὰρ ε γρα' φη ο« τι ο φει' λει ε π ε λπι' δι ο
α ροτριω
^ ν α ροτρια^ν καὶ ο α λοω
^ ν ε π ε λπι' δι του^ µετε' χειν (9:10). The extension of this
general law for God’s people into its particular application for apostles follows quite
naturally: ει η µει^ς υ µι^ν τὰ πνευµατικὰ ε σπει' ραµεν, µε' γα ει η µει^ς υ µω
^ ν τὰ σαρκικὰ
θερι' σοµεν; (9:11). From there is one further short step to Paul’s own case: ει αλλοι τη^ ς
υ µω
^ ν ε ξουσι' ας µετε' χουσιν, ου µα^ λλον η µει^ς; (9:12, using 9:2 as his linking premise).
Paul’s purpose in this part of his argument can thus be seen: he wants to establish
his right to support as a particular application of the apostles’ rights, which are themselves
a special case of human rights, which are in turn both established by universal custom and
principles of equity and also confirmed as God’s decree by the law of Moses. While
acceptance of the latter basis depends on the audience’s recognition and acceptance of
Jewish legal logic, this appeal to scripture takes place as one topos within a legal argument
which is itself conducted within the Greco-Roman genre of a judicial self defense. It is
thus a genuine example of genre inclusion.
While the transition into the genre of appeal to scripture is clearly signalled, the
transition back into judicial rhetoric is less distinct, chiefly because the second part of the
legal argument is announced at verse 12b (nevertheless, we have not made use of this
right) then postponed until verse 15 while Paul goes back to complete his exposition of the
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legal principle, firstly by citing a scriptural example of this principle’s application in
Jewish law, in the case of the altar servants (9:13), and secondly by his reference to the
Lord’s command applying it to the apostles and other gospel-workers (9:14). The effect of
this arrangement is to ensure that the words of Jesus authorizing his apostles to accept
support from those to whom he sends them do not stand on their own but are explained as
an extension of a wider principle founded in nature and scripture, before Paul goes on to
defend himself against the charge of not following that course. I shall explore his reasons
for this procedure later in this chapter.

4.3 Gentile inclusion in Israel: “our ancestors” and the punishment of idolatry
Paul’s most extended passage of scriptural exegesis in this discourse is 10:1-11, in
which he takes up the example of Israel’s ancestors in the desert, adducing the divine
judgments that fell upon them for various sins “as a warning” (τυπικω
^ ς, v.11) for his
Christian audience in Corinth. This passage falls naturally into two sections: 10:1-6, in
which he develops the significant relationship between those in the story and those in his
audience; and 10:7-10, in which he lists the various sins involved and their consequences.
Verse 11 is a concluding statement re-emphasizing the relationship developed in the first
section, giving the passage an overall chiastic form.
The first section of this passage begins in a somewhat deflating tone: Ου θε' λω γὰρ
υ µα^ς α γνοει^ν ... (10:1a). This is probably a standard introductory formula,25 the use of
which is not at all offensive in a situation where the author is about to disclose something
the audience could not be expected to know. However its use in a situation such as this
(and again at 12:1) where the audience has already indicated they think their knowledge is
fairly comprehensive (cf. 8:1) might be taken as a gentle reproof, a reminder that they are
comparatively ignorant about some matters, in this case what Jews know their scriptures
have to say about God’s attitude to idols.
This point made, he then develops some important relational connections between
Israel in the desert and the Christians in Corinth. The first of these concerns kinship: the
audience are not only α δελφοι' to one another and to Paul, a relation which might be
construed in purely gentile terms, but more importantly they are related as adopted kin to
Israel by the characterisation of those who were with Moses in the desert as οι πατε' ρες
η µω
^ ν (10:1). If those who claim γνω
^ σις regarding ει δωλο' θυτα carry some disdain for
Jewish convictions on this subject, this phrase serves to remind them that among their
foundational experiences as a spiritual community was inclusion in Israel, the people of

________________________
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God.26 They are just about to get a powerful reminder of how Israel’s foundational
experiences shaped Jewish aversion to idolatry.
The five-fold repetition of πα' ντες in vv.1-4 serves to emphasize the central lesson
Paul wants to draw out of this historical allusion: despite having been recipients of
manifold benefits that were delivered miraculously and were therefore demonstrably gifts
from God, many of those in the wilderness generation fell into divine disfavour and were
destroyed.27 Neither their membership in a community that is richly blessed by God (1:47) nor their individual spiritual giftedness (12:4-11) may be taken as assurances by anyone
in the Corinthian audience that they are immune from divine judgment. From this arises
the conclusion in v.12: ω
^ ν ε στα' ναι βλεπε' τω µὴ πε' ση, , which is used in turn as
« στε ο δοκω
the grounds for the exhortation that begins the following section, ∆ιο' περ, α γαπητοι' µου,
φευ' γετε α πὸ τη^ ς ει δωλολατρι' ας (10:14). Clearly Paul believes that those who feel that
idolatry poses no danger to them are sustained in this illusion by a consciousness of their
own spiritual giftedness, and he is concerned to break down their false sense of security.
To prevent the “wise” from discounting Israel’s earlier experiences as unspiritual
and therefore not exemplary (e.g., by taking the formulaic terminology in v.18,  Ισραὴλ
κατὰ σα' ρκα, too literally), the repetition of πα' ντες in 10:1-4 also provides a structure
within which Paul can emphasize the miraculous and spiritual nature of those experiences.
Each member of the ancestral group had been covered by the protecting and guiding fiery
cloud (Ex.13:21-22 and 14:19-20), and each had gone through the sea when it
miraculously divided (Ex.14:21-22). In case anyone portrays these as external miracles not
affecting the participants’ spiritual state, Paul then asserts that they constitute a form of
baptism: not Christian baptism, to be sure, but baptism ει ς τὸν Μωϋση^ ν. These two
experiences delivered them from their Egyptian pursuers and committed them to their
journey through the desert under Moses’ leadership in parallel with the way in which the
Corinthian community obviously look back to their own baptisms as the decisive events
that separated them from their pagan pasts and constituted their sense of community and
leadership structures. Paul has earlier downplayed the importance of that linkage between
baptism and leadership (1:13-17), to counter a tendency for it to “divide” the leadership of
Christ in the community (µεµε' ρισται ο Χριστο' ς; µὴ Παυ^ λος ε σταυρω' θη υ πὲρ υ µω
^ ν, η ει ς
τὸ ονοµα Παυ' λου ε βαπτι' σθητε; 1:13), but here he uses the audience’s construct to his own
advantage.28

________________________
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This presupposes that something akin to the “grafting in” expressed in Rom.11:13-24 was an integral part
of Paul’s initial proclamation in Corinth.
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See also my earlier comments on this feature, against Mitchell’s interpretation of its significance, in section
2.3.3.3.
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Baptism has many layers of significance in Paul’s thought, giving rise to diverse interpretations of
“baptised into Moses”. See Thiselton, First Corinthians, 724-25. I have selected the aspect that seems most
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He then moves on to experiences that are more personal: eating the manna and
drinking from the rock. While these events too are miraculous, inasmuch as they involve
supernatural provision, Paul construes them as spiritual experiences for the participants.
On what basis? Here again there has been much discussion,29 but I find the following line
of explanation most plausible. The wilderness narratives are found in scripture as
interpreted texts: long before Paul’s time they have been subjected to exegesis which has
itself appeared in further scriptural texts which themselves influence subsequent
interpretation. Paul’s summary story of apostasy in the desert is derived from several
sources: one element, the rock that followed Israel in the wilderness, seems to come from
contemporary Jewish mythology,30 but the remainder can best be read as a fusion of
several biblical sources: Ex.13-17, Ex.32, Num.11, Num.14, Num.21, Num.25, Ps.77, and
Ps. 105.31
Exodus 13-17 tells the story of the escape from Egypt through the sea and of the
subsequent provision of food and water in the desert. Although the means of provision is
clearly miraculous in each case, and the manna is strange to the recipients (Ex.16:15),
being “bread from heaven” (Ex.16:4), there is no indication that the bread and water are
spiritual rather than natural substances. There is also a passing reference to a nocturnal
visitation by quails (Ex.16:13), but it is not clear whether these were part of the food
supply or a means of providing manna. The provision of food and water is said to be in
response to the congregation’s “complaining”, (γογγυσµο' ν, Ex.16:2, 7-9, 12; and 17:3);
“quarrelling” with Moses (λοιδορι' αν, Ex.17:2,7 and “testing” the Lord (πειρα' ζειν,
Ex.17:2,7). However, this source contains no immediate suggestion that God punished
them for their attitudes.
Numbers 11 contains another story of a rebellion over the issue of food supplies.
This time the people are weary of manna, so the Lord gives them meat in the form of
quails, but strikes the eaters down, “the people who had the craving” (τὸν λαὸν τὸν
ε πιθυµητη' ν, Num.11:34), “while the food was still between their teeth, before it was
consumed.” Clearly this meat is not πνευµατικ̀ν βρω
^ µα on Paul’s reading, but rather comes
under the category of desired “evil things”, κακω
^ ν, in v.6.
The theme of Israel’s apostasy is the focus of Ps.77:17-31(LXX), which provides a
crucial interpretation of these two narratives, weaving them together into a unified story of
God’s response, both gracious and angry, to Israel’s rebellion and testing in the desert. It
depicts manna and bird-meat given virtually together until “the fattest of them” were
suddenly destroyed while the food was still in their mouths. It describes manna, the
supernatural food, as αρτον ου ρανου^ , “bread of heaven” (v.24) and αρτον α γγε' λων, “angel

________________________
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See the useful summary in Thiselton, First Corinthians, 727-30.
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Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 166-67 and n.25.

Here and elsewhere I shall use the LXX numbering for the Psalms, as the Greek versions form Paul’s
scriptural allusions throughout the letter.
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food” (v.25): not just miraculously provided but spiritual in itself, the nourishment of
spiritual beings that these mortals were privileged to taste. Clearly this scriptural gloss by
the psalmist would provide sufficient warrant for Paul’s depiction, πα' ντες τὸ αυ τὸ
πνευµατικὸν βρω
^ µα εφαγον (10:3).32
The “spiritual drink” in 1 Cor.10:4 is harder to explain as an interpretation of the
water flowing from the rock. It seems to follow as a parallel from the spiritual food, both
being provided miraculously by God for the same purpose, to sustain his people in the
desert, and therefore presumably of similar status: if one is spiritual, so must be the other.
This logic is backed by a further miraculous necessity, the travelling rock. If the manna
was given daily as the people travelled, and was necessary for their survival, then equally
they needed a daily water supply. Therefore, the rock must have moved with them, as they
did not die of thirst. That much was obvious to believing Jews at large, as the popular
myth referred to by Conzelmann above attests, and would have been quite acceptable to an
audience of Greeks, for whom miracles as such were not an issue. Now a rock that is able
to travel miraculously, and to issue spiritual water (water from heaven), must itself be no
natural rock but more like a piece of heaven-on-earth: this follows again from the parallel
case of the manna, which arrived directly from heaven, according to the psalm. Moreover,
a moving rock is somewhat akin to the moving cloud: a manifestation of God’s presence
with his people.33
Up to this point, Paul’s exegesis lies within the bounds of contemporary Jewish
thinking. Speculation about the identity of heavenly figures appearing on earth was a
standard part of contemporary apocalyptic thinking, to which he was certainly partial, so it
is a rather small step for him to draw his own conclusion about the identity of the rock and
to expect his audience to make this leap alongside him. Only one being functions for the
Christian community as the intermediary through whom the necessities of life are supplied
from heaven: unarguably, the rock is Christ! The logic here is primarily functional in its
force: he can make this identification, and ask his audience to accept it, because what the
rock did for Israel then is equivalent to what Christ does for them now. As Israel depended

________________________
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It is beyond the scope of my study to attempt to prove that this Psalm is echoed here (in Hays’ sense) by
showing that it underlies Paul’s treatment of this topic in more ways than this one.
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Thiselton’s summary noted above includes the place of the Wisdom motif here in some Jewish exegesis,
notably Philo and Wisdom, but also reports Kreitzer’s reservations about their correspondence with Paul’s
use here. “Certain differences between the rabbinic and Philonic traditions in relation to 1 Cor.10:4 have
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uncitically on widespread assumptions about Paul’s sources and his use of them. Paul certainly drew on Wisdom traditions in the LXX; what part is from speculative material in rabbinic traditions or in Philo remains
open to serious question.” Thiselton, First Corinthians, 728.
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on that rock to sustain its life, so Christ’s people are entirely dependent on him.34 One
further very telling implication remains for Paul to leave in passing: according to the
Jewish myth, the rock followed Israel in their desert wanderings,35 rather like a faithful dog
or the camp-followers behind an army. While the image of Christ following his people
rather than leading them would probably undermine the attractiveness of this metaphor for
the “wise”, at least it is better than the thought that Israel was following him while they got
lost for forty years.36 For Paul this image must have had a further resonance which he
intended them to receive: a Christ who faithfully follows his people so he can sustain them
as they suffer and learn from their mistakes is one who is not too proud to be identified
with camp-followers and others of low status, and whose authority is in no way diminished
by renouncing his own rights. It seems that this apparently incidental comment is in fact
linked to the centre of Paul’s discourse.
The moral Paul wishes to draw from this narrative is expressed in v.5: α λλ ου κ ε ν
τοι^ς πλει' οσιν αυ τω
^ ν ευ δο' κησεν ο θεο' ς, κατεστρω' θησαν γὰρ ε ν τη^, ε ρη' µω, . Although God
had given such privileges to every one of the Israelites in the desert, these benefits could
not be taken by the beneficiaries as assurances that he was pleased with them all, nor that
his goodwill would continue in the future no matter how they behaved. In fact, a large
number of them died when his anger was aroused against them, on more than one
occasion. Paul has talked up the spiritual nature of the benefits received by Israel in order
to minimize the differences between their situation and the present case of his audience.
On this basis, he then affirms that these matters “became an example for us”, τυ' ποι η µω
^ν
ε γενη' θησαν (v.6) and that, from the fact that these events are recorded in scripture, God
intends them to be set before his people as a permanent warning, especially for “those
upon whom the end of the age has come”.37 Some in the audience might consider that their
privileged position in the new age inaugurated by Christ removes them far from the
dangers and consequences depicted in the desert narratives, but Paul asserts that the
opposite is the case: at the end of the age, these are realities. If God brought such

________________________
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Whether this identification is metaphorical, typological, realistic, or something else, is of course the arguable point, but actually irrelevant to Paul’s case. At the end of his survey, Thiselton concludes that Paul “ ...
may be drawing a cluster of symbolic resonances ... which portrays the all-sufficiency of the living Christ
who bestows his mercies (not merely as a source of a static γνω
^ σις ) as continuous provider, sustainer, and
guide (imperfect επινον) for all those privileged to participate in these blessings.” Thiselton, First
Corinthians, 730.
35

For the rabbinic material, see Thiselton, First Corinthians, 727 n.41.

36

Against Thiselton’s inclusion of “guide” in his list of Christ’s functions, above.

37

Richard M. Davidson, Typology in Scripture: A Study of Hermeneutical ΤΥΠΟΣ Structures, Andrews University Seminary Doctoral Dissertation Series 2 (Berrien Springs: Andrews University Press, 1981) 193-297
is an extended study of 1 Cor.10:1-13 arguing that Paul’s typology in this passage is “not only retrospective,
analogical and exemplary, but prospective, divinely designed and prefigurative”, that is to say inherent in the
ancient events themselves. Paul’s construction seems rather to be that the events became revelatory when
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consequences upon his people when they were comparatively less privileged than we, and
has made sure we know about those events, then shall we not certainly suffer similar
consequences if we succumb to the same temptations, which are not peculiar to ancient
Israel, but an integral part of our common humanity? (See also 10:13)
The remainder of this passage (10:6-10) lists five sins committed by the wilderness
generation, together with the consequences of three of these cases. There are some
difficulties in matching each of these sins with specific instances in the wilderness
narratives, which I do not intend to discuss in detail.38 It seems to me that Paul is painting
with a broad brush in this discourse, rather than carefully matching particular punishments
with specific sins, and that it is the overall punishment that really matters: exclusion from
the promised land, which he has specified in v.5, a clear reference to Num.14:16,26-35.
That exclusion of all but two of those Israelites who originally left Egypt was brought
about by two means: their deaths over the forty years of wandering, or specific acts of
divine judgment such as those referred to by Paul. The end result of that long period was
that their bodies were “scattered”(κατεστρω' θησαν, v.5) in the desert, left behind as the
camp moved on. The tragedy for Paul is that they did not all make it through to the goal
for which they had set out together, and he believes that the church in Corinth faces a
similar possibility. Secondly, it is evident that he is working from an amalgam of
interpreted scripture that includes passages from Ex.32; Num.11, 14, 21, 25;
Pss.77,105(LXX); and possible subsequent layers of Jewish interpretation which are now
problematic for us to identify. These form an indivisible unity in his mind, the scriptural
grounds for his conviction that God’s people in all ages have been warned by the example
of the wilderness narratives, taken as a whole; that they face catastrophe whenever this
deadly combination of inter-related sins begins to arise within their community life.
An interpretation of these five deadly sins as an inter-related syndrome should be
seen to arise from a conjunction of terminology in the scriptural passages referenced by
Paul, rather than by attempting to argue that these were associated together in a GrecoRoman social context.39 We should remind ourselves that Paul is telling his audience about
matters concerning which they are ignorant (v.1) despite their gentile “wisdom”, and this
is less likely to be an unfamiliarity with the desert narratives than a failure to appreciate
their true significance: their status as a warning that God’s people continue to face a
prospect of divine judgment, especially once idolatry appears amongst them. Jews in
general tended to have a keener perception than gentiles that God really cares about
idolatry among his own people even if he tolerates it elsewhere, and is not above

________________________
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decimating them if that is what it takes to keep the community holy.40 Paul in particular is
convinced from his reading of scripture that idolatry is more likely to gain a foothold
among his converts if it is accompanied by the other sins depicted in the narratives, some
of which may be more evident among them already than others. It is the potential for these
to combine as a deadly cocktail of temptations that Paul reads from the narratives, which
thus constitute a warning against that very possibility, broken down into five specific
admonitions.
The first admonition, in v.6, is ει ς τὸ µὴ ειναι η µα^ ς ε πιθυµητὰς κακω
^ ν, καθὼς
κα κει^νοι ε πεθυ' µησαν. ”A desire for evil things” is so general that most scholars have read
this as a general motivational category subsuming the remaining four sins.41 However, the
occurrence of this terminology in the desert narratives suggests some specific connotations
for the sin of ε πιθυµι' α. The Numbers 11 story about the fatal provision of meat contains
this lexical item four times: Καὶ ο ε πι' µικτος ο ε ν αυ τοι^ς πεθυ' µησαν ε πιθυµι' αν... “Now
the mixed race among them craved a craving ...” (v.4a), and καὶ ε κλη' θη τὸ ονοµα του^
το' που ε κει' νου Μνη' µατα τη^ ς ε πιθυµι' ας, ο« τι ε κει^ εθαψαν τὸν λαὸν τὸν ε πιθυµητη' ν “and the
name of that place was Memorial of Craving, for there they buried the people who craved”
(v34). In ascribing this fatal desire to ο ε πι' µικτος, the scriptural text explains it as
something characteristic of foreigners who join themselves to Israel, which is hardly
auspicious for an apostle who specialises in recruiting gentiles into the people of God.42 It
suggests that when it comes to craving food, gentiles have a special propensity for getting
God’s people into trouble. While this is more likely to have troubled Paul than his
audience, his message to them is clear: the ancestors were fed with spiritual food and drink
(manna and water) but many were not satisfied and had an evil craving for meat. They got
what they wanted, but perished. Just so, if any of the Corinthians are not satisfied with the
food and drink given through Christ but indulge an evil craving for idol-meat, this too will
cause their destruction.
Paul’s second admonition, in v.7, is against idolatry: µηδὲ ει δωλολα' τραι γι' νεσθε
καθω' ς τινες αυ τω
^ ν, ω
« σπερ γε' γραπται,  Εκα' θισεν ο λαὸς φαγει^ν καὶ πει^ν καὶ α νε' στησαν
παι' ζειν . The scriptural quotation is from Ex.32:6, within the story of Israel’s apostasy at

________________________
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Sinai, when their offering of sacrifices to the golden calf was followed by a cultic meal,
which led them in turn “to play”.43 The “wise” may argue that they are only advocating
freedom to eat within the precincts of a pagan temple, not to actually offer the meat in
sacrifice, nor to get carried off into an orgy. Paul counters, in effect, that Jews have a very
ominous scriptural narrative warning them that these things all tend to go together. If you
go to eat, you may soon feel obliged to join your hosts in making the offerings, and it is
only one small step from there to joining them afterwards at the brothel.
So his admonition against idolatry is immediately followed by another against
sexual immorality: µηδὲ πορνευ' ωµεν, καθω' ς τινες αυ τω
^ ν ε πο' ρνευσαν καὶ επεσαν µια^,
η µε' ρα, εικοσι τρει^ς χιλια' δες (v.8). The scriptural reference to the 23,000 killed,44 is from
the narrative in Numbers 25, in which “the people” began to have sexual relations
(ε κπορνευ^ σαι, v.1) with Moabite women then responded to their call to join them in
sacrifices to their god: εφαγεν ο λαὸς τω
^ ν θυσιω
^ ν αυ τω
^ ν καὶ προσεκυ' νησαν τοι^ς ει δω' λοις
αυ τω
^ ν (v.2). This combination of eating pagan sacrificial food and joining in prayer to
their idols was the transgression that aroused God’s anger: καὶ ε τελε' σθη Ισραηλ τω
^,
Βεελφεγωρ· καὶ ω ργι' σθη θυµω
^, κυ' ριος τω
^, Ισραηλ. By means of this indulgence, they
consecrated themselves to another god.45 The danger represented by this narrative is that
which comes from too close an association with pagans, not only in its most intimate form,
προρνει' α, but in any other emotional entanglement which makes it difficult for God’s
people to refuse an invitation to join pagans in prayer to their gods.
Paul’s fourth admonition, in 10:9, is against “testing” the Lord: µηδὲ ε κπειρα' ζωµεν
τὸν Χριστο' ν, καθω' ς τινες αυ τω
^ ν ε πει' ρασαν καὶ υ πὸ τω
^ ν οφεων α πω' λλυντο. The narrative
in which snakes were used to punish Israel, Num.21:4-9, does not describe Israel’s
complaints about their provisions as testing God, but Ps.77:18(LXX) does:
καὶ ε ξεπει'ρασαν τὸν θεὸν ε ν ται^ς καρδι'αις αυ τω
^ ν του^ αι τη^ σαι βρω' µατα ται^ς ψυχαι^ς αυ τω
^ν
καὶ κατελα' λησαν του^ θεου^ καὶ ειπαν Μὴ δυνη' σεται ο θεὸς ε τοιµα' σαι τρα' πεζαν ε ν ε ρη' µω, ;
And they put God to the test in their hearts, by asking for food for their souls and speaking
against God and saying “Is God able to prepare a table in the desert?”

The Psalm makes no reference to the snakes either, so it could have either (or both)
of Num. 11 or Num. 21 in mind when it describes the Israelites’ request for meat as a
testing, or provocation to God. What it adds to the narratives in doing so is a focus on
God’s capability as a provider: because they are dissatisfied with their bread-and-water
diet, the grumblers scornfully ask if he is not able to do better, that is to set a proper table

________________________
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before them. They are insulting their host: Israel’s God is only up to bread and water,
whereas they are accustomed to better food from other hosts. The backgound issue is thus,
once again, the attraction of other gods. Paul adds a further element: in this admonition, he
forbids putting the Lord, that is to say Christ, to the test.46 Just as some Israelites insulted
their Lord by their dissatisfaction with his provisions in the desert, so some of Christ’s
people in Corinth are coming close to insulting their Lord, if they express a dissatisfaction
with his table by attending those of his pagan rivals.
The fifth admonition serves to tie these scriptural precedents together even more
firmly: µηδὲ γογγυ' ζετε, καθα' περ τινὲς αυ τω
^ ν ε γο' γγυσαν καὶ α πω' λοντο υ πὸ του^
ο λοθρευτου^ (10:10). The punishment described in this example, “and they were destroyed
by the destroyer” is of no use at all in identifying any particular narrative,47 and the sin
proscribed, “don’t grumble”, uses a verb found throughout the Pentateuch. We are best to
see it as a summarizing warning (more so than the first) with strong links to two key texts:
Num.11:1, Καὶ ην ο λαὸς γογγυ' ζων πονηρὰ εναντι κυρι' ου, where it opens the first foodcomplaint narrative; and Num.14:1-35, where it it appears four times in the story of
Israel’s despairing response to the report of the spies that was the decisive reason so many
died in the desert. By this double reference, Paul links his admonitions back to the first
against evil cravings, and with the second picks up again his earlier warning (v.5) that his
audience, like Israel, may not all make it to their promised land. Grumbling about the food
God is able to supply is not too far removed from grumbling about his ability to defend his
people against being overwhelmed by their opponents. In one case the grumbling is
motivated by desire, in the other by fear, but both are insulting to the one who has called
them together as a people, has undertaken to provide for and protect them, and who will
faithfully bring them to their destination (cf. 1 Cor.1:7-9).
The five sins proscribed by Paul in this passage can thus be seen to derive their
significance in his mind from four key narratives describing Israel’s situation in the desert,
which is clearly analogous to that of the church in Corinth, the latter being a culturally
mixed group needing to clarify their boundaries in the face of pagan cultic activities which
they meet up with constantly in their everyday lives. Paul can see this similarity, can
recognize that the desert narratives amount to a warning to them now (10:11). Not being
so familiar with the scriptures, or so convinced of their relevance, his gentile converts
probably feel more comfortable about their situation than Paul does, but that only makes

________________________
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them more vulnerable to dangers they have normalized. They must shake off this false
assurance, lest they too fall in their own desert: ω
^ ν ε στα' ναι βλεπε' τω µὴ πε' ση,
« στε ο δοκω
(10:12). He may have just warned them against testing God, but is clearly of the view that
it is they who are being tested, and that only God can bring them through this trial safely.
Hence he moves straight on to an assurance that they will in fact emerge from this and all
other temptations successfully, with God’s faithful help (10:13).
His concluding admonition is a categorical imperative: ∆ιο' περ, α γαπητοι' µου,
φευ' γετε α πὸ τη^ ς ει δωλολατρι' ας. The sum of all this scriptural argumentation is simple:
flee from idolatry, avoid it at all costs, stay as far away from it as you can, don’t flirt with
this deadly danger. Paul’s own convictions are here displayed openly, and they are Jewish
through and through.

4.4 Israel’s “fellowship in sacrifice” and our partnership in Christ
The passage of the discourse extending from 10:15 to 10:22 illustrates more clearly
than any other the dilemma in which Paul finds himself as he attempts to argue in support
of what is essentially a Jewish conviction about how God’s people should behave in the
presence of pagan cultic activity, without relying entirely on argumentative modes that are
more convincing to Jews than to Greeks. At verse 15, we find an abrupt change in the tone
of argument, as though he has suddenly realized that no matter how well he has just
convinced himself that there can be no room for compromise with what he can so clearly
label “idolatry”(v.14), he may have been talking past some of the audience.
So he makes a new start with an appeal to their rationality: ω ς φρονι' µοις λε' γω·
κρι' νατε υ µει^ς ο« φηµι, “I speak as to thoughtful people: judge what I say for yourselves”.
This signals a distinct shift in the genre of his discourse from a Jewish world of argument
in which scripture is accorded unquestioned authority, back into a Greek rhetorical world
in which ultimate authority is left with the judgment of the audience. He has just been
addressing them as though they were Jews seeking “signs”, unmistakable evidence of
God’s presence and purpose on which they can found their actions; but now he treats them
as Greeks who can only fully place their confidence in a “wisdom” that can convince their
inner sense of truth and reality.48 To convince them, he must provide both types of
rationale. The problem is that “idolatry” is not a concept that carries much weight in the
religious sensibilities of Greeks, and arguments promoting intolerance (as opposed to
skepticism) of pagan religiosity do not appeal to their sense of what is reasonable.

________________________
48

I am taking up the dichotomy between Jew and Greek expressed in 1:22 as a fundamental aspect of the
whole letter. On the one hand we should recognize that Paul identifies with both Jew and Greek to some
extent, needing both signs and wisdom to satisfy his own sense of truth, even if both of these demands run
up against the reality of the crucified messiah. On the other hand he must also have recognized that he was
more Jew than Greek, and that this marked him out from his gentile converts, as I am arguing here.
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So in asking his Greek audience to judge what he is telling them, and to conclude
that it is unreasonable for them to attend pagan religious rites when invited, Paul now
ventures into dangerous territory. He must quickly support this request by indicating the
grounds on which a culturally conditioned tolerance of other cults might be deemed
unreasonable. The reason he puts forward is problematic:
τὸ ποτη' ριον τη^ ς ευ λογι'ας ο ευ λογου^ µεν, ου χὶ κοινωνι'α ε στὶν του^ αι«µατος του^ Χριστου^ ;
τὸν αρτον ον κλω
^ µεν, ου χὶ κοινωνι'α του^ σω' µατος του^ Χριστου^ ε στιν; ο« τι εις αρτος, εν
σω
µα
οι
πολλοι
ε
^
'  σµεν, οι γὰρ πα' ντες ε κ του^ ε νὸς αρτου µετε' χοµεν. (10:16-17)

The cup of blessing that we bless, is it not a sharing in the blood of Christ? The bread we
break, is it not a sharing in the body of Christ? Because there is one bread, we the many
are one body, for we all partake of the one loaf.

The key term we must interpret here is the substantive κοινωνι' α, which I have
rendered “a sharing”. There are a variety of possibilities for translating this lexical item.49
It occurs four times within vv.16-19, and only once otherwise in the epistle (at 1:9, in the
last clause of the opening thanksgiving: δι ου ε κλη' θητε ει ς κοινωνι' αν του^ υι ου^ αυ του^
^ ν.), where it is open to several of these possible renderings.
 Ιησου^ Χριστου^ του^ κυρι' ου η µω
This means that the occurrences in the present passage must be interpreted as a selfconsistent unit, according to the reader’s judgment of what makes best sense in the context
of the present discourse. That in turn requires us to assess how this term related to the
social context in which the audience would understand them as an integral part of an
appeal to their rationality. Willis outlines the two main historical lines of interpretation:
Some have interpreted these verses to mean “participation” and have understood Christians
to have a part/share of Christ in the eucharist. How this is the case is understood in several
ways ... Others have stressed the associative character of κοινωνι'α. Then it is the
“association” with other believers which is the key component in Christian κοινωνι'α. In
this view it is the relationship among the participants which is most important. 50

Willis points out that the subsequent passage contains examples of sacrificial
κοινωνι' α drawn from three distinct cultic traditions: Christian tradition regarding the
Lord’s Supper (v.16), scriptural tradition regarding Israel’s cult (v.18), and pagan cultic
practice and theology (vv.19-20). His subsequent argument is focused on proving that in
all three spheres κοινωνι' α carries an associational rather than sacramental or participatory
meaning, and he may be held to have made a strong case.51
What he does not do is to carry through on his observation that “Paul begins a
transition to reasoning again in 10:15 where he appeals to the Corinthians to consider and
accept his reasons for avoiding these cultic associations ... it seems clear that Paul is

________________________
49

BAGD 4th Edn. 438-49 gives association, communion, fellowship, close relationship, generosity, fellowfeeling, altruism, gift, contribution, participation and sharing.

50
51

Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth, 167-68.

Fee, First Corinthians, 467, and Hays, First Corinthians, 167 both accept that κοινωνι'α in sacrifice is
essentially a bond-forming matter, but see the vertical bond formed with the divine host in sacrificial meals
as of at least equal importance for Paul’s argument as the horizontal bonding.
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honestly inviting the Corinthians to evaluate his arguments.”52 On the one hand he argues
that Paul emphasizes the common ground between all three examples of cultic κοινωνι' α:
participation in the fellowship formed around the shared sacrificial meal. On the other he
acknowledges that there will be an objection that it is the fellowship that is important and
that neither the sacrificial food nor the idol to whom it has been offered are anything in
themselves in Christian eyes.53 This is the heart of the argument to which Paul has opened
himself with his appeal to reason in verse15, for there is nothing in the Greek tradition that
would support a prohibition of entering into more than one such fellowship group, and this
must be doubly so for those who believe nothing is happening in relation to the gods or the
offered food in pagan sacrifices.54 What Willis does firmly establish is that Paul’s logic is
entirely scriptural: that having begun with the Christian Lord’s supper tradition in v.16, 55
he then interprets this entirely in terms of Israel’s exclusive covenant relationship formed
by means of sacrificial flesh and blood. Commenting on v.18, βλε' πετε τὸν  Ισραὴλ κατὰ
σα' ρκα· ου χ οι ε σθι' οντες τὰς θυσι' ας κοινωνοὶ του^ θυσιαστηρι' ου ει σι' ν; Willis writes,
This can only mean that in the joint participation of sacrifice and accompanying rites the
fellowship of κοινωνι'α is established and sustained among the worshippers; they are a
cultic community ... In Israel’s faith and practice the sacrifice served to seal the covenant
relationship between YHWH and his people. It also established a relationship among the
people who worship YHWH ... It is this relationship to which Paul refers in 10:18...
Although Paul does not make the point explicitly here, one aspect of Israel’s κοινωνι'α
pertinent to the Corinthian problem was its exclusive character, set over against the pagan
world. Paul may assume this aspect of Israel’s κοινωνι'α when in 10:21,22 he warns the
Corinthians that violation of the exclusive loyalty God expects may provoke the Lord’s
(probably Christ’s, but perhaps the Father’s) jealousy.56

We should notice carefully what Paul has done in verses 15 to 18. Having
begun with an invitation to judge what he has said (his exhortation to “flee from idolatry”
in v.14) on a basis of rationality or common-sense (v.15), he then puts forward what
should be unobjectionable grounds from the Christian eucharistic tradition (v.16) which he
interprets as a basis for creating unity among those participating (v.17). He has done
nothing controversial so far. He then draws on the precedent of Israel’s κοινωνι' α in
sacrifice, with all of the exclusive, covenantal associations that carries for him. At this
point he pulls himself up, acknowledging that he has shifted his argument to what is
common sense to him but not his audience. So he begins again, τι' ουν φηµι; ”What am I
saying?”, echoing his invitation in v.15 that they refer to their own reasoning. He knows

________________________
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Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth, 183.

53

Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth, 189.

54

As Willis acknowledges: Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth, 220.

55

Hays, First Corinthians, 167 correctly identifies this tradition as common ground between Paul and his
opponents.

56

Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth, 187 Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth, 187 There seems little argument that Paul’s
grounds in this argument, making attendance at pagan cultic meals at act of disloyalty to Christ, are entirely
scriptural in origin. See Fee, First Corinthians, 470-74; and Hays, First Corinthians, 170.
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full well what they will say next: that his position implies that there is some sinister reality
in pagan religion, either in the food or in the idol itself. There is, after all, a longestablished prophetic tradition of mocking idol-worshippers for bowing down to wood and
stone, and every clear-thinking Greek knows that physical images are not actually gods.
Moreover, as Paul will acknowledge later at 10:26, all foods come from the one true God
anyway, and nothing actually happens to them when they are offered to the idol. All of this
is common sense, and common ground between Greeks and Jews, so what is Paul’s
problem here? At this point he abandons his attempt to prove his case from common sense
and returns to scripture: α λλ ο« τι α θυ' ουσιν, δαιµονι' οις καὶ ου θεω
^, (v.19) is a near
quotation from the Song of Moses, εθυσαν δαιµονι' οις καὶ ου θεω
^, (Deut.32:17). Those
57
who make sacrifices to idols are worshipping demons, not God. He has proof-texted his
way out of the rhetorical corner into which he painted himself, abandoning his appeal to
Greek φρο' νηµα. How do we know that pagans offer their sacrifices to demons? Not
through any evidence based on their own intentions or reported experience, but solely
because scripture says that this is what they are doing. From this point Paul lets his
scripturally grounded convictions about idolatry have free expression. He does not want
his audience, all beloved converts, to become κοινωνοὺς τω
^ ν δαιµονι' ων (v.20b), a
fellowship formed by and with demonic forces. It is impossible (ου δυ' νασθε) to drink from
the cup of demons and of the Lord, to eat at both tables (v.21). Why not, given that some
of them are doing it already? Because God will not allow it to go on! Isaiah 65:11 in the
LXX is particularly ominous: because Israel has deserted God’s holy mountain (on which
he has promised them a feast) in order to set a table for demons, καὶ ε τοινα' ζοντες τω
^,
δαι' µονι τρα' παζαν, he will give them over to the sword (v.12) . God’s servants shall eat and
drink, while those at the demons’ table hunger and thirst (v.13) The issue here is just the
same as in the desert narratives: frequenting the table of another host is an insult to God,
implying dissatisfaction with the provisions he has made.
Paul’s last riposte in v.22 is also thoroughly scriptural in genre: η παραζηλου^ µεν
τὸν κυ' ριον; µὴ ι σχυρο' τεροι αυ του^ ε σµεν; “Or are we provoking the Lord to jealousy? Are
we stronger than he?” The first of these rhetorical questions refers once again to the Song
of Moses: Αυ τοὶ παρεζη' λωσα' ν µε ε π ου θεω
^, , παραω' ξυνα' ν µε τοι^ς ε ιδω' λοις αυ τω
^ν
(Deut.32:21) where, as in Isaiah 65, the consequence for their devotion to pseudo-gods is
that the Lord will provoke them to jealousy at the hands of those who are not his people,
κα, γὼ παραζηλω' σω αυ τους ε π ου κ εθνει, that is by favouring other nations and allowing
them to destroy Israel. The second question is a little harder to locate in scripture, which
nowhere presents idolatry as a trial of strength with the Lord. My guess is that Paul still
has Deuteronomy 32 in mind, where the judgment visited upon Israel’s idolaters is

________________________
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This belief is found elsewhere in Scripture, of course. See Ps. 95:5LXX, Ps.105:37LXX, Is.65:3,11LXX;
and commentary in Fee, First Corinthians, 471-72; Hays, First Corinthians, 169; Thiselton, First
Corinthians, 775.
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depicted as a surprising weakness in the face of their enemies (vv.30, 36) and in the LXX
is contrasted with the exhortation, καὶ ε νισχυσα' τωσαν αυ τω
^, πα' ντες υι οὶ θεου^ , “and let all
58
the sons of God strengthen themselves in him”.
4.4.1 A Change of Genre
After 10:22, the tone of Paul’s discourse changes abruptly. He seems to begin on
an entirely different course: Πα' ντα εξεστιν α λλ ου πα' ντα συµφε' ρει· πα' ντα εξεστιν α λλ ου
πα' ντα οι κοδοµει^ (10:23). What is happening here? Some commentators label the passage
from here to the end of the discourse at 11:1 as a concluding summary.59 Others view it as
a change of topic.60 I do not find either of these approaches convincing. Whatever πα' ντα
εξεστιν may signal, it can hardly begin a summary of where Paul has got to so far, given
that he has just spent the previous twenty two verses arguing passionately that some things
are totally forbidden. And to treat all that follows as a tidying up of unfinished business on
less important matters not yet covered, while it might take the change of tone seriously,
does not demonstrate any real degree of continuity with the preceding section. Thus Fee
begins his commentary on this section with the comment, “Paul has now basically finished
his argument with the Corinthians over the assertions in their letter related to attendance at
temple meals. But some loose threads must still be tied together.”61 Thiselton likewise:
“Paul has covered most of the ground he wishes to address in 8:1 - 11:1”.62
It would be more accurate to say, “Paul has now fully revealed his own true
convictions, and must attend to some major objections that will arise in his audience.” For
what ensues is no anticlimax, but rather a spirited debate. Here at last the voices of Greek
φρο' νηµα are allowed to surface properly. Paul knows that they must be heard and
answered on their own terms if they are ever to be silenced, so now he attempts to do just
that. What has happened here is not a change of topic, but a change of argumentative
genre.63 He is now in a truly deliberative mode, where only proofs acceptable to Greek
________________________
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Collins, First Corinthians, 381-82 notes that the targum on Deut.32 interprets idolatry as a trial of strength
with God.
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So Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth, 223; Collins, First Corinthians, 382, and Hays, First Corinthians, 174.
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Barrett, First Corinthians, 238 labels it “Nature, Extent, and Limitations of Christian Freedom; Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 175 “Idol Sacrifices and Conscience (Freedom)”; Fee, First Corinthians, 475 “On the
Eating of Marketplace Food”; Gardner, The Gifts of God, 172 “Other problems with food (verses 23 - 30)”;
Wolfgang Schrage, Der este Brief an die Korinther Vol.2, Evangelisch—Katholischer Kommentar zum
Neuen Testament VII (Zurich & Neukirchen—Vluyn / Solothurn: Benziger & Neukirchener, 1995) 460
“Feiheit und Konflikte beim Götzenopferfleishessen”; and Thiselton, First Corinthians, 779 “Freedom and
Love: Residual Issues and Recapitulation” (a mediating position).
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Fee, First Corinthians, 476.
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Thiselton, First Corinthians, 779.

Khiok-Khng Yeo is one scholar who has recognized this change in rhetorical genre, from what he classifies as “aggadic-hermeneutical” rhetoric in 1 Cor.10:1-22, to a “rhetoric of knowledge and love” in this
final section, which he also identifies as the genre of the first chapter of the discourse, 8:1-13. Yeo, Rhetorical Interaction, 156-211.
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common sense are allowed into the debate. As he had done at the very start of this
discourse, he gives expression to his opponents’ objections, giving a brief response to each
that either indicates a line of counter-argument or gives practical advice on how to deal
with a specific situation. What signals this genre change is not the origin of the objections
so much as the nature of Paul’s response: in each case a model of common sense to Greek
ears.
To the first objection, Πα' ντα εξεστιν, he gives two separate lines of counterargument, α λλ ου πα' ντα συµφε' ρει and α λλ ου πα' ντα οι κοδοµει^, and then adds a general
precept, µηδεὶς τὸ ε αυτου^ ζητει' τω α λλὰ τὸ του^ ε τε' ρου. We have already heard from
Mitchell how typical these responses are of deliberative rhetoric.64 They would certainly
have signalled to the audience that he was now serious about addressing them ω ς
φρονι' µοις . The cursory nature of each response also suggests that this verse is a
recapitulation, not of the discourse as a whole, but in the sense that acceptable grounds for
each assertion have already been established elsewhere in the discourse. We shall see later
that these three values, advantage, edification, and seeking the wellbeing of the other and
the whole, have loomed large in Paul’s rhetoric. What is at stake now, however, is whether
they combine to support Paul’s rejection of all participation in pagan cultic meals. That in
turn depends on how well he has already argued that case earlier in the discourse.
The second objection comes in the form of a quotation from Ps.23:1(LXX),
implicitly a weighty challenge as to whether his declared position is fully representative of
scripture: του^ κυρι' ου γὰρ η γη^ καὶ τὸ πλη' ρωµα αυ τη^ ς. His way of handling this
challenge is to frame its expression with two words of practical advice that show his
practice is fully in accord with that fundamental principle. The rhetorical effect of this
framing device is to convey that this scripture and others like it constitute no problem for
him. His first precept concerns meat sold in the marketplace: Πα^ν τὸ ε ν µακε' λλω,
πωλου' µενον ε σθι' ετε µηδὲν α νακρι' νοντες διὰ τὴν συνει' δησιν. The second specifies how to
respond to an invitation to dine with an outsider (presumably not in a temple precinct): ει
τις καλει^ υ µα^ ς τω
^ ν α πι' στων καὶ θε' λετε πορευ' εσθαι, πα^ν τὸ παρατιθε' µενον υ µι^ν ε σθι' ετε
µηδὲν α νακρι' νοντες διὰ τὴν συνει' δησιν. What you don’t know about won’t hurt you, and
is totally acceptable to God.
But this hypothetical situation leads to a further objection: what happens if the
invitation proves to be a moral ambush (ε ὰν δε' τις υ µι^ν ειπη, , Του^ το ι ερο' θυτο' ν ε στιν ...)?
There can be only one response consistent with a policy of avoiding all participation in
pagan sacrificial fellowship: claim your freedom not to eat as a matter of conscience (µὴ
ε σθι' ετε δι ε κει^νον τὸν µηνυ' σαντα καὶ τὴν συνει' δησιν). Every Greek will allow the

________________________
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The first pair of responses in v.23 is certainly one of Mitchell’s favourite texts identifying the epistle as
deliberative: her index lists 28 page references to this verse alone. Margaret M. Mitchell, Paul and the
Rhetoric of Reconciliation: An Exegetical Investigation of the Language and Composition of 1 Corinthians
(Louisville: John Knox Press, 1991) 338.
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nobility of someone sticking to their principles when placed in a compromising situation
by another’s initiative. Not that it is the Christian’s conscience that is truly at risk in such
an ambush, but rather that of the one creating the quandary (whether they do so
deliberately or not): συνει' δησιν δὲ λε' γω ου χὶ τὴν ε αυτου^ α λλὰ τὴν του^ ε τε' ρου. What is
most important in that situation is not the danger of offending the hosts, given that they
would understand this was unplanned, but the greater danger of compromising the
questioner’s perception of your integrity. Above all, the consciousness of the “other”
regarding where the Christian community stands must be safeguarded, in order not to
create confusion and distrust that would prevent them being won over (v.33).65
The final objection arises as a direct response to Paul’s emphasis on the supreme
importance of protecting the consciousness of the other. It comes in the form of a pair of
rhetorical questions:
ινατι' γὰρ η ε λευθερι'α µου κρι'νεται υ πὸ αλλης συνειδη' σεως;
ει ε γὼ χα' ριτι µετε' χω, τι' βλασφηµου^ µαι υ πὲρ ου ε γὼ ευ χαριστω^ ;
But why should my freedom by judged by another’s consciousness?66
If I receive (the food) as a blessing, why should I be criticised on account of that for which
I am thankful?67

This objection gets to the very heart of all that will seem most unreasonable about
Paul’s stance on this issue. The fundamental values at the heart of Greek culture include a
love of individual freedom and personal responsibility. One of those responsibilities was to
avoid infringing the freedom of another wherever possible. If ever their Greek φρονει' α had
something to say, it would be here, in response to the hypothetical situation Paul has just
depicted. What can possibly be gained by allowing someone else’s consciousness,
defective and misinformed as that may be, to be the decisive factor limiting your actions?
A policy of doing nothing that could possibly be misinterpreted by others seems like a
form of moral imprisonment of the enlightened by the ignorant. This is especially so when
it impinges upon a believer’s freedom to receive something as innocent as food as a gift
from the one God from whom all blessings come. Surely that would amount to a form of
spiritual death, a disconnection from the giver of life and all that sustains it? Who could
countenance such a course of action? Christ did, of course, in his crucifixion.

________________________
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The rendering of συνει'δησιν as “consciousness” becomes very important at this point. On Paul’s use of this
term in the letter, see R.A. Horsley, “Consciousness and Freedom among the Corinthians: 1 Corinthians 810,” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 40 (1978): 574-89; and Paul W. Gooch, “‘Conscience’ in 1 Corinthinans 8
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4.4.2 Christ Crucified: the Ultimate Example
From this point on Paul knows that he can carry his argument forward to its
conclusion without needing any further direct recourse to scripture, because this final
objection, which gets to the very heart of the spiritual issue at stake, can be answered
decisively from within the Christian tradition which he shares with his Greek audience,
rather than from his own formative tradition of Jewish scripture, which they do not share
in the same way.
He begins by enunciating an unexceptional principle: ειτε ουν ε σθι' ετε ειτε πι' νετε
ειτε τι ποιει^τε, πα' ντα ει ς δο' ξαν θεου^ ποιει^τε. The final clause is totally acceptable to the
objectors, because this is just what they claim they would be doing if theywe re to eat the
idol-food: they would leave their host and companions in no doubt that they were thanking
the one God, and that the idols the food had been offered to had in no way changed the
essential nature of food as a gift from the One. The objectors are doubtless very keen to
take every opportunity to offer just that witness. What Paul does here, though, is to point
out that they can equally glorify God by the assertive act of pointedly not eating when
confronted with such a situation. That is, they can glorify God by pointedly yielding their
own freedom to receive what would be to them a blessing from God, in order to achieve a
greater good, the effect this will have on the consciousness of the outsider. Blessings in
such a situation do not only come in the form of good food, pleasant company, and the
avoidance of potential embarrassments. The situation within a pagan’s house is above all,
for Paul, a missionary opportunity, in which the Christian’s chief purpose should be to
enable the gospel of Christ to be communicated. It was only by keeping such a focus in
similar situations that Paul had won his audience as converts. Now they must learn to take
on the same mission, and to conduct it on the same terms:
α προ' σκοποι καὶ  Ιουδαι'οις γι'νεσθε καὶ « Ελλησιν καὶ τη^, ε κκλησι'α, του^ θεου^ ,
καθὼς κα γὼ πα' ντα πα^ σιν α ρε' σκω µὴ ζητω
^ ν τὸ ε µαυτου^ συ' µφορον
α λλὰ τὸ τω
^ ν πολλω^ ν, «ινα σωθω
^ σιν. (10:32-33)
You must become blameless to Jews and to Greeks and to the church of God,
just as I too seek to please everyone in all respects, not seeking my own advantage
but that of the many, in order that they might be saved.

An injunction to be blameless is well within the bounds of normal Greek values,
but its acceptability rather depends on whose opinion counts: to seek to please those who
are depraved or ignoble would be ignoble in itself. When presented as a policy of seeking
to please everybody, not only those one most admires but people of all classes and
cultures, it begins to take on a quite unflattering aspect. Claiming to please everybody in
regard to every matter is not only hyperbole but sounds like the most craven servility, yet
Paul deliberately chooses to present himself in these terms to heighten the effect of his
challenge to the audience.
He really wants them to make a crucial shift in their idea of what is φρονει' α in this
circumstance, to make it more consistent with the gospel they have already taken to heart.
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They must accept one premise as entirely reasonable: that in their own experience of being
evangelized by Paul, they had found his self-presentation quite acceptable. Even if some of
them had subsequently begun to criticise his preaching style for its lack of rhetorical
polish, they could not deny it had been good enough to win them over. Now he reveals
something to them that they obviously have not thought about, but which forms his second
premise: his initial presentation of Christ to them, which they had found convincing at the
time, was one that had demanded from him a significant degree of adaptation to their
ignorance and cultural prejudices. They are Greeks, after all, and he indicates, probably to
their surprise, that even Greeks demand a significant degree of adaptation from gospelbearers if they are to be won over to Christ. The subjection of their personal autonomy to
the ignorance of others which they find so objectionable is just what he had in fact done
for them, and because he was willing to do it for them they had experienced it as their
salvation.
That is not the end of the matter. He is not willing for a moment to allow them to
think that this may have been something peculiar to his personal style of evangelism. No
matter what some of them may have come to believe under the influence of “wiser”
models of ministry, there is no other authentic way of communicating the gospel. This
self-abnegation of Paul’s is not just his inter-personal style: it is modelled on the very
heart of the gospel he is called to communicate, on the very model of the crucified
messiah. If anyone ever subjected himself to the ignorant whims of those he was trying to
reach, in order to save them, it was Christ. If the audience wants an authoritative model
proving the spiritual value of self-abnegation and the benefits it brings to the world, they
can look no further than the cross. With Paul’s final admonition, the circle of his argument
is closed, his discourse complete:
µιµηται' µου γι'νεσθε καθὼς κα γὼ Χριστου^ .(11:1)
Become imitators of me, as I am of Christ.

86

CHAPTER 5
GENRE SOURCE FOUR: THE FOUNDATIONAL PROCLAMATION
OF CHRIST
Up to this point I have been presenting Paul’s discourse on ει δωλο' θυτα as if it were
simply a combination of genres drawn from Greek deliberative and juridicial rhetoric and
Jewish scriptural interpretation, and indeed this is largely the case. As the dichotomy in
1:22 indicates at the outset, Paul gives us every reason to believe that he saw the issues
that he had to deal with in this letter as largely a product of cultural differences that
separated Jews from Greeks in general. I have argued that in this particular discourse,
Paul’s underlying task is to persuade an audience whose natural culture is Greek that they
should embrace a point of view, or at least a code of practice, which is essentially an
expression of Jewish sensibilities and hence alien to them. To achieve this, he recognizes
that even if he gives free expression to the scriptural grounds that make this such a nonnegotiable issue for him, as he does in 10:1-22, in order to persuade them he must also
find arguments that will appeal strongly to their own natural sense of what is right and
true: he must appeal to their φρονει' α, their own common sense as it has been shaped by
their cultural upbringing, a culture that is also expressed in the long tradition of GrecoRoman rhetoric. For that reason, the discourse both begins and ends in deliberative mode.
However, there is another very important source of argumentative genres that
constitutes the final authority to which Paul appeals, namely the established proclamation
of Christ, as the Corinthian audience first experienced it in his own preaching and as it
existed independently of him in the traditions of the wider Christian movement.1 A
paradoxical aspect of this genre-source’s role in the present discourse is the extent to
which it seems to remain largely in the background after being introduced with a reference
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Church Life (Philadephia: Fortress Press, 1971); E. Earle Ellis, “Traditions in 1 Corinthians,” New Testament Studies 32.4 (Oct 1986): 481-502; Peter J. Tomson, “La Première Épître aux Corinthiens comme Document de la Tradition Apostolique de Halakha,” The Corinthian Correspondence, Ed. R. Bieringer,
Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 125 (Louvain: Leuven University Press,
1996) 459-70; Anders Eriksson, Traditions as Rhetorical Proof: Pauline Argumentation in 1 Corinthians,
Coniectanea Biblica New Testament Series 29 (Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell International, 1998); and
Anders Eriksson, “Special Topics in 1 Corinthians 8-10,” The Rhetorical Interpretation of Scripture: Essays
from the 1996 Malibu Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Dennis L. Stamps, JSNT Supplement Series
180 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999) 272-301.
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to Jesus’ reported words 9:14, until it suddenly reappears at the very end, with his
reference to the church of God as a group to be pleased (10:32), and with his appeal to the
example of Christ (11:1).
We know from the evidence of the epistle as a whole just how important it was for
Paul in this communication with the Corinthian believers to emphasize his connection
with, and conformity to, the gospel of Christ as it was proclaimed throughout the Christian
movement. In his epistolary opening he had greeted them as an integral part of the wider
ε κκλησι' α constituted by all those who called on the name of Christ (1:2). To counter their
divisiveness, he had emphasized his essential unity with Apollos and other apostles and
the God-givenness of their common gospel and ministry (ch.3). When giving advice on
marital matters, he had carefully distinguished between his own judgment and those
matters which were already decided on the basis of “a command of the Lord”(7:25): a
specific dominical teaching handed down in the Church’s tradition. Later he will make
another part of that oral tradition (11:23-25) the basis for how he deals with eucharistic
malpractices, and will begin his discourse on the resurrection by quoting the apostolic
tradition he had received telling of the Lord’s resurrection (15:3-7).
Within that established tradition, we may distinguish sayings-of-Jesus and
narratives about his career from preaching-about-Jesus as seperate genres. I shall soon
argue that an appeal to the latter tradition was actually the most authoritative genre that
Paul uses in this discourse. What is somewhat remarkable is that sayings-of-Jesus and
Jesus narratives are remarkable for their virtual absence. Two reasons stand out to me. The
first may be too obvious: the Jesus movement began, and the earthly ministry of Jesus was
entirely conducted, in a Palestinian environment where all outreach was directed to Jews
who, while surrounded by encroaching paganism, kept themselves strictly apart from all
its cultic manifestations.2 Situations like those now faced by Paul and his converts in
Corinth did not commonly arise. Nevertheless, there were elements in the Jesus traditions
that might well be adapted to provide guidance, especially those that portrayed Jesus as
beginning to break down the barriers of Jewish particularity that separated his nation from
their gentile neighbours. There can be little doubt that those aspects of the Jesus tradition
had provided Paul with important guiding precedents as he developed his own gentile
mission. Why do they not appear, at least as backgound material, in the present discourse?

________________________
2

Emil Schürer, The History of the Jewish People in the age of Jesus Christ, ed. & rev. Fergus Millar & Matthew Black Geza Vermes (Edinburgh: T.&T.Clark, 1979) 30-52, gives a detailed description of pagan
temples built in Palestine, chiefly in Gentile cities, but there is no reason to suppose that if sacrifical cultic
activity was allowed in them Jews had any contact with it, or that they would have had any contact with its
by-products in the marketplaces. First-century Jews in Palestine “ ... would scarcely have tolerated the public
performance of pagan worship in their midst.” ibid., 40.
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5.1 Apostolic rights to support, and Paul’s self-funding policy in Corinth
I want to suggest that the Jesus traditions are held at arm’s length in this discourse
because Paul needs to distance himself from one particular aspect of those traditions that
are being used against him by those he opposes over the issue of ει δωλο' θυτα. I formed this
view on the basis of a study by Peter Richardson.3 He sets out to explain the connection
between 1 Corinthians 9, with its defence of Paul’s refusal of financial support, and the
rest of Paul’s discourse in Chapters 8 and 10. He argues that the offer of support, unlike
those Paul had accepted from other churches, must have come with some unacceptable
strings attached. From its context here, this was most likely to be connected to the issue of
food offered to idols. His hypothesis is that this most probably meant that those in this
Christian community who were able to offer that support must have compromised the
boundaries separating that community from pagan sacrifices to such a degree that Paul is
unable to accept their hospitality.4 Alternatively, accepting financial support from them
might place him under obligation not to criticise their acceptance of hospitality from pagan
friends. Whichever is the case, Paul’s stand is in contrast to “others” who have accepted
financial support for their ministries from those same Corinthian patrons, without
expressing any scruples. Richardson’s very distinctive hypothesis, which I find most
convincing, is that those “others” must have justified their stance by appealing to those
parts of the Jesus traditions where Jesus instructs the missionaries he sends out to accept
hospitality freely and to eat whatever is set before them.5
This ‘word of the Lord’ is open to the construction, especially in Luke and Thomas, but
weakly even in Matthew and possibly in Mark, that Christian missionaries ought to eat
what is offered by the person with whom they stay (Matthew alone is concerned for the
host’s worthiness), not raising any question about it (as Paul phrases it in 1 Cor. 10:25-30).
If the patron – for patronage is the main form of support anticipated in the Q-saying –
offers ‘defiled’ food (see Gos. Thom. 14b explicitly, and Mk. 7:15), they are to eat without
scruple. This, I suggest, is offensive to Paul, and he holds that it ought to be offensive to
others as well ...
When this difference of opinion arose it may have seemed minor, but it pushes Paul into a
corner, for he makes an issue of support and then insists that he is freer in the gospel if he
were to accept no support. Against the word of Jesus and, I presume, the strong opinions
of some Christians whom Paul is offending by his attacks on their menu, Paul first attacks
the question of improper eating practices – the ‘dangerous food’ of chs. 8 and 10. – and
then defends his own practice of not accepting support – his ‘boasting’ of ch. 9. This twopronged understanding helps to explain chs. 8-10 quite nicely, for the problem of idol food
– food that Paul rejects – is a part of the form of patronal support that offends Paul.6

________________________
3

Peter Richardson, “Temples, Altars and Living from the Gospel (1 Cor.9.12b-18),” Gospel in Paul: Studies
in Corinthians, Galatians and Romans for Richard L. Longenecker., eds L.Ann Jervis and Peter Richardson,
JSNT Supplement Series (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994) 89-110.

4

Richardson actually frames this in terms of Paul and Barnabas following a model of ministry based on
priestly service in the Jerusalem temple, with an analogous form of cultic purity. This contentious idea is not
essential to his argument, as I read it, so I am leaving it out of my summary.
5

Citing Lk.10:5,7-8; Mt.10:10b,11; Mk. 6:10; and Gos.Thom. 14b. Richardson, “Living from the Gospel,” 106.

6

Richardson, “Living from the Gospel,” 106-07.
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While there are some aspects of Richardson’s presentation that are open to
question, his linking of those texts in the Jesus tradition with both Paul’s refusal of support
and the matter of pagan hospitality, seems inherently plausible, providing a potent line of
explanation for why Paul’s defence of his support policy gets so much space in the middle
of the ει δωλο' θυτα discourse.
If the length of Paul’s self-defence against his vulnerability in the face of the Jesus
tradition is evidence for how important that tradition was to him, its exact position in the
discourse is also very significant as an indicator of the particular threat it posed to him in
relation to the issue of ει δωλο' θυτα. He launches into this impassioned α πολογι' α
immediately after putting himself forward as an example to follow in this matter: not that
he actually asks them to follow him, but rather just states his own committed policy (8:13).
It is as though he knows exactly what reaction this will bring from his critics in Corinth.
“Oh yes, we were waiting for you to get around to your own custom regarding idol foods,
which as we all know is directly opposed to a very specific direction from Jesus that his
messengers should accept hospitality wherever it is offered and eat whatever is put in front
of them. An unqualified command on the one hand, and a demonstration of the freedom
your faith in Christ gives on the other. But you just don’t seem to have it at all. Quite
frankly, Paul, you are so far off-line on this issue that it casts your whole status as an
apostle into doubt.” This is a really sore point with him, as his response shows, and
something very like that must have been said about him, no doubt in his absence. How
does he handle the challenge? One means, as I have already argued, is to present this
“command’ of Jesus as the outworking of a more general principle of natural and scriptural
law. This implies that it should be interpreted in that legal context, with due regard for
God’s intentions for all of his people, rather than as a distinctive marker of apostolic
status. The Lord’s intention in giving this command can therefore be inferred from that
wider principle; it is to ensure that the workers’ needs are met, as a matter of justice
among his people. It follows that an apostle’s freedom to make use of this right is not an
obligation to do so, and that his right to get his needs met is equally demonstrated in his
freedom to chose not to do what the Lord actually said, should circumstances make that
preferable. This claim was probably as paradoxical to his critical audience as it has been to
at least one modern reader:
However, no sooner has Paul referred to this command of the Lord than he asserts in the
most unequivocal language that he does not and will not obey it. Hardly what one would
expect! ... But not only is Paul found to be customarily disregarding this regulation. Later
on in his subsequent correspondence with the Corinthians, after his disobedience has
apparently become the focus of a violent controversy, Paul dares to denounce in the most
savage way certain other famous apostles (none other than Peter and the brothers of the
Lord!) who were proceeding in accordance with it.7

________________________
7

Dungan, The Sayings of Jesus, 3.
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This is not a comfortable place for Paul to be, for although he may have truly come
to terms with the paradoxical nature of this aspect of his discipleship, others will take more
convincing that it is not disobedence. The rationale he follows, in claiming to be µὴ ων
ανοµος θεου^ α λλ εννοµος Χριστου^ (9:21), is to elevate Jesus’ life and deeds above his
words. Whatever the Lord is reported to have said must be interpreted within the even
more significant context of what he is known to have done, and even then all of his
reported deeds must be understood in the light of the one great salvific fact at the heart of
the tradition of proclamation: his self-giving on the cross.

5.2 “Under Christ’s law”: the authority of dominical/apostolic tradition and example
In order to understand Paul’s argumentative strategy, it is helpful to distinguish his
pragmatic goals from other aspects of his discourse. Pragmatics is now a branch of
discourse analysis that pays attention to, and attempts to explain, what language users use
language to do to one another by means of what they say. Another way of defining this
field is as the study of interpersonal aspects of language. Historically it arose from a
converging recognition among both linguists and philosophers that neither the logic nor
grammar of normal language use could be systematically described without taking into
account what it achieved as well as what it meant. Further, there has been an increasing
recognition in both disciplines that the meaning of real human discourse, as opposed to
artificial languages, was actually dependent on and determined by its pragmatic aspects.8
While this means that we should always be asking what Paul is trying to achieve in
relation to his audience, this is doubly important in the present discourse where we now
have reason to believe that he knows he will never get them all to think and feel as he does

________________________
8

One early philosophical manifestation of this development, Speech Act Theory, provides the linguistic
theory informing Thiselton’s commentary on this epistle. On pragmatics in linguistics, see Teun A. Dijk,
van, Text and Context: Explorations in the Semantics and Pragmatics of Discourse, Longman Linguistics
Library (London: Longman, 1977); Jerrold M. Sadock, “On Testing for Conversational Implicature,” Syntax
and Semantics, Vol.9: Pragmatics, Ed. Peter Cole (New York: Academic Press, 1978) 281-97; Geoffrey N.
Leech, Explorations in Semantics and Pragmatics, Pragmatics and Beyond: An Interdisciplinary Series of
Language Studies, 5 (Amsterdam: John Benjamins B.V., 1980); Stephen C. Levinson, Pragmatics, Cambridge Textbooks in Linguistics (Cambridge: Cambridge Univeristy Press, 1983); Geoffrey N. Leech, Principles of Pragmatics, Longman Linguistics Library, 30 (London: Longman, 1983); François Recanati,
Meaning and Force: The Pragmatics of Performative Utterances, Cambridge Studies in Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1987); Penelope Brown and Stephen Levinson, Politeness: Some Universals in Language Usage, Studies in Interactional Sociolinguistics 4 (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1987); Anna
Wierzbicka, Cross-Cultural Pragmatics: The Semantics of Human Interaction, Trends in Linguistics:
Studies and Monographs, 53 (Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 1991); Rodie Risselada, Imperatives and Other
Directive Expressions in Latin: A Study in the Pragmatics of a Dead Language, Amsterdam Studies in Classical Philology, 2 (Amsterdam: J.C.Gieben, 1993); Jürgen Habermas, On the Pragmatics of Communication,
Ed. Maeve Cooke, Studies in Contemporary German Social Thought (Cambridge: The MIT Press, 1998);
Robert C. Stalnaker, Context and Content: Essays on Intentionality in Speech and Thought, Oxford Cognitive Science Series (Oxford: Oxford UP, 1999); and Alan Cruse, Meaning in Language: An Introduction to
Semantics and Pragmatics (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2000).
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about foods offered to idols, mainly because, even though his converts, they are still
Greeks and not Jews. Therefore it is useful to ask if we can identify his realistic goals.
What actual outcomes in their behaviour and in their relationship with him does he seem to
be working towards in this discourse? I suggest there are in fact two. He will be satisfied
on the matter of ει δωλο' θυτα if the instructions he gives (to avoid meals in temple precincts
and to refrain from knowingly eating food that has been offered to idols) are in fact
adopted as behavioural norms by the congregation at large. In relation to himself, he needs
to reverse the damage to his authority and influence among the congregation that has been
done by the criticism he faces over his own practice of refusing support: to achieve that he
must convince the audience that this practice is at least consistent with obedience to
Christ.
It all depends on that second goal, as he constructs the discourse at large. His last,
climactic sentence is a summary expression of what he wants from them: µιµηται' µου
γι' νεσθε καθὼς κα γὼ Χριστου^ .(11:1) “Become imitators of me, as I am of Christ.” That is
a very wide demand, but it can be broken down from all that has preceded into at least
these specifics:
1. Stop criticizing me for my refusal of financial support.
2. Accept that my personal policy stated in 8:13, διο' περ ει βρω
^ µα σκανδαλι' ζει τὸν
α δελφο' ν µου, ου µὴ φα' γω κρε' α ει ς τὸν αι ω
^ να, is my way of following Christ on the issue
of idol foods.
3. Follow my example at least to the extent of avoiding meals in pagan temples and not
knowingly eating ει δωλο' θυτα.
In rhetorical terms, the crucial factor in this discourse is ηθος : Paul’s personal
credibility as an authoritative example of Christlike living. To restore that credibility from
the damage done to it over the related issues of idol food and financial support, he has to
persuade them to revisit the construction they have placed upon his actions in relation to
each issue. His avoidance of food offered to idols has been construed by them as a lack of
the freedom he ought to display in response to Christ’s direction to his first missionaries:
he must reframe this as a more noble freedom to choose not to eat where that will achieve
a greater good than eating. They have interpreted his refusal of financial support as
disobedience to Christ: he must persuade them that it is actually a higher form of
obedience, if not to the Lord’s words, then to his example.
To achieve that reframing requires boldness, in this case a reversal of roles from
accused to accuser. Immediately after his introduction to the discourse, which has focused
on the general topic of γνω
^ σις , Paul raises a serious accusation against his critics, that
their own practice regarding ει δωλο' θυτα, far from being more enlightened than his own
(the whole point of their γνω
^ σις claim) is actually doing serious damage to others who do
not share their “freedom” (8:9). The spotlight is off his policy for the moment and onto
theirs. He now moves swiftly to contrast the effects of their actions not with his own but
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with Christ’s, and specifically his death on behalf of the hypothetical brother damaged by
their actions: ο α δελφὸς δι ον Χριστὸς α πε' θανεν (8:11). The one Christ intended to be a
beneficiary of his self-sacrifice is actually being deprived of that benefit because of the
influence of other beneficiaries! He drives home his conclusion: this is a sin not only
against that brother they dismiss as weak and insignificant, but against the Lord himself,
and not over some trivial matter concerning food (c.f. their reported slogans in 8:8 9) but
against the very heart of his salvific mission. It is they, not Paul, who are the transgressors,
and their sin is against the very heart of the gospel.
It is important to correctly identify the argumentative genre operating here as an
appeal to the κη'ρυγµα, the established apostolic proclamation of Christ. Earlier, in the first
discourse of the epistle, Paul had identified the heart of the gospel, which they had
accepted when he first proclaimed it to them, as the crucified messiah: ου γὰρ εκρινα' τι
ει δε' ναι ε ν υ µι^ν ει µὴ  Ιησου^ ν Χριστὸν καὶ του^ τον ε σταυρωµε' νον (2:2). He does not
expect his opponents to dismiss this as merely his own interpretation of the wider
movement’s message, as his decision was not to frame his proclamation in those terms, but
rather to focus on that one essential aspect of the message he had received from others.10
Later, in his resurrection discourse, he will cite, as an essential part of the definitive
apostolic proclamation which he had received, the formula ο« τι Χριστὸς α πε' θανεν υ πὲρ
τω
^ ν α µαρτιω
^ ν η µω
^ ν κατὰ τὰς γραφα' ς (15:3). Thus both aspects of this proclamation, the
centrality of Christ’s death and its salvific benefits for “us”,11 are established as fixed
topoi, quite independent of Paul, to which he is able to appeal against the accusation that
he has set himself over against the Jesus traditions. On this basis he has now effectively
shifted the terms of debate with his opponents from “Who is most obedient to the words of
Jesus?” to “Who is the better example of following the crucified Christ?”.
Before that can happen, of course, he actually has to introduce the matter of his
own example, which he does at 8:13, creating the immediate need to defend himself, as we
have seen. However it is important that he doesn’t let a defensive tone continue for too
long, as that would suggest a vulnerability to the criticisms he faces, reinforcing their
validity. What he needs to do, rather, is to mount an extended argument that will provide
multiple grounds for his audience to accept his actions as the Christlike examples he
claims them to be. He must convince them firstly that his way is indeed a purposeful
surrender of his own rights in order to benefit others, and then he must convince them of

________________________
9

So Gordon D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, The New International Commentary on the New
Testament (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1987) 381-84; and on balance,
Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, The New
International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company,
2000) 646-49.
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Reading this as a choice of focus: Fee, First Corinthians, 92; Thiselton, First Corinthians, 211-13.
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I shall explore the nuances of Paul’s use of this pronoun to either include or exclude his audience later, in
section 3.3.3.
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their own obligation to do likewise. Those arguments, which had already begun to appear
in chapter 8, occupy most of chapter 9, and carry on into the final section of chapter10.
Although they are needed to establish Paul’s standing within the community created by a
proclamation of the gospel, they are not themselves drawn from that genre, but from
deliberative rhetoric, appealing to the common-sense, everyday experiences, and Greek
values of the audience’s native culture. It could not be otherwise, rhetorically speaking. He
will appeal to scripture in 10:1-23, as we have seen, in an attempt to challenge the
Corinthians’ cultural normalisation of pagan cults, but this may be resisted as Jewish
narrowness speaking through him. He can live with that risk in the short term, for the sake
of a long-term scriptural transformation of their consiousness, but he cannot at the same
time use scripture as his major grounds for establishing the conformity of his own actions
with the crucified Christ. That would put his short-term, pragmatic goals at needless risk
from any reaction engendered by the educational task. What he needs to do to convince
these Greeks of the integrity of his actions, is to make their worthiness a matter of ηθος ,
by portraying and explaining them in terms familiar and acceptable within the Greek
world.
How he conducts that deliberative argument, and the extent to which it is
prefigured by 1 Cor.8:6, is the focus of my ninth and tenth chapters. Before proceeding to
that argument, I shall examine the grammatical structures that determine the significance
of that verse by defining not only its own inner structure but also its relation to its
immediate textual context.
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CHAPTER 6
THE IMMEDIATE CONTEXT: PARAGRAPH STRUCTURE
My preceding arguments have emphasized the important role played by deliberative
argumentation as a means used by Paul to achieve his pragmatic ends in his discourse on
ει δωλο' θυτα. I now want to demonstrate the vital part played by 1 Cor.8:6 in that deliberative
discourse. This demonstration will require me firstly to examine its immediate context at the
beginning of Chapter 8, then to show how the grammatical structure of the verse governs its
relation to that immediate textual context, and its semantic links with the pre-textual context
as a whole. In my final chapter I shall apply the results of that grammatical analysis as I
explore the contribution it makes to Paul’s development of his discourse on ει δωλο' θυτα.
There can be no doubt that 8:1-6 forms a discrete section of the discourse, in which it
functions as an introduction of some sort. It is marked out by the announcement of a new
topic at the start of 8:1: Περὶ δὲ τω
^ ν ει δωλοθυ' των, ... and then by the fact that although this
announcement is repeated at v.4, the discourse does not begin to address that topic directly
until verse 7. Instead it contains a short but intense discussion about the nature of γνω
^ σις,
from which we may infer that this constitutes a crucial point of difference between the
disputants, requiring Paul to address it briefly before he can proceed with more specific
aspects of the debate.
The question of how to label this section as a structural or functional unit seems to
pose a problem for most commentators, even when they separate it out as a discrete section
for analysis.1 While a former generation of scholars might have been happy to regard it as
“theological introduction” or something equivalent, there seems to be a new consensus that
what is happening here is much more complex than an abstract theological discussion, or
maybe that theology cannot be confined to abstract topics.2 J. Smit, in a short but pertinent

________________________
1

Not all do so, however: some commentaries just discuss the chapter without dividing it at all, others make a
further division between vv.1-3 and 4-6, and some even make the division after v.7.
2
Thus while Hans Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians: a Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians, trans.
Leitch James W., Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975) 138, describes its function as “ a piece of
fundamental theological teaching”, Gordon D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, The New
International Commentary on the New Testament (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 1987) 363, calls 1-3 and 4-6 “two preliminary words”.
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study,3 proposes that the Latin rhetorical term partitio is the most suitable term to describe
the structure and function of this section.
Handbooks of classical rhetoric define a partitio as a brief, general and complete division
which summarizes and outlines the train of thought of the ensuing exposition .... This
passage exhibits the main characteristics of a rhetorical partitio.4

In terms of its literary form, Smit notes that 8:1-6 stands out as a separate unit on
the basis of the series of parallelisms it contains, its use of the first person plural (I shall
deal with this characteristic below in 3.3.2.1), and “the high number of general indefinite
utterances it contains”.5 He notes both the division of the section into two parts, verses 1-3
and 4-6, and that each of these divisions is used to express an antithesis, the first between
knowledge and love, and the second between the many gods and lords who stand opposed
to the one God and one Lord.
The literary form of this passage suggests, as many scholars surmise, that in these verses
Paul indeed states some general principles, which he will use in his exposition on idol
offerings. The bipartate structure indicates that he approaches this subject from two
different angles. The antitheses suggest choices that have to be made. Presumably they are
the prelude to a deliberative argument, expounding which alternative earns preference.6

He then argues that the two divisions within 8:1-6 correspond broadly to the
structure of the argument in the subsequent discourse. Those in the audience who claim
freedom to attend pagan feasts support their position with a claim to γνω
^ σις. Paul’s
characterisation of the issue with the derogatory term ‘foods offered to idols’ and his
immediate belittling of their ‘knowledge’ indicates from the outset that he will argue
against their position as harmful, which he does largely in the first half of the discourse
from 8:7 to 9:27. Smit then identifies a similar correspondence between the second
division of the introduction and the latter part of the larger discourse
This second part of the introduction also contains a blueprint of a deliberative argument. In
answer to the question whether the believers in Corinth may eat of the idol offerings Paul,
on theological grounds, weighs two lines of conduct against one another. Eating means
partnership with the so-called gods and lords and is therefore strongly discouraged.
Abstaining from eating at temple meals and restricting oneself to the supper of the Lord
meands exclusive association with the one Lord and the one God; this is an absolute
obligation. In the ensuing discussion Paul elaborates this brief sketch of a deliberative
argument in a more extended and specified form, namely in 1 Cor.10:1-22.7

________________________
3

J. Smit, “1 Cor 8:1-6: A Rhetorical Partitio: A Contribution to the Coherence of 1 Cor 8:1 - 11:1,” The
Corinthian Correspondence, Ed. R. Bieringer, Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 125
(Louvain: Leuven University Press, 1996) 577-91.

4

Smit, “A Rhetorical Partitio,” 587.

5

Smit, “A Rhetorical Partitio,” 580.

6

Smit, “A Rhetorical Partitio,” 580.

7

Smit, “A Rhetorical Partitio,” 587.
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While Smit has exposed some essential links between this introduction and the
ensuing discourse, his picture seems a little too neat and tidy.8 As I have shown, the
pattern of argument in the discourse at large is far too complex to be divided so neatly.
While agreeing with Smit’s identification of these two themes, the harmfulness of idolfoods and the absolute loyalty demanded by the one God, as major components of Paul’s
subsequent argument, I would prefer to see them both operating throughout the discourse.
There are also other themes to be considered that link this introduction with the wider
discourse, as we shall see later.
With that reservation, however, I can accept Smit’s suggestion that the rhetorical
term partitio is an appropriate label for this introductory section, indicating that its
rhetorical function is to prefigure the direction and basis of the argumentative discourse to
follow. Whether he would still want me to use this label without accepting that it indicates
a division in the subsequent discourse is another matter. For this reason, I shall use the
more general Greek term for an introduction, προοι' µιον (or its English equivalent
‘proem’), which does have the slight etymological advantage of suggesting that the section
gives an advance indication of the way ahead, without the same degree of technical
exactitude that partitio seems to demand.
Further aspects of the unit’s function will emerge as I discuss its structure in the
following sections of this study.

6.1 Conflicting Cultures
As Smit and others have pointed out, Paul’s use of the term ειδωλο' θυτα in his
announcement of the topic in the first sentence of the discourse (Περὶ δὲ τω
^ ν ει δωλοθυ' των,
8:1) is hardly a neutral way of considering the claims of those Christians who regard
attendance at pagan feasts as a matter of spiritual and moral indifference. It is frequently
contrasted with the term put in the mouth of a pagan host announcing the sacral nature of
the food later in the discourse: Του^ το ι ερο' θυτο' ν ε στιν (10:28).9 Pagans do not refer to the
images used to represent their deities as “idols”. This is the language developed by the
Jewish critique of pagan religion, as I have already pointed out (2.4.1). What we should
notice here, in considering this opening section, is the concentrated use of this derisive
term and its cognates early in the discourse. Of fifteen such occurrences in the epistle, ten
are found in this discourse, and seven of those occur in its first ten verses. Ειδωλο' θυτα,

________________________
8

In fairness, we should also consider that Smit identifies further links in a later article, J. Smit, “The
Rhetorical Disposition of First Corinthians 8:7 - 9:27,” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 59.3 (July 1997): 47691.
9

See Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 139 & n.6; Fee, First Corinthians, 357, n.1; and Wolfgang Schrage, Der
este Brief an die Korinther Vol.2, Evangelisch—Katholischer Kommentar zum Neuen Testament VII
(Zurich & Neukirchen—Vluyn / Solothurn: Benziger & Neukirchener, 1995) 216.
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“foods offered to idols” is found in the singular or plural form four times (8:1, 8:4, 8:7, and
8:10); ειδωλον, “idol” twice (8:4, 8:7), and ειδωλει^ον, “an idol’s temple” once (8:10). As
Smit has argued, this clearly indicates Paul’s stance on this issue right from the outset of
the discourse. This linguistic fact seems to have been overlooked by those scholars who
argued that the apostle sought to adopt a mediating position in which the sacral nature of
the food does not concern him.
Not only does his emphasized use of this terminology indicate his stance on the
issue, but it also discloses the grounds on which he has based it. As I have already argued
in chapter 4, there was a fundamental cultural divide between first-century Jews and
gentiles in the way they viewed each other’s religious practices. While gentiles held
religious tolerance in high regard, whether as a sign of intellectual sophistication or as a
matter of goodwill and human solidarity, Jews regarded foreign cultic activity with a deep
horror. Their own aniconic cult, together with a long scriptural tradition telling of the
horrors that had befallen their nation whenever they copied the cultic practices of their
neighbours, meant that they were deeply averse to regarding pagan cults as anything other
than degraded and defiling, and their dieties as anything other than demons. There was
very little middle ground on which Jew and gentile could meet in common religious
activity. Gentiles normally interpreted this cultural barrier as an expression of Jewish
hostility, and although Paul indicates through his use of this terminology that he is unable
to shift from his inherited convictions, he is equally at pains to overcome any perception of
ill-will towards his gentile converts who do not share that cultural inheritance as he opens
up the subject that divides them from him.10
We should also notice that the scriptural critique of 10:1-22, which I have already
argued constitutes the fundamental basis of Paul’s convictions on the matter, is strongly
prefigured here in both divisions of his proem.11 His audience thus knows from the outset
that he will argue from a thoroughly Jewish mindset, even though the form of the proem
also invites them to engage with him as partners in a deliberative discourse. We should
now examine the means by which he attempts that engagement.

6.2 Locating the Opposition’s Root Position
Οιδαµεν ο« τι, “we know that”, might seem to introduce a statement with which both
the author and his audience are in full agreement, but two factors weigh against such a

________________________
10

I am not denying the probablity that the audience was also divided among themselves, with some closer to
Paul’s position than others. But unless they were Jewish (as a few were), those who adopted Paul’s stance
would have done so more out of loyalty and obedience to him then from any adoption of Jewish feelings as
their own.
11

Further reasons for resisting Smit’s schema.
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reading.12 Firstly, the statement introduced in verse one, πα' ντες γνω
^ σιν εχοµεν, “We all
have knowledge” is contradicted before very long in verse 7: Αλλ ου κ ε ν πα^σιν η γνω
^ σις,
“But knowledge is not within everyone”. The apparent conflict between these two
statements could possibly be resolved by a reading in which those referred to as the “we”
who "all have knowledge" in verse 1 are a subset of the “everyone” referred to in verse 7.
However I intend to argue later that Paul is using the first person plural very carefully
throughout this passage, as generally elsewhere in this epistle, in a way that certainly
prevents him including himself with those in his audience who claim to possess special
knowledge as a privileged sub-set of the Christian community. As he describes ο α δελφὸς
δι ον Χριστὸς α πε' θανεν, “the brother for whom Christ died” as damaged because he is ο
α σθενω
^ ν ε ν τη^, ση^, γνω' σει “the one who is weak in your knowledge” (v11), we have good
reason to look for alternative readings that maintain the tension between verses 1 and 7.
A second consideration involves the meaning of ο« τι in this introductory phrase.
This term can be used to introduce a direct quotation, and there is no reason to discard that
possibility when it follows the verb οιδαµεν. Our familiarity with the common English
expression “We know that...” introducing indirect speech might serve to mislead us into
ignoring other possibilities in the semantics of this Greek particle. That is, the translation
can just as readily be rendered as we know “We all have knowledge”, and this reading is
supported to some extent by Paul’s use of οιδαµεν for “we know” and γνω
^ σιν for
“knowledge”. Rendered thus, that which we know (οιδαµεν) is a proposition about
knowledge (γνω
^ σις), probably a popular maxim, and we “know” it in the sense of being
familiar with it rather than necessarily being in full agreement with its contents.
Philosophers in the Socratic tradition might have claimed that you can only “know” that
which is true, but we have no reason to suppose that Paul is choosing his words here in
accordance with their dictates.
We may accept then that Paul is quoting a popular maxim which has probably been
used in Corinth in support of the position he is about to oppose. He masks the extent of his
opposition initially, in order to minimize offensiveness, by including himself in the “we
know...” rather than a blunter “some maintain...” or even “you say...”. However, his next
sentence makes his distaste for this saying quite apparent: η γνω
^ σις φυσιοι^, η δὲ α γα' πη
13
οι κοδοµει^ : “Knowledge inflates, but love edifies.” Whether this is a further well-known
________________________
12

The view that Paul is quoting a slogan popular among the Corinthian congregation enjoys a widespread
consensus. Hurd, who argued that it represented Paul’s initial preaching in Corinth, lists twenty-four
scholars supporting this view; see John Coolidge Jr. Hurd, The Origin of 1 Corinthians, 2nd ed. (Macon:
Mercer UP, 1983) 68. Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the
Greek Text, The New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans
Publishing Company, 2000) 620 adds a further ten since then.

13

R. Dean Jr. Anderson, Glossary of Greek Rhetorical Terms Connected to Methods of Argumentation,
Figure and Tropes from Anaximenes to Quintilian, Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology 24
(Leuven: Peeters, 2000) 125, defines the rhetorical device χαρακτηρισµος, “characterisation” as a bodily
description of someone used, among other functions, to poke fun at someone or describe their vices. This
seems to fit what Paul does here.
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maxim used as a rejoinder, or Paul has just coined it for the occasion, its impact is beyond
doubt: the value he places on the knowledge some are claiming to possess is very small.
There is even a suggestion of ridicule: that those who have this putative γνω
^ σις are
pretentious figures of self-importance to the very extent that they claim and value their
possesion of this attribute14 What is beyond dispute is that in the second half of verse 1
Paul is distancing himself from an unqualified acceptance of that which he begins by
claiming “we know”.
Reflecting on the rhetorical significance of this first verse of the discourse, we
might ask what can possibly be achieved by such an opening, in which Paul quotes a
favourite maxim of those he opposes and then promptly pours scorn upon it. This hardly
seems tactful. However, such a reaction might merely show our cultural distance from the
apostle and his audience. Another way of viewing this opening gambit is as an invitation
to engage in open debate, quite within the normal rules for deliberative argument.15 I have
argued that by announcing the topic in the form περὶ δὲ ειδωλοθυ' τον, Paul has declared his
fundamentally Jewish stance on this issue, thereby making himself vulnerable to attack.
His immediate attack on one of the axioms of the opposition merely evens the score. Now
he is committed to carrying on as he has begun, that is by taking the opposing views
seriously and undertaking to refute them within the normal rules of debate. It is as though
he were to begin by saying, “Yes my stance on this matter is thoroughly Jewish, but I
undertake to argue for it on terms acceptable even to Greeks” (Christian Greeks, that is: he
needs to use their common ground in Christ, as we have seen).

6.3

Knowing God vs. Knowing About God

Verse 2 continues in the same direction with a further disparaging comment on his
opponents’claims to knowledge: ει τις δοκει^ ε γνωκε' ναι τι, ουπω εγνω καθὼς δει^ γνω
^ ναι,
“If anyone seems/claims to know something, he does not yet know as he ought to know”.
The use of δο' κεω here is a little ambiguous, inasmuch as it can generally be translated as

________________________
14

Paul Douglas Gardner, The Gifts of God and the Authentication of a Christian (Lanham: University Press
of America, 1994) 23-27 argues that the γνω
^ σις referred to here is the gift of the Spirit mentioned in 1:5,
12:8, and 13:2. However, as Paul places these in such a positive light in those contexts (including 13:2
where the whole point of his argument depends on these attributes being intrinsically good, althoug of lesser
value than love), it is difficult to accept that he is so scathing about the effects of that divine gift in this
present context. I prefer to conclude that the present reference is to particular knowledge concerning the
current issue which Paul the ‘wise’ claim to have received from God, a claim implicitly lampooned by Paul’s
response. It is the very claim that a divine enlightenment has led them to justify a tolerant atttitude towards
idolatry that has made them ridiculous ( “puffed up”) in Paul’s eyes.

15

Anderson, Greek Rhetorical Terms, 124, gives two alternative definitions of the rhetorical device υ ποφορα'
that seem to fit this case. One is the use of “possible objections from opponents stated in non-question
form”. In the other, “a υ ποφορα' is defined in terms of the speaker suggesting a certain thought and then
refuting it. This is said to be appropriate to deliberative speeches. An α νθυποφορα' concerns the statement of
a thought used by the opponent, and is suited to judicial speeches.”
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either “seems” or “supposes/thinks/believes”16, depending on the viewer. We might ask
whether Paul means that someone seems knowledgeable in his own eyes or is being
exalted by others, but the former interpretation seems more likely, given that Paul ascribes
imperfection to the knower rather than to the claimants. Elsewhere in the epistle, γνω
^ σις is
simply accepted and valued as a spiritual gift, so we must take it that what Paul objects to
is a claim to know something in the present context, which we can see from the next
paragraph, verses 4 to 6, is not only a claim to know about idols but even more importantly
a claim to know something about God.
The third verse constitutes a statement by Paul of a fundamental truth underlying
all human knowledge of God: it is really God who knows us, rather than we him. ει δε' τις
α γαπα^, τὸν θεο' ν, ου τος εγνωσται υ π αυ του^ , “But if anyone loves God, this one is known
by him”. So the knowledge lampooned as puffery in verse 1 is now seen for what is truly
is: not just a pretentious claim to have greater knowledge than others, but an arrogant
misunderstanding of the divine-human relationship. Our experience of God occurs within a
loving relationship, and any knowledge we gain of God is a personal knowing-of rather
than an objective knowing-about.17 The claims to know about God which Paul finds
objectionable must be in tension with that relationship, especially when they conflict with
responsibilities towards other community members, as Paul will go on to show later in the
chapter and beyond.
We may now conclude that verses 1 to 3 constitute a refutation of the opponents’
slogan with which Paul begins the paragraph, πα' ντες γνω
^ σιν εχοµεν. If we are talking
about true knowledge of the divine, then it is quite misleading to claim that “we all have
knowledge”. That maxim, although familiar to both Paul and his audience (οιδαµεν ο« τι....)
is not a sound basis for beginning a discussion involving God, idolatry and food offered to
idols. Paul quotes it, offers a brief refutation, then replaces it with a better general
statement about the knowledge of God: better not only in that it is less likely to mislead the
audience, but also in that it gives a positive indication of the basis on which his subsequent
argument will proceed as he indicates responsibilities that are integral to a genuine love for
God.
6.4

Slogans vs. Experience

The above analysis of the rhetorical structure of verses 1 to 3 predisposes us to find
a parallel pattern in verses 4 to 6. This second paragraph begins, as we have noted, with a

________________________
16
17

see BAGD, 201-02.

Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 141 writes, “We expect: ‘The man who loves God, knows him rightly.’ But
the thought is deliberately given a different turn. Here Paul takes his stand upon a widespread religious
motif, the correspondence between knowing and being known in the relation of man and God.”. See also
Fee, First Corinthians, 368; and Richard B. Hays, First Corinthians, Interpretation: A Biblical Commentary
for Teaching and Preaching (Louisville: John Knox Press, 1997) 138.
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restatement of the same topic, followed by the formula οιδαµεν ο« τι.... introducing two
conjoint propositions: ου δὲν ειδωλον ε ν κο' σµω, , “There is no idol in the world”; and
ου δεὶς θεὸς ει µὴ εις, “There is no God but one”. Our monotheistic presuppositions, or our
perception of Paul’s, might well suggest that he could not possibly find anything
objectionable about either of these statements, but we should not leave that conclusion
unexamined. Several factors are present to justify a deeper examination. For one thing, the
initial statements in verse 4 are once again immediately followed in verse 5 by others
which appear to contradict them rather baldly: καὶ γὰρ ειπερ ει σὶν λεγο' µενοι θεοὶ ειτε ε ν
ου ρανω
^, ειτε ε πὶ γη^ ς, “for even if there are those which are called gods, whether in heaven
or on earth...”, a somewhat hypothetical floating of polytheistic ideas, for sure, but
followed by a much more direct affirmation of that reality, ...ω
« σπερ ει σὶν θεοὶ πολλοὶ καὶ
κυ' ριοι πολλοι' , “...just as there are many gods and many lords”. There is too much in verse
5 for us to simply accept verse 4 as Paul’s view of things. The other possibility suggested
by the preceding paragraph is that here too he is quoting from the popular wisdom
accepted by some of his audience, in this case two related maxims debunking idolatry, but
that he does not accept them as a suitable basis for resolving the issue at hand.18 Why not?
Verse 5 provides a succint refutation of the first slogan. Ου δὲν ειδωλον ε ν κο' σµω,
is patently false, inasmuch as common experience tells us that the world is full of idols,
whether we conceive their existence to be a heavenly or merely an earthly matter. The
slogan may well bring with it an implied philosophical pedigree, suggesting it was coined
as a somewhat paradoxical critique of popular religious thinking. Everyone can see with
their own eyes that the world is full of idols, but the enlightened have come to understand
that these man-made objects represent no divine reality at all. This is a sort of ancient
demythologizing, fitting very comfortably into our modern worldview. But Paul wants
none of it: its use by his audience in Corinth signals danger rather than enlightenment. To
affirm that the idols have no ultimate reality, while strictly true, is one small step away
from denying that they have any power, which he intends to show is far from the case. The
idols have power in all who are “weak in conscience/consciousness”, and potentially in
those who think themselves to be “strong” and knowledgeable, as he will later warn them
in the strictest of terms (ch.10).
The second slogan, ου δεὶς θεὸς ει µὴ εις, contains a more subtle danger: it is too
negative to be allowed to stand as a worthy statement about God from which the
discussion may proceed. Its essential statement is a denial of the reality of the many gods,
ου δεὶς θεὸς, to which is appended the concession ει µὴ εις. It may not even have the
assertive force of “There is indeed one and only one god” as opposed to “There is no god;
except one (somewhere / maybe / if you must)”. This is far from asserting the reality of the

________________________
18

On the identification of these maxims as slogans used in Corinth, and their possible background, see
Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 142; Thiselton, First Corinthians, 629; and Paul Charles Siebenmann, The
Question of Slogans in 1 Corinthians, PhD dissertation (1997) 234-40, Microform, UMI 9803472.

102

living God worshipped in Israel and the Christian community, so Paul once again replaces
it with the more adequate statement found in verse 6, naming the God of the church and
the Lord of the church not only in more proper terms, but in terms that will provide a basis
for his subsequent development of the topic, as we shall see later.
There is one further possibility for interpreting these two slogans, equally
philosophical as the one suggested above, but syncretistic rather than demythologizing.19
This reading would render the first slogan, Ου δὲν ειδωλον ε ν κο' σµω, , as “nothing in the
world is an idol”, which is to say, “Jews and their fellow-travellers who insist on branding
the religious objects of other cultures as idols are mistaken. No sacred object deserves to
be dismissed with such a derogatory term, suggesting that it is empty and polluting. What
we know is that all such objects are means of enabling people of different cultures to
worship the One: ου δεὶς θεὸς ει µὴ εις.” All roads lead to Rome. Those who have a true
monotheistic faith, the true γνω
^ σις, will not need to label other worshippers as idolaters,
but rather will demonstrate their enlightened broadmindedness by joining those of other
faiths in worship. There are no idols as such in the world, only many different ways of
imaging the One.
Such a direct attack on Paul’s convictions about idolatry would have constituted a
very serious challenge indeed. Is it compatible with the way he conducts his response? It
would certainly account for the derisory tone in which he dismisses their claims to
‘knowledge’ in 8:1-2. Verse 5 would then amount to an acknowledgement that those who
worship other objects never call them idols, but rather ‘gods’ and ‘lords’, indicating that
they sincerely believe that they are valid represenations of the divine, and verse 6 would
differentiate Christians from sharing that view, inasmuch as they acknowledge only one
image of God as valid, the Father, and only one legitimate lord, Jesus Christ. This is an
intriguing but improbable possibility, as I see it, for which reason I do not intend to take it
much further in this study.
This preliminary inquiry into the rhetorical structure of verses 1 to 6 has
established a framework for investigating the place of verse 6 within Paul’s line of
argument, suggesting that its function is to replace an inadequate pair of influential
maxims expressed in verse 4 in the light of other considerations, some of which are
expressed in verse 5, and others of which are only implicit in the immediate context. That
function is assisted by its having been also placed within the context of the first three
verses, in which an inadequate general statement about what it means to know God is
replaced by an assertion linking that knowledge with a loving relationship. Between them,
verses 3 and 6 supply, in effect, a summary reply to two basic questions: “What does it
mean to know God?” and “What do we know about God?”. In order to address these
theological questions and the contribution of verse 6 to answering them, we must move
________________________
19

I am unaware of any scholar who has entertained this possibility, which I find intriguing rather than
probable. It deserves a brief airing.
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our attention away from that big picture to some grammatical considerations that will
enable us to more closely define the relation between verse 6 and its immediate context,
and to do that we should form an hypothesis about the verse’s likely rhetorical function.

6.5

1 Corinthians 8:6: Θε' σις'' for the Discourse?

What does the place given to 1 Corinthians 8:6 at the end of this introductory
προοι' µιον indicate about its likely rhetorical function in the discourse? Having now
dismissed the reading of those like Thüsing who see verse 4 as the statement of Paul’s
monotheism on which he will found his subsequent argument, we cannot read verse 6 as
adduced in support of that verse. Rather, it appears in opposition to it rhetorically: it
replaces verse 4 as a more adequate statement from which to proceed.
There is one major problem: Paul does not seem to make any further use of this
verse in the immediately following argument, but rather to ignore it for the moment. The
following verse, 8:7, where he begins to discuss the behaviour of those he opposes and
their effects upon others within the community, begins by referring back to, and denying,
the claim that all possess γνω
^ σις presented in the first division of the introduction, 8:1-3.
One way to explain this would be to see verse 6 as expressing the knowledge not
possessed by some of the believers. This is not an easy view to maintain. The verse, if it
does express some divinely revealed γνω
^ σις, does not seem on the surface so mysterious
that some believers would have been unable to grasp its basic meaning, to their souls’
peril.20 It seems far more probable that verse 7 does indeed refer back to the “knowledge”
claimed by the opponents and debunked by Paul, and that the reason do not have this
knowledge is that no-one has it in fact, and that the simple whose consciousness is
overcome by the example of the ‘wise’, to their harm, actually have a truer perception of
the idols than those who lead them astray, and worship them as gods, as they had been
accustomed to do in their former lives.
All of which means that verse 6 must function as a summary statement on the
broadest level rather than providing a launching pad for the next section of the argument.
It must be a statement of what “we know” when we know as we ought to know, by loving
God (v.3): not everything we know, but everything Paul needs his audience to know that
will provide grounds for all that he has to say in the rest of the discourse. What rhetorical
label is appropriate for such a statement?
Once again, Dean Anderson provides us with the help we need. In his discussion of
the rhetorical term θε' σις, he first defines it as “An argumentative treatment of a theme
which lacks the specifics of person and circumstances, e.g. whether one ought to marry.

________________________
20

It certainly contains some semantic mysteries as we shall see before long, but those are now our
interpretive problem rather than theirs.
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The term υ πο' θεσις is used for a specific case, e.g. whether Cato should marry (on
θε' σις/υ πο' θεσις generally, see Quint. Inst. 3.5.5-18).”21 Cicero’s treatment of the term
helps Anderson fill this definition out:
In Cic.Orat.125 the θε' σις, along with αυξησις, are described as two important forms of
ornatus (rhetorical ornamentation). Cicero is refering to the discussion of a general
question in the midst of a speech. This reflects his views ... that every concrete case
(υ ποθε' σις) may be brought back to a general theme underlying it (cf. Quint. Inst. 10.2.18)
This concept is not only useful in terms of investigating possible arguments (by way of
abstract το' ποι), but the general underlying theme may also be separately handled in one’s
speech.22

Using Cicero’s schema, we now have a rhetorical term that might be used to
identify 1 Cor.8:6 as an expression of the θε' σις underlying Paul’s specific υ πο' θεσις
regarding idol-foods, that they should not be knowingly eaten by Christians. This, of
course, will depend upon a demonstration that it does in fact have the syntactic and
semantic structures that will enable it to function within the discourse in the manner which
its place within the rhetorical structure of the proem suggests it might.

________________________
21

Anderson, Greek Rhetorical Terms, 63.

22

Anderson, Greek Rhetorical Terms, 65.

105

CHAPTER 7
THE SYNTACTIC STRUCTURE OF 1 CORINTHIANS 8:6
The fundamental fact relating verse 6 to its immediate context is a matter of syntax:
that it is actually part of a larger sentence comprised of verses 5 and 6, rather than constituting
a complete sentence in itself. Those who make assertions about the prehistory of verse 6,
identifying it as a credal or hymnal fragment, are not only offering an interpretation which
may be significantly different from its sense as used by Paul in the present context, but they
also assume that the syntactic linkage between these two verses is only superficial and that
verse 6 could stand on its own without significant alteration. That assumption deserves closer
examination, which we shall undertake in the next section.
However, it might be argued that the whole matter of sentence boundaries is rather
uncertain, owing to the historical fact that for a significant period in the transmission of the
New Testament, the manuscripts were written entirely in upper case letters and without any
punctuation, including full stops.1 This means that whereas a modern author will normally use
the conventions of orthography to make many aspects of sentence sense explicit, including
sentence boundaries, inter-clausal relationships, iterative force and tonal contours, Paul and
other ancient writers, unless writing in a consciously literary style, treated their product as if it
were in effect spoken text, relying on their readers and those listening to those readers to
supply their own sentence sense in accordance with their common competence in the spoken
language.2 When later copyists and editors came to insert punctuation in the text, they were
not restoring it to its original state so much as translating it into orthographic sentence form,
and thereby providing a notation to express their own reading of the sense of the text. That
interpretative task has continued with all subsequent editions of the text, being an integral part
of what Robertson calls “the editor’s prerogative.”3
________________________
1

Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 2nd ed.
(New York: Oxford UP, 1968) 26-27; Vincent Taylor, The Text of the New Testament: A Short Introduction,
2nd ed. (London: MacMillan & Co, 1963) 10; and A.T. Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New
Testament, 4th ed. (Nashville: Broadman Press, 1934) 241-45.
2
For a discussion of such competence see John Lyons, Semantics, 2 vols. (Cambridge: Cambridge UP,
1977) 623 n 624.
3
The editor indeed has to interpret the text with his punctuation, but certainly good taste demands that the
minimum, not the maximum, of punctuation marks be the rule. They must of necessity decide “a multitude
of subtle and difficult points of interpretation.” [quoting Hort’s Introduction to the Greek New Testament,
p318].....But the editor’s punctuation may be a hindrance to the student instead of a help. It is the privilege
of each N.T. student to make his own punctuation. Robertson, Grammar, 245.
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The lack of any notable textual variants for the punctuation of this chapter of
Paul’s letter indicates that a consensus about their reading of the sentence structure was
easily obtained by the early editors. How were they guided? It can only have been by their
recognition of the intrinsic syntactic integrity of the text: it made good sentence sense, or
good enough that no serious challenge has been mounted to the traditional rendering of the
punctuation. The syntactic analysis of verses 5 and 6 offered below seeks not only to
confirm that they make good sense when read as a single sentence but also to establish that
verse 6, at least in its present form, is syntactically ambiguous on its own.

7.1 Connectives Binding 8:6 to its Neighbours
Gordon Fee has suggested that verses 5 and 6, while belonging together, constitute
a syntactic disunity strictly speaking. He states categorically, “Vv. 5-6 together form a
single sentence, an anacolouthon in Greek (it does not follow grammatically), but one
whose sense is clear.”4 However it would seem that anacolouthon, if established, must
necessarily obscure the sense of the sentence to some degree, so it will pay us to consider
his charge for a moment.5
In Fee’s reading, Paul accepts his opponents’ premise in v.4 as only partly true,
that is as only a partial justification for their behaviour, but uses verses 5 and 6 to “both
qualify and affirm even more strongly the theological predicate for their behaviour”.6
Hence the γα' ρ beginning v.5 is simply explanatory and Paul intended to structure his
sentence as something like “For even if there are so-called gods, whether in earth or
heaven,... they do not really have existence.”7 However, he inserted an interrupting clause
(“Just as there are indeed gods many and lords many”), which then distracted him into
concluding with verse 6 as its contradiction (one God rather than many gods, one Lord
rather than many lords); and thus leaving the concession in the first part of verse 5 in
syntactic limbo, speaking.
The key to Fee’s reading lies in his restricted interpretations of the particles
opening each verse: the conjunctive phrase καὶ γα' ρ linking verse 5 to its predecessor, and
the combination ειπερ ... α λλ linking verses 5 and 6 to each other.

________________________
4

Gordon D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, The New International Commentary on the New
Testament (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1987) 371.
5

Fee’s charge agrees with E.-B. Allo, Première Épitre aux Corinthiens, 2nd ed., Études Bibliques (Paris:
J.Gabalda et Cie., 1956) 201, n. A6.
6

Fee, First Corinthians, 371.

7

Fee, First Corinthians, 372.
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7.1.1 The Grammatical Relation to 8:4
The connecting particle γα' ρ is very common in Paul’s writing, with 102 undisputed
occurrences.8 In the present epistle, its primary function seems to be connective, avoiding
asyndeton and indicating that the discourse as a whole is held together by a web of
inferential relationships. An examination of Paul’s use of this particle in the first few
chapters of the epistle shows that he habitually used it as his preferred connective when
building a detailed line of argument, most often to join an assertion with its immediate
predecessor. Sometimes, as in 3:2 to 3:4, he uses a series of such successive connections to
construct a chain of argument in which each assertion is justified by its successor until he
reaches one which can be left to stand on its own feet. At other times, as in 1:26, the
connection is not with the previous clause or sentence but with the topic as a whole, γα' ρ
being used to indicate that a new line of argument is being introduced to argue the same
general case from additional and separate grounds. The point we must take from this is that
while Paul generally uses this particle to join a new sentence to its immediate predecessor,
this is not invariably true and should not be assumed in any particular case.
If the pattern of connection is diverse, this is equally true of the nature of the
logical relation signalled by this particle. In general we may translate γα' ρ by the English
“for”, but even this yields a wide range of possible meanings. If two Greek clauses A and
B are connected as “A γα' ρ B”, the connective does not in itself define the logical
relationship between A and B. Thus Robertson distinguishes between explanatory and
illative uses of this particle, regarding the former as primary, but goes on to say, “The
precise relation between clauses or sentences is not set forth by γα' ρ. That must be gathered
from the context if possible.”9 Once again, the early chapters of this epistle illustrate a
range of relations signalled by Paul’s use of this connective. In Chapters 1 and 2, he uses it
twelve times, with seven clearly distinguishable senses: that is, if it takes the form “A γα' ρ
B”, then B might be:- (i) empirical evidence to support the truth of A (1:11, 2:8); (ii) a
scriptural quotation to support the truth of A (1:19, 2:16); (iii) a general principle
providing a rationale for praxis described in A (1:17, 2:2); (iv) a more general case
explaining A by inclusion (1:18); (v) an interpretation of A - the expansion of a cryptic
statement (1:21); (vi) a causal explanation, showing how a process A works (2:10, 2:14);
or (vii) an analogical explanation of A (2:11). Each of these categories describes a
different logical relation whose properties must be distinguished in the context, rather than
supposing that the general category of “explanation” tells us much about how they work.
A further precaution is in order. Modern conventions of argumentation lead us to
presume that when someone offers us B as an explanation of an earlier stated A, it is A

________________________
8
9

The exceptions: 14:14 on textual grounds, and 14:34 and 14:35 as part of a probable scribal interpolation.
Robertson, Grammar, 1190.
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that will be most significant for the ongoing development of their argument, and that B has
been introduced only to help us accept or understand A. This convention can be quite
misleading when we are reading Paul: only in the first two of the above categories, where
B is primarily given to support the truth of A, can B be treated as unimportant for the
subsequent line of thought. In most other explanatory cases, this can be seen to depend on
A and B together, or even at times on B alone (see 1:17 and 1:26 among the above cases).
All this means, really, is that when Paul expands on something he has just written with a
γα' ρ... clause, the expansion is normally integral to what he wants to say overall rather than
an optional extra, and we should treat all such additions as having an ongoing importance
until the context convinces us otherwise. In the case of 1 Corinthians 8:4-6, this supports a
presupposition that Paul intends his readers to understand verse 4 only in the light of the
explanation following.
That view is further supported by the fact that the full connective here is actually
the phrase καὶ γα' ρ rather than γα' ρ alone. That combination is relatively rare, both in Paul’s
writings (where it occurs 19 times) and in the New Testament as a whole (38 times). A
survey of those occurrences shows that for other writers, the combination is used in a way
that does not distinguish it from γα' ρ used alone: to introduce a reason or explanation for
the immediately preceding clause or sentence.10 It seems that, as we have seen above, Paul
was generally content to allow γα' ρ to function on its own as both connective and
explanation-marker, whereas others saw it more as the latter. Why then did Paul use the
καὶ γα' ρ combination, and do so relatively more frequently than others? An examination of
its 19 occurences in his writings will suggest that, for him at least, it served to mark a
modification in the discourse. We can categorize these occurrences into a three-fold
taxonomy.
1. Experiential focusing (the least distinctive mode): following a general statement
of principle or belief, the modifying clause serves to turn the generality of the discussion
back to the world of experience: either the experience of the audience, or a report of his
own experience. Five of the nineteen instances are of this type: 1 Thess.3:4, 4:10; 2
Cor.5:2, Phil.2:27, Rom.16:2. Two further examples in this category carry different
connotations of authority, as they refer to the example of Christ: 1 Cor.5:7 and Rom.15:3.
2. Preemptive clarification: following a categorical statement, the modifying clause
moves to correct any possible misleading implications and to make it less open to counterargument. There are six examples of this category: 1 Cor.12:13, 2 Cor.3:10, 5:4, 13:4 (two
examples in one verse); and Rom.11:1.
3. Ground-shifting: Paul’s most radical use of a modifying clause introduced by καὶ
γα' ρ involves shifting the argument onto new ground, but without emphasizing this break

________________________
10

The nonnPauline occurences:n Mt.8:9, 15:27, 26:73; Mk.10:45, 14:70; Lk.1:66, 6:32, 7:8, 11:4, 22:37,
22:59; Jn.4:23; Acts 19:40; Heb.4:2, 5:12, 10:34, 12:29, 13:22; 2 Thess.3:10.
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by the use of a conjunction such as α λλα' . There are three instances of this device: 1
Cor.12:14, 14:8; and 2 Cor.2:10.
Where does 1 Cor.8:5 fit into this typology? At this stage of our investigation it is
best to leave that question unanswered, apart from remarking that the range of uses of καὶ
γα' ρ described above opens up a number of interesting possibilities for us to consider along
the way. They suggest that far from using verses 5 and 6 merely to support the truth of his
major statement in verse 4, there is a distinct possibility that Paul is actually distancing
himself from the propositions expressed in that verse as it stands in one or more of these
ways:
1. By indicating that the statements in that verse are too far removed from actual
Christian experience or the authoritative example of Christ to form a suitable basis for the
subsequent discussion.
2. By correcting false or misleading implications that others might want to draw
from verse 4 as it stands.
3. By shifting the argument away from the direction suggested by verse 4 and onto
new ground from which Paul is more comfortable to argue his case.
7.1.2 The Grammatical Relation of 8:5 to 8:6
While he builds his reading on the expectation that verses 5 and 6 must necessarily
function as some sort of endorsement of verse 4, Fee’s grammatical quibble with the text
as it stands, leading to his proposed reconstruction of what Paul may have meant to say
when he began verse 5, is also founded on his characterization of the connection between
verses 5 and 6 as anacolouthon.11 This judgment, although unexplained at the point where
it is asserted, is later shown to depend on his understanding of the two connectives ειπερ
and α λλα' , to each of which he assigns senses that do not allow them to function together as
a proper connecting pair. He translates the former as “Even if” and describes its clause as a
concession,12 and the latter as “the strong adversative but”.13 In English we do not give a
sentence the construction, “Even if....., but.....”. Nor did they in ancient Greek, but perhaps
we should check whether there are other possibilities for understanding and translating
these terms before we accuse Paul of not meaning to write what he did in fact set down in
his text. Paul is, after all, quite capable of constructing some very complex sentences at
times.

________________________
11

Fee, First Corinthians, 371.

12

Fee, First Corinthians, 372.

13

Fee, First Corinthians, 373.
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7.1.2.1 The Sense of ειπερ
Ειπερ is a particle formed as a combination of the conditional particle ει' , “if”, and
the intensifying particle περ.14 Its sense as a logical connective linking two propositions is
by no means uniform, and must be ascertained from the context, as is the case for virtually
all ancient Greek particles15. In the New Testament it occurs only seven times, if we
include a disputed textual variant in 1 Peter 2:3, two of which occurrences are in 1
Corinthians, three in Romans and the sixth in 2 Thessalonians. I shall examine these in
order of their increasing proximity to our target text.
The textual variant in 1 Peter 2:3 (quite well supported in the textual corpus but not
preferred by the Bible Society editors) reads, ειπερ ε γευ' σσθε ο« τι χρηστὸς ο κυ' ριος, where
the preferred reading has ει rather than ειπερ. “If you have tasted that the Lord is good” is
too hypothetical a sense for either variant to fit the context, where this clause is clearly
intended to provide the solid grounding and motivation for the audience’s response to the
preceeding exhortation: the clause, apart from the conditional ει /ειπερ, quotes the
invitation “Taste and see that the Lord is good” from Ps.34:8 and implies that membership
of a faith-community addressed by such scriptures has normalized experiences of God’s
goodness which they can recognize as fulfilling that invitation. Hence the sense of either
variant must be close to “since”, or “as surely”: the implicit uncertainty in “if” has been
eclipsed by the strong expectation that the condition is in fact fulfilled.
In 2 Thessalonians 1:6, we find ειπερ δι' καιον παρὰ θεω
^, α νταποδου^ ναι τοι^ς
θλι' βουσιν υ µα^ ς θλι^ψιν καὶ υ µι^ν τοι^ς θλιβοµε' νοις ανεσιν µεθ η µω
^ ν, ε ν τη^, α ποκαλυ' ψει του^
κυρι' ου  Ιησου^ α π ου ρανου^ µετ α γγε' λων δυνα' µεως αυ του^ . Once again, “since” is the best
reading here, as the writer clearly expects that there will in fact be just such a righteous
turning of the tables when the Lord Jesus is revealed in power.
Turning to Paul’s own writings, we find that the three uses of ειπερ in Romans
each exhibit a sense in which the condition is expected to be accepted as true by the
audience. In Rom.3:29-30 he writes, η  Ιουδαι' ων ο θεὸς µο' νον; ου χὶ καὶ ε θνω
^ ν; ναὶ καὶ
ε θνω
^ ν, ειπερ εις ο θεὸς ος δικαιω' σει περιτοµὴν ε κ πι' στεως καὶ α κροβυστι' αν διὰ τη^ ς
πι' στεως. Here there is nothing conditional at all about the connective: he is emphatically
asserting that God is in fact one in order to derive his conclusions from that accepted
premise. It must be rendered “since”, or “because”, and is in fact equivalent to the
common explanatory use of γα' ρ: the unity of God explains and necessitates the unity of his
dealings with humankind.
Rom.8:9 is almost as definite an assertion: υ µει^ς δὲ ου κ ε στὲ ε ν σαρκὶ α λλὰ ε ν
πνευ' µατι, ειπερ πνευ^ µα θεου^ οι κει^ ε ν υ µι^ν. ει δε' τις πνευ^ µα Χριστου^ ου κ εχει, ου τος ου κ

________________________
14

See J.D. Denniston, The Greek Particles, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1954) 487 n 490; Robertson,
Grammar, 1153 n 1154.
15

Denniston, Particles, lvi n lviii.
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εστιν αυ του^ . While this conditional clause in combination with its immediate successor
deals with the possibility that some of the audience might not have the Spirit of God
dwelling in them, Paul immediately asserts that anyone not fulfilling the condition is not
“of him”, that is of Christ, and thus does not properly belong in the audience. Given Paul’s
lack of personal relationship with the Roman believers addressed, and the tone of the letter
as a whole, it seems most unlikely that he wanted to offend them by raising even the
theoretical possibility that their faith community contained some members who were not
“of Christ”. Rather, his clear intention is to affirm that they are collectively “in the spirit”
rather than “in the flesh”, precisely because he is confident that the Spirit of God dwells in
them.
Later in the same chapter, Rom.8:17, Paul writes, ει δὲ τε' κνα, καὶ κληρονο' µοι·
κληρονο' µοι µὲν θεου^ , συγκληρονο' µοι δὲ Χριστου^ , ειπερ συµπα' σχοµεν «ινα καὶ
συνδοξασθω
^ µεν. In this case, the condition expressed in the ειπερ... clause represents a
real choice that still lies before both Paul and his audience inasmuch as it requires an
ongoing committment to “suffering with Christ” when required to do so as an integral part
of inheriting the promises of God with him. Nevertheless, there is no expression of
uncertainty about whether they will in fact fulfill this condition, but rather a confidence on
Paul’s part that both he and his audience will continue to do so. So we might best translate
the connective as “provided that...” or “so long as...” in this case.
The remaining occurence of ειπερ, apart from our target verse, is in 1 Corinthians
15:15:- ευ ρισκο' µεθα δὲ καὶ ψευδοµα' ρτυρες του^ θεου^ , ο« τι ε µαρτυρη' σαµεν κατὰ του^ θεου^
ο« τι ηγειρεν τὸν Χριστο' ν, ον ου κ ηγειρεν ειπερ αρα νεκροὶ ου κ ε γει' ρονται. Here we may be
sure that Paul is using the connective to usher in a counter-factual hypothetical clause,
“...if then the dead are not raised.” This premise has been supplied by the opposition, and
Paul’s citation of it is a form of reductio ad absurdum: his opponents’ beliefs include the
resurrection of Christ as a special case, and Paul is accusing them of inconsistency: if they
can accept resurrection in one special case, how can they be so categorical about denying
its possibility or appropriateness in all others? Does this example then support those who
read the first clause in 1 Corinthians 8:5 as another counter-factual hypothesis? We might
prudently concede that it does open up that possibility, while pointing out that this fourth
example of Paul’s usage is significantly unlike the others not only in its contextual
significance but also in its being combined with another particle, αρα, “then”. The
connective here is, strictly speaking, formed by the combination of these two particles, in
which the second term signals that the clause arises as a consequence of the preceeding
argument: in this instance the opposing argument with which Paul explicitly disagrees.
The counter-factual nature of this premise in his judgement is conveyed through that
second particle from the context of the broader argument and could well be translated as
“If then, as you maintain...”. We have no reason to suppose that ειπερ on its own would
have allowed Paul’s distancing himself from the truth of such a clause, as the combined
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phrase has done. Of course Paul sometimes uses ει on its own to introduce a counterfactual conditional, and does so eight times in the course of chapter 15 (verses 13, 14, 16,
17, 19, 29 and 32). But the more intensive nature of ειπερ might well have made this
problematic without the help of αρα in verse 15 to indicate that the conditional clause did
not represent his own opinion but rather followed from the postulates of the opposition.
We are therefore quite justified in concluding that the evidence of the New
Testament, and of Paul’s usage in particular, suggests that the intensive nature of ειπερ
works against its being used on its own to introduce a counter-factual hypothesis: its use in
1 Corinthians 8:5 should lead us to suppose that Paul is more likely to be affirming the
truth of the conditional clause which it introduces. This would then lead us understand the
clause in a sense consistent with that presupposition.

7.1.2.2 The Sense of α λλα'
The other half of the problem of interpreting the connection between verses 5 and 6
involves the sense of the connective particle α λλα' : what range of possible meanings
should we consider, and how are these effected by its combination with the preceeding
ειπερ in verse 5?
Fee’s characterisation of α λλα' as “the strong adversative, but”16 leads him to
translate it as “But” when offering a supposedly more literal translation, even though he
has earlier rendered it as “yet” in order to yield a more connected English sentence.17 This
apparent view that only the “but” reading is strictly proper undergirds his whole
contention that there is something grammatically incorrect about the construction of verses
5 and 6 as a single Greek sentence. As that perception both reinforces the view that verse 6
had a prehistory before its present textual context and undermines the importance of
interpreting both verses as an organic whole, it is important for us to check its validity.
Where two statements A and B are joined in the form A α λλα' B, what is the logical
relation expressed? Fee’s view implies that this relation is essentially “not A but B”: the
second statement is given as a replacement for the first, which is rejected (as untrue,
unsound, or undesirable). I would argue that the relation normally expressed by Paul is an
affirmation of both A and B. It should be simple enough to test this schema against Paul’s
own usage from this epistle alone, where α λλα' occurs 69 times. We find in fact that 45 of
these instances involve an explicit denial of A: the particle ου or some equivalent negative
term is used at the start of the first propostion to indicate its rejection before α λλα'
introduces the acceptable replacement. In one further instance (10:19-20) the denial of A is
implied by couching it as a series of questions answered in the negative by the B
________________________
16

Fee, First Corinthians, 373.

17

Fee, First Corinthians 372, 369 respectively
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statement. But what of the remaining 22 instances (apart from 8:6)? Four of these (6:12,
10:23 twice, 14:17) involve a denial, but it is of B rather than A. Each denies an expected
implication: A is true, but B does not follow.
This leaves us with 18 examples (26% of the sample) in which both A and B are
affirmed, and the use of α λλα' marks some form of contrast between the two statements. In
six of these cases, there is very little tension between A and B at all. Four (1:27, 3:2, 4:3,
and 15:40) are examples of extension, “A and what is more, B”; one (3:6) is a contrast in
relative values, “A, but more importantly B”; and one (12:24) is an analogy involving no
contrast at all other than the relative importance of the human and divine actors.
The remaining twelve cases (4:4, 4:15, 6:11 thrice, 7:7, 7:21, 9:2, 9:12a, 10:5, 14:9
and 15:46a) may be rendered “A but nevertheless B”, affirming two facts or values but
acknowledging that they are in tension in Paul’s mind or the audiences’s. One of these,
9:2, offers an important parallel to the use in 8:6, actually using the conditional particle ει
to begin A:- ει αλλοις ου κ ει µὶ α πο' στολος, α λλα' γε υ µι^ν ει µι: “Even if to others I am not
an apostle, yet to you I am”. Here two statements are both affirmed but held in tension by
α λλα' : A = To others I am not an apostle, and B = To you I am an apostle. Both are
affirmed as true, although the first is by implication regretable. A similar use by Paul of
the “ει A ... α λλα' B” form to admit regretfully the fact of A while also affiming the more
desirable B, is found in 2 Cor.5:16: ει καὶ ε γνω' καµεν κατὰ σα' ρκα Χριστο' ν, α λλὰ νυ^ ν
ου κε' τι γινω' σκοµεν. This idiom is not only found in Paul’s own writings. Col.2:5 has ει
γὰρ καὶ τη^, σαρκὶ απειµι, α λλὰ τω
^, πνευ' µατι σὺν υ µι^ν ει µι; and this tone may also be
present in Mark 14:29, ο δὲ Πε' τρος εφη αυ τω
^, , Ει καὶ πα' ντες σκανδαλισθη' σονται, α λλ ου κ
ε γω' . In each of these parallels, the very facticity of the regretable state of affairs admitted
in A is the reason or motivation for the strong affirmation B.
I shall later argue for a reading of 1 Corinthians 8:5-6 which has precisely this form
of the ειπερ Α ....α λλὰ B construction: “Although regrettably A is the case, this is all the
more reason for emphasizing that B is also true.” At this point we have merely established
the grammatical possibility of such a reading by assembling evidence that (i) Paul’s use of
the form “A α λλα' B” normally involves an affirmation of both A and B unless one of these
is marked by a negative particle, and (ii) the combination ει ... α λλα' (and by extension the
intensive ειπερ .... α λλ found only in 1 Cor.8:5-6) is not only grammatically well-formed
but capable of expressing a logical relation that is in no way represented by the English
“if....but” which Fee considers its most literal translation.
Finally, the difference in perception between Fee and the present writer concerning
the well formedness of the connection ειπερ .... α λλ gives rise to differing interpretations
of the significance of the fact that some early texts (P46, B, 33, b, sa, Irenaeus) omit the
α λλα' beginning verse 6. He says that these texts “clean up this awkward sentence”18 by
________________________
18

Fee, First Corinthians, 369, n. 2. Allo, 1 Corinthiens, 201, n. A6 also comments, “Α
 λλα' (dont
l’interposition donne au passage de 5 à 6 un certain air d’anacoluthe) est omis dans B”.
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this omission. However, we may just as easily claim that this omission shows that far from
always having a “strongly adversative” sense, α λλα' could be read in this combination in a
sense that could allow its omission altogether without changing the logical relation
expressed. In English we could render these equivalent possibilities as “Although A,
nevertheless B” and “Although A, B”, where the nevertheless serves to emphasize the
element of contrast or tension inherent in asserting both A and B, but the
logico/grammatical relation between the two clauses is indicated adequately by “although”
alone.

7.2 Verbless Sentence Structure
Having established that verses 5 and 6 fit together as a well-formed sentence, we
shall now consider how well verse 6 might stand on its own, inasmuch as we have seen (in
my introductory chapter) that the predominant scholarly opinion is that it had a pre-history
within the Christian community before Paul included it in this epistle. I propose to
demonstrate that this opinion involves some serious grammatical difficulties, in support of
my general contention that the best context in which to interpret verse 6 is its present text.

7.2.1 Translation of “missing verbs”
The most important grammatical fact bearing on the interpretation of this verse
must surely be this: although complex in its structure, the Greek contains no verbs, which
must be supplied during translation into languages such as English, German and French.
Surprisingly, this fact seems insignificant to the commentators, who generally supply
several verbs as needed in their translations without feeling the need to justify their
particular choices nor to comment on the Greek sentence structure involved. Thus
Robertson and Plummer supply the four verbs “is”, “come”, “tend”, and “are” without
explanation;19 Barrett supplies “is”, “come”, “leads”, and “come into being”;20
Conzelmann gives “exists”, “come”, “move”, “exist” and “live”;21 Fee conveys the
parallel structure by using “is”, “came”, and “live” twice each but without explaining
where he gets these three;22 while Senft inserts “il n’en est pas moins vrai que”, “il
________________________
19

Archibald Robertson and Alfred Plummer, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the First Epistle of
St Paul to the Corinthians, The International Critical Commentary (Edinburgh: T.& T.Clark, 1911),
translation 167, commentary 167n168.
20

C.K. Barrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians, 2nd ed. (London: A.&C. Black,
1971), translation 187, commentary 192n194.

21

Hans Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians: a Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians, trans. Leitch
James W., Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975), translation 139, commentary 144n145.

22

Fee, First Corinthians, translation 369, commentary 371n376.
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n’existe qu’”, “vient”, “sommes” (twice), and “existe”.23 A few other commentators
indicate some uncertainty in their translations: Lietzmann inserts an initial unmarked “ist”
but sets his subsequent insertions of “stammt”, “streben” and “ist” in brackets without
explanation;24 Allo likewise sets off “il ne’est qu’” in brackets, but provides “sont” twice
without indication or comment;25 Orr and Walther supply six English verbs, “is” (twice),
“exist” (three times) and “are” without explaining their choices, but note that the
subordinate clauses have no verbs in Greek;26 Grosheide indicates the scarcity of verbs by
only supplying three, “is” and “are” (twice), without explanation27; and Hays both
indicates that verbal sparcity in his “literal translation” using only “are” (twice) and
indicates one aspect of ambiguity in the subordinate clauses in a comment.28 Although the
variety of insertions recorded above is prima facie evidence of ambiguity in the text, none
of these commentators offers any discussion of why some of these insertions are more
certain than others, nor any explanation of the Greek grammatical structures operating
here. The way is clear for such a discussion.
7.2.2 Nominal Predication?
Faced with the fact of a passage of verbless Greek which translators need to supply
with up to six finite verbs in order to render it smoothly into English, we may consider two
main lines of explanation. On the one hand, most languages exhibit the phenomenon of
ellipsis: for reasons of economy or good style, a speaker or author may choose to omit any
word that can be supplied by the audience by inference from the context. On the other (I
have just ellided a second use of “hand” for reasons of economy and good style), it is
conceivable that a Greek clause may not always need an explicit verb where its English
equivalent does. Both of these explanatory strategies will throw some light on this verse,
but we must check out the second before offering the first: that is, it would be fallacious to
speak of ellipsis where a Greek grammatical structure does not require any verb at all.
Clause formation without the use of a verb, common in many languages but less so
in English (although in saying so I have just constructed two), is a regular grammatical
form in ancient Greek, where the predicate could consist of a nominal, adjectival,
________________________
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Christophe Senft, La Première Épitre de Saint Paul aux Corinthiens, Commentaire du Nouveau
Testament, Deuxième Série (Paris: Deachaux & Niestlé, 1979), translation 107, commentary 111.
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Hans Lietzmann, An Die Korinther I.II, Handbuch zum Neuen Testament (Tübingen: J.C.B.Mohr (Paul
Siebeck), 1949), translation 36n38, commentary 37n38.
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Allo, 1 Corinthiens, translation and commentary 201.
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William F. Orr and James Arthur Walther, 1 Corinthians: A New Translation, The Anchor Bible 32 (New
York: Doubleday & Company, 1976), translation 230, comment 231.
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F.W. Grosheide, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, The New International Commentary on the New
Testament (Grand Rapids: Wm.B.Eerdmans, 1953), translation 187, commentary 192n193.
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adverbial or prepositional phrase standing alone. These clauses are often referred to
collectively as “nominals” as the boundaries between them are hard to maintain and they
have much in common, compared with other clause types. I shall continue this usage.
Cases where the verb ει µι' is used purely as a copula should also be classed as verbless
predications, because the predicate does not change if it is removed: e.g., πιστὸς ο θεὸς in
1 Cor.1:9 could equally have been expressed as πιστὸς εστιν ο θεὸς without changing its
semantics (although in context this might change its pragmatic meaning). We should thus
distinguish the nominal clause, a syntactic form more common in some languages than in
others, from verbless predication which may be expressed either in the form of a nominal
clause or with a copula and is common to all languages. A major study of this linguistic
universal begins with this generalisation:
This study of theoretical, typological and diachronic aspects of non-verbal predication
starts from the hypothesis ... that all constructions containing a form of the (equivalent of
the) verb to be on the one hand, and those containing no verb at all on the other, are
members of a single class of non-verbal predications. This approach allows for a unified
treatment of nominal, copula, locative, existential, and possessive constructions and makes
it possible to generalize across languages that do and those that do not make use of one or
more copulas in the expression of non-verbal predications.29

The nominal clause without a copula was in fact much more common in ancient
Greek than in English and other modern languages in the Indo-European family, although
this was more true of classical Attic than of Ionic Greek, according to Moulton-Turner.30
Paul’s ready use of the nominal form can be well illustrated without moving far beyond 1
Corinthians. I have already cited one example from 1:9; another is found in the first clause
following 8:6. Αλλ ου κ ε ν πα^σιν η γνω
^ σις, has a verbless prepositional phrase as its
main predicate: ου κ ε ν πα^σιν. This in turn is a negative form of a simple sentence in which
η γνω
^ σις is the subject and ε ν πα^σιν is a complete predicate. There is no reason to
postulate the ellipsis of anything equivalent to the “is” needed in an English translation: in
Greek this is simply not needed to complete the clause. Another example may be seen in
verse 4, where each of the embedded clauses ου δὲν ειδωλον ε ν κο' σµω, and ου δεὶς θεὸς ει
µὴ εις consists of a simple adverbial predicate (ου δὲν / ου δεὶς) applied to a simple subject
(ειδωλον / θεὸς), followed by a qualifying adjunct (ε ν κο' σµω, / ει µὴ εις): no verb is
implied or needed in either case.
These examples are only three of 94 such verbless clauses I have identified in the
epistle. Alongside this we may set only 54 other clauses using the verb ειµι purely as a
________________________
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Kees Hengeveld, Non-verbal Predication: Theory, Typology, Diachrony, Functional Grammar Series 15
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James Hope Moulton and Nigel Turner, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, <4 vols.> (Edinburgh: T.&
T. Clark Ltd, 1908) III, 294 n 295 Moulton and Turner, Grammar, III, 294 n 295. See also F. Blass and A.
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copula.31 It is apparent from these figures that Paul was comfortable with the Attic idiom
as a normal syntactic structure, one of two options he had for expressing a verbless
predication, rather than using it for occasional special effect. Nor can we presume, as
seems common among scholars discussing our present text, that the presence of a verbless
clause constitutes any sort of evidence for the presence of traditional formulae, gnomic
material, or the like. The nominal clause was a natural part of Paul’s everyday language
and he used it with grammatical precision, supplementing it in about one third of the cases
with a copula or other verbal support as needed to make his meaning clear, to enable him
to bring one component of the predicate forward for emphasis, or to emphasize the
coherence of longer clauses. The question before us is whether he was expressing such a
verbless predication in the paired main clauses of 1 Corinthians 8:6.
From the fact that verse 6 has no verbs, we may infer that either it has no need of
them, because of the nominal clause structure discussed above, or else that one or more
necessary verbs have been elided and must be supplied from the context. The first option
depends on the possibility that the whole structure of this complex sentence arises from the
interconnections between a number of verbless clauses. Is this in fact plausible? The
tightly structured form of the verse might suggest that this is so, but a closer examination
will reveal some real difficulties.
An obvious formal feature is the division of the verse into two parallel sections,
each with the structure:
(connective phrase) (main clause)

(supplementary clauses)

(α λλ η µι^ν)

(εις θεὸς ο πατὴρ)

(ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν),

(καὶ)

(εις κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς) (δι ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς δι αυ του^ .)

The supplementary clauses pose some real problems of semantic ambiguity which
I shall put aside for the present in order to focus on the problem of establishing the syntax
of the two parallel main clauses. The question before us: can they be properly construed as
grammatical constructions in which the predicate is provided not by a verb but by a “pure
nominal phrase”? The parallel structure implies that the same pattern exists in each main
clause, so we can work with the first and use the second to confirm or refute our results.
Standing alone, the clause εις θεὸς ο πατὴρ can be construed in several ways,
depending on how we group its components and assign the grammatical functions of
subject and predicate. One major possibility is to read it as the conjunction of two nominal
phrases: (εις θεὸς)(ο πατὴρ), which gives two possibilities for function assignment; and the
other possibility is the grouping (εις)(θεὸς ο πατὴρ) where the adjective stands alone as
either subject or predicate. All of these four options give readings that are very unlikely in
the context of Paul’s letter.
________________________
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Option One. The first has (εις θεὸς)S as subject and (ο πατὴρ)P as predicate, where
the predication either names (as “The Father”) or describes (as “the father”) one of the
deities within the community’s pantheon and the supplementary clauses extend that
predicate. Whatever the state of his monotheism, we cannot credit Paul with penning
anything that would have him naming or describing his god as one among others: “But for
us, one god is the Father....”. Applied to the second half of the verse, this construction
would give us the translation, “One lord is Jesus Christ”, which seems equally implausible
in the context, given that Paul does not ever seem to name any other lords, either here or in
any other contexts. A theologically more likely reading, “The One God is the Father”
would require Paul to have signalled the referential singularity of the first nominal phrase
by using the article: (ο εις θεὸς)S (ο πατὴρ)P or (ο θεὸς ο εις)S (ο πατὴρ)P.
Option Two. The second possibility has the functions reversed: (εις θεὸς)P (ο
πατὴρ)S. This is grammatically more regular, given the presence of the article in the
second nominal phrase, but yields the translation, “The Father(/the father) is one god”,
where the subject is extended by the subordinate clauses giving more detail to the
identification of this being concerning whom the predicate has already asserted that he is
one god. The major difficulty in this reading lies in understanding why Paul or any of his
community should want to assert that the Father/father is “one god”: one as opposed to
many father-gods, or god as opposed to one or many fathers who are not deities. Applying
this construction to the second half-verse gives us “Jesus Christ is one lord” which is even
harder to explain: who would have supposed that he might be many? The implausibility of
this construction is made further evident in each of the main clauses if we recognize the
pointlessness of asserting the singleness of a subject whose particularity is already implied
by the article (ο πατὴρ) or inherent in the personal name (Ι
 ησου^ ς Χριστὸς).
Option Three. What then of the remaining two constructions, in which εις
functions as either subject or predicate in each half of the verse? The latter seems
inherently more plausible than the previous two options, given the immediate textual
context in which Paul has just referred to a plurality of gods and lords. It makes perfect
sense to suppose that the central affirmation in verse 6 is the singularity of the Christian
community’s God and of their Lord in a world where multiple rivals are named, as verse 5
affirms.
But is that what the construction does? The initial problems here are grammatical:
to justify the translation “God is one...” we would prefer the Greek text to appear as "εις ο
θεὸς ..." rather than “εις θεὸς ....". This is a matter of style and precision rather than of
grammatical necessity, but given the established Greek use of the article to remove
ambiguity by distinguishing subject from predicate, it seems strange that this device was
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not used to make this meaning clearer.32
Furthermore, this construction creates difficulties for our reading of the
supplementary clauses, which are tied to the nominal phrase ο πατὴρ by the pronouns ου
and αυ το' ν. Are we to read them as an integral part of an elaborate subject specification
(θεὸς ο πατὴρ ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν)S ? To show how difficult this
construction really is to carry through, we can follow its hypothetical development as a
progressive elaboration of a simple form.
1. (εις)P (θεὸς)S = “God is one”
2. (εις)P (θεὸς ο πατὴρ)S = “God the father is one”
3. (εις)P (θεὸς ο πατὴρ ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα)S = “God the father, through whom everything X’s,
is one”. So far, so good: setting aside our need to determine the intrinsic meaning of that
subordinate clause, represented as a missing verb X in my translation, it is clear how it
might function as a part of the extended subject. But what do we do with the remaining
clause?
4. (εις)P (θεὸς ο πατὴρ ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν)S =(ungrammatically) “God the
father, from whom everything X’s and we Y for him, is one”. The grammatical problem
with this reading is that the final clause (“and we Y for him”) breaks away from the
subordinate construction of its predecessor to stand in paratactic relation to the main
clause. In doing so, it signals its importance as an assertion in its own right, and becomes
impossible to fit into an elaboration of the subject in the main clause. This would lead us
to postulate the following hypotactic reconstruction of this option:4A. (εις)P (θεὸς ο πατὴρ ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα)S καὶ (η µει^ς)S (ει ς αυ το' ν)P = “God the father, from
whom all things X, is one, and we Y for him”. That is certainly possible in the context,
especially as an echo of the Shema’, κυ' ριος ο θεὸς η µω
^ ν κυ' ριος εις ε στιν καὶ α γαπη' σεις
κυ' ριον τὸν θεο' ν σου...” “The Lord your God is one Lord and you shall love the Lord your
God...”. The connecting echo lies in the juxtaposition of a central affirmation of divine
unity, “your God is one (Deut)/ for us..God is one (1Cor.)” with a consequent duty or
allegiance for the hearers, “and you shall love the Lord your God....(Deut)/ and we are for
him...(1Cor.)”.
Does this reading work so well for the second half of the verse? The parallel
construction would be: καὶ (εις)P (κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς δι ου τὰ πα' ντα)S καὶ (η µει^ς)S (δι
αυ του^ .)P = “and (the) Lord Jesus Christ, through whom everything X’s, is one, and we Y
through him.” The main predication in this case is more difficult to make sense of in the
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context: while Paul has opened up a discourse in which it is natural to discuss the
plurality/singularity of divine beings (“Is God many or one?”), and has referred to the
many “lords” in heaven and earth, this does not seem to lead to a parallel question, “Is
Jesus Christ one or many?”. We could postulate that Paul is just getting carried away by
the parallels with the Shema (κυ' ριος .... κυ' ριος εις ε στιν, “the Lord ... is one Lord) which
now gets transferred onto Jesus as Lord, but this supposes that the early church was
content to let sacred language dominate rather than inform its thinking. Before drawing
such a conclusion, I would prefer to keep searching for a reading that makes proper sense
in its context. Anyway, this construction runs into the same grammatical shortcoming in
this second half of the verse as it did in the first: if κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς δι ου τὰ πα' ντα
was meant to constitute the subject, this would be much better signalled by including the
article: καὶ (εις)P (ο κυ' ριος (ο )Ι
 ησου^ ς Χριστὸς δι ου τὰ πα' ντα)S καὶ (η µει^ς)S (δι αυ του^ .)P
Rather than accuse Paul of carelessness in omitting the article, in order to support this
reading, it would be better to conclude that he knows what he is doing, and this postulated
construction is not it.
Option Four. The remaining construction would have εις functioning as subject in
each of the main clauses: “...One is god, the Father...” and “...One is lord, Jesus Christ...”.
Like the previous candidate, this possibility has an inherent plausibility in the context, in
as much as it asserts the singularity of those given these titles within the Christian
community. However it retains the same fundamental grammatical flaw as that third
reading: the lack of an article as subject-marker. That reading would best be expressed in
Greek as ο εις θεος... Whether Paul is constructing this verse de novo or taking up a preexistent credal formula, it seems difficult to accept that his normal care for grammatical
proprieties would have allowed that omission. We should evaluate this reading as possible
but quite unlikely.
The discussion in this section has been exploring the possibility that verse 6 could
stand alone as a grammatical construction formed entirely from nominal clauses. While the
third and forth constructions considered seem to make the best sense within the textual
context, none of them are without significant difficulties. This suggests that we should
consider the major alternative, that the verse needs to be supplied with one or more ellided
verbs that may be inferred from the context.

7.3 The Ellipsis of εστι' ν
Supplying verbs for this verse is, of course, just what translators and commentators
do whenever they render 1 Corinthians 8:6 into English or similar languages in which
verbs are required for good sentence sense. Nor is there any doubt that all engaged in that
task would consider that their choice of verbs is governed by their best sense of what the
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verse means in context. It is not clear, however, that these choices are ever regulated by
any explicit rationale which would provide a basis for assessing the validity of their
process and results. I propose to use the following general principles to guide me in my
search for the “missing verbs” in verse 6.
1. It is always necessary to distinguish between words elided from the Greek text, which
must be supplied by a native Greek listener in order to complete the Greek sentence sense,
and those words that must be supplied when translating into English or another target
language for which there is no equivalent verbal element in the Greek text. Both of these
processes require us to make inferences based on the context, but only the former involves
the recovery of Greek words omitted by the author because they could be inferred by the
audience from a mutually understood context.
2. The most probable context for supplying an elided term is the immediate preceeding
text, and this probability increases with its proximity. That is to say, the most powerful
contextual determinants are provided by earlier parts of the same sentence, then earlier in
the same paragraph, the same topic and so on backwards in the text.
3. The contextual influence of remote earlier textual elements is increased if they are either
a) highlighted elements of the text’s general structure such as summary statements or
introductions, general statements of principle, recurring elements, or the like; or b) linked
with the passage in question by lexical bonding or other direct means.
With these principles in mind, we may quickly identify a word elided from each of
the main clauses in verse 6. It is in fact the verb ε στι' ν, which is supplied by the immediate
pre-text in verse 5, whose two main clauses each have the verb ει σι' ν at their heart.
v.5 ...ει σὶν λεγο' µενοι θεοὶ..... “there are those who are called gods...”
....ει σὶν θεοὶ πολλοὶ καὶ κυ' ριοι πολλοι' , “there are many gods and many lords”
v.6
...(εστὶν) εις θεὸς..... “there is one god...”
...(εστὶν) εις κυ' ριος.... “there is one lord...”
One immediate effect of inserting these verbs is to remove the grammatical
ambiguity we encountered above when attempting to read the main clauses of verse 6 as
verbless predications. This grammatical clarification happens not only because we now
have verbs to work with in making sense of the main clauses, but also because these verbs
can also fill the subject function in each case, enabling all of the words as they stand in the
text to be read as predicate, notably the εις which would seem to be so central to the
affirmation of each clause.
Whether that happens, and if so how, will take some unravelling, but before we
move on to that task I must acknowledge that finding the ellipsed presence of ε στι' ν in the
main clauses of verse 6 is no surprise, of course: no translator has any difficulty in
rendering the start of verse 6 as “But for us there is one God,...”. I have been steadfastly
ignoring this possibility so far in order to examine how well the verse may stand on its
own: the seeming naturalness with which we all read ε στι' ν into the text serves to hide the
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fact that this move is actually highly context-dependent and hence to suppress two major
questions:A. To what extent must our interpretation of ε στι' ν in verse 6 be governed by the
significance of ει σι' ν in verse 5? Given that one of the prime functions of ellipsis is to bind
clauses together, we should presume that Paul intends not only the verb to be carried
forward, but also something of its significance.
B. Does the context-dependence of verse 6 in its present form undermine the argument of
those who postulate its pre-existence as a credal formula, hymnic fragment, or the like? I
shall return to this second issue much later, once I have established a credible alternative
reading.
7.3.1 The Linking Function of Ellipsis
Ellipsis is a grammatical feature found in many languages. What communicative
function or functions does it serve for those who use it? Linguists have identified several
general possibilities.33 The most obvious, and the one most frequently cited as an
explanation of the general phenomenon, is the universal tendency to prefer brevity in
communication: because speakers’and writers’ thoughts often run ahead of their
expression, there is a natural reluctance to use two words where one will suffice. However,
this is so constant a factor as to be of no explanatory value at all, and while highly
abbreviated speech has been recognised as a characteristic of idiosyncratic oral
expression,34 no studies have ever sought to show that ellipsis occurs more frequently at
those points in any discourse where the speaker is most hurried. This is probably because
of a recognition that ellipsis can create difficulties in comprehension for the listener, so
that while it may enable a speaker to express something faster, it may at the same time
make the task of communication more difficult, involving some sort of trade-off between
compactness and rapid access.35 Speakers do not only want to get their thoughts out
rapidly: their major purpose is to communicate effectively, to have the audience
understand them fully while demanding the minimum of effort. The use of ellipsis by a
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speaker or writer may thus be construed as a request for their audience to make an extra
effort to interpret the clause containing the ellipsis in connection with another clause in the
text to which it is related. Hence ellipsis may be less characteristic of spoken than of
written language, where the reader has better access to earlier parts of the text to recover
elided material.
Linguists discussing ellipsis often classify it as a cohesive device, a means of
increasing connectedness between parts of a text separated by the linear flow of
language.36 If the reference is to preceding text, then such a device is classified as
anaphoric, and cataphoric if referring to text which is yet to come. Cataphoric ellipsis is
more demanding on the audience than the anaphoric form, requiring a suspension of
understanding until the missing element is supplied. Hence although it is more powerful as
a cohesive device, it is used much less frequently than anaphoric ellipsis. There are
important discourse-pragmatic reasons for making a further distinction between anaphora
involving referential terms and that involving predications,37 and of restricting our use of
“ellipsis” to the latter category, which may then be further subdivided, principally into
gapping (carrying a verb forward from one clause to another) and sluicing (an evocative
term suggesting carrying a whole cluster of semantic material forward, a larger
predicational unit being read into a subordinate clause or dependent sentence).38 The
significance of distinguishing between these two closely related forms of ellipsis may be
difficult to maintain in the Greek language, where a complete sentence may be constituted
in one word by a finite verb. Nevertheless it is useful for my present purpose, as I shall
shortly raise the question of how much of 8:5 is carried forward into 8:6.
In order to gain a general picture of Paul’s use of anaphoric ellipsis, I have
examined the early discourses in the present epistle, from 1:10 to 11:1, and have identified
fourteen examples, five of which I have classified as gapping and nine as sluicing. These
are presented in Appendix B, with the word(s) carried forward in bold type where they
actually occur in the earlier clause, and then entered in brackets, modified as necessary,
where they are required later. Several generalisations suggest themselves from this
material. Firstly, there are not very many examples, given the amount of text involved:
anaphoric ellipsis is only one of several cohesive devices used within these discourses.
Nevertheless, Paul seems quite at home with this device, almost to the point of preferring
its more complex form.39 One corollary may be drawn at this point: there is no basis for
treating such compacted forms of expression as evidence of pre-formed or “formulaic”

________________________
36

So Dressler, Einführung in die Textlinguistic, 34-35; de Beaugrande and Dressler, Text Linguistics, 66-71;
M.A.K. Halliday, An Introduction to Functional Grammar, 2nd ed. (London: Edward Arnold, 1994) 316-23.

37
38
39

Lambrecht, Information Structure, 264-69.
Dressler, Einführung in die Textlinguistic, 35; de Beaugrande, Text, Discourse and Process, 157.

A much wider study would be required to make anything of that suggestion, which is not vital for my
present purpose.

124

traditional units. Rather, we should accept that there are frequent occasions in which Paul
deliberately adopts such forms as the most appropriate style of written language in which
to express his own thought, as a natural part of his discourse.
Perhaps the most important feature we should notice is that in each case, there is an
essential logical relation between the clauses connected by the ellipsis: together they form
a new proposition which can be summarized in some such form as “if A then B”, “both A
and B”, “although A, yet B” etc. I have given my analysis of this summary schema in each
case in Appendix B. In an argumentative text, we should expect to constantly find such
relations, and of course we do throughout 1 Corinthians, most of them not being marked
by ellipsis. What we may say, however, is that in each case of ellipsis identified in this
sample, such a logical relation is essential. That is, the whole formed is not the same as the
sum of its parts, and the ellipsis is one means the author has at his disposal for reminding
his audience to consider the following clause in relation to the predecessor to which it is
bound. Whether he might have wanted to assert the second in another context without the
first is indeterminate.
βα' θη του^
For example, in 2:10b, τὸ γὰρ πνευ^ µα πα' ντα ε ραυνα^ , καὶ (ε ραυνα^)τὰ
,
θεου^ , we should not analyse this as a simple conjunction of two completely independent
propositions, “The Spirit searches all things” and “The Spirit searches the depths of God”.
Together they express a proposition that these two processes are really a single processes,
so that the revelation of divine mysteries is integrated with other spiritual discoveries,
including the workings of the human soul; none of these can be accomplished without the
agency of the divine Spirit, a theme that is developed in the surrounding discourse.40
Likewise, in the second case listed, 2:12a, η µει^ς δὲ ου τὸ πνευ^ µα του^ κο' σµου ε λα' βοµεν
α λλὰ τὸ πνευ^ µα τὸ ε κ του^ θεου^ (ε λα' βοµεν) ... the first clause supplies a crucial constraint
on the second, for while some in the audience might be eager to assert their possession of
the divine spirit, Paul counters by asserting that the divine spirit must be distinguished
from another spirit which he labels “the spirit of the world”, implying that they may not
have made this distinction. In this context, we may conclude that he would be most
reluctant to accept, let alone to affirm, the second clause as a statement on its own right.
Similarly, in the first example of sluicing, 1:17a, ου γὰρ α πε' στειλε' ν µε Χριστὸς
βαπτι' ζειν α λλὰ (α πε' στειλε' ν µε Χριστὸς ) ευ αγγελι' ζεσθαι, the essential point to Paul’s
assertion in the second clause is that his commisioning to evangelize did not necessarily
include a commission to baptize. Once again, the significance of the second clause is
modified by its attachment to the first and cannot be taken as asserted in its own right. I
would like to assert that this general relation can be seen to hold true for all of these
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fourteen cases, and hence to postulate that Paul’s use of anaphoric ellipsis in 1 Corinthians
has the effect of binding the linked clauses into a single proposition and in doing so
implies that the clauses containing ellipsis are not asserted as propositions in their own
right but rather within the qualifications implied by the larger proposition.
Applying this principle to the ellipsis of ε στι' ν from the paired main clauses in 8:6
would yield the conclusion that Paul is not setting out here to assert ε στι' ν εις θεὸς ο πατὴρ
and ε στι' ν εις κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς as propositions in their own right, but rather as
integral parts of a larger proposition that begins in 8:5: ειπερ ει σὶν λεγο' µενοι θεοὶ ...
ω
« σπερ ει σὶν θεοὶ πολλοὶ καὶ κυ' ριοι πολλοι' , ... α λλ η µι^ν (ε στι' ν) εις θεὸς ο πατὴρ ... καὶ
(ε στι' ν) εις κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς. I have already argued that the linking conjuctions,
ειπερ ... α λλ can be read here as indicating a relation with the logical form, “Even if A,
nevertheless B”. I am now moving one stage further by arguing that the ellipsis linking the
expression of A and B here indicates that the author is not asserting B in its own right,
whether or not he might have done so in another context, but rather is asserting B within
the wider proposition of which it forms an integral part. So the assertions that there is one
god, the Father... and the parallel assertion that there is one lord, Jesus Christ ... are offered
as an apodosis in contrast to a protasis which appears first in the form ει σὶν λεγο' µενοι θεοὶ
ειτε ε ν ου ρανω
^, ειτε ε πὶ γη^ ς and then expanded by the addition of a supporting assertion,
ει σὶν θεοὶ πολλοὶ καὶ κυ' ριοι πολλοι' . The audience is not being asked to consider the
clauses in the apodosis as an expression of independent propositions, but as assertions
whose significance lies in the context provided by the assertions in the protasis. That is,
our interpretation of the main clauses in 8:6 is dependent on how we understand 8:5, and
cannot be considered separately.
I shall explore that connection further in the following section, but should first
register an important corollary. One of the major questions motivating this study is
whether, as has often been claimed, 8:6 is essentially an alien discourse unit inserted into,
and not well integrated with, its present textual context. I am now in a position to claim
that such views fail to pay due regard to the significance of the presence of ellipsis of
predicational elements from this supposedly independent unit and are therefore faulty.
Firstly, any hypothesis that gives this verse an independent life as a traditional
formula must also postulate the identity of the missing verb(s). One might retort that this is
no issue at all, as there is an obvious candidate: ε στι' ν. However, ideas that seem obvious
should often be subjected to further questioning. One question in this case concerns the
postulated discourse within the early Christian movement where this formula was
developed. Are we really sure that the existence or non-existence of divine beings really
occupied these early believers (as opposed to later more philosophically focused
disputants) to the extent that it could have given rise to this as an important expression of
common belief? Maybe so, but we cannot assume so, and we certainly must not take the
present text as evidence for such a supposition, as this would completely beg the question.
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A second critical question is this:- What would happen to this hypothesis if it could be
shown that the elided material in the present text is not simply represented by the verb
ει σι' ν in verse 5 (as I shall shortly argue)? In such a case, the hypothesis would imply that
Paul had elided the essential verb from the formula in order to give it a significantly
different sense in its present context. The combination of these two critical considerations
is weighty enough in my own mind for me to conclude that the hypothesis of the preexistence of this verse as a traditional formula is highly unlikely.
My next concern is to explore the semantic significance of the ellipsis in more
detail.
7.3.2 X “is called” Y
If we presuppose that the main clauses in 1 Corinthians 8:6 assert the existence of
one God and one Lord we will be understandably confused about the meaning of
seemingly similar assertions in v.5 : ει σὶν λεγο' µενοι θεοὶ ειτε ε ν ου ρανω
^, ειτε ε πὶ γη^ ς, and
ει σὶν θεοὶ πολλοὶ καὶ κυ' ριοι πολλοι' . There is no sign that these are quotations from any
participant in the discourse whose viewpoints might be opposed to those expressed in v.6.
Worse, they are each introduced by conjunctions that appear to affirm rather than deny
their truth. The first of these, ειπερ, might possibly be interpreted as introducing a counterfactual conditional, but that possibility is then undermined by the second, ω
« σπερ, which
introduces the second assertion as confirmation of the first. Even if we understand
λεγο' µενοι as a qualification removing most of the existential import of the first clause, the
second clause reads as a straightforward assertion that many gods and lords exist. Such
readers then find themselves positing a change in the meaning of existence between v.5b
and v.6: in the first instance it means that pagans and others experience their gods and
lords as real, or that they believe in their reality. This is a strange procedure: in the clauses
where the verb ει σι' ν actually appears, it is held to express something other than existence,
while in the clauses where the ellided presence of ε στι' ν must be inferred from those earlier
occurences it is held as unquestionable that it is entirely existential in meaning. Clearly
such interpretation involves theological questions (What must Paul be asserting here?)
completely overshadowing questions of grammar (Why should Paul use this vital verb in
such an inconsistent manner, in such close proximity? Is such inconsistency grammatically
possible when the instances are explicitly linked by ellipsis of the actual words involved
in the inconsistency?).
7.3.2.1 The significance of λεγο' µενοι
Fortunately, there is another way out of this dilemma, and it is offered by further
consideration of the word λεγο' µενοι. A long-established consensus among commentators
has held that this should be rendered as a dismissive qualification (“so-called”/ sogenannt /
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soi disant / prétendus),41 sometimes supported by citing Ephesians 2:11 and/or Corpus
Hermeticum 2:14.42 The attraction of the latter citation for these scholars is in its use of the
phrase λεγο' µενοι θεοι' in contrast with µο' νος ο θεο' ς, but even if this is used in a dismissive
sense (not necessarily so) these texts are not particularly close in time or milieu. The case
in Eph.2:11 is closer to 1 Cor.8:5 in both ways, but it does not describe divinities: οι
λεγο' µενοι α κροβυστι' α υ πὸ τη^ ς λεγοµε' νης περιτοµη^ ς, “those who are called
uncircumcised by those who are called circumcised .” In fact this example, far from
supporting the consensus reading of this term in of 1 Cor.8:5, undermines it in several
ways. Firstly, it has no dismissive overtones: no translator feels constrained to render this
as “the so-called uncircumcision.” Secondly, it makes us aware that λεγο' µενοι is in fact
not a rare term carrying a very specialised meaning, even if it appears in this exact form
only in these two places in the New Testament corpus. Right alongside it in Eph.2:11 is a
close morphological variant, λεγοµε' νης, which is obviously used in an identical sense:
“commonly called”. Both are simply different case forms of the plural present passive
participle of λε' γω, one of the commonest lexical items in the vocabulary of the New
Testament. What happens once we remove the constraints of case and number? Suddenly
we find multiple examples (at least 27) of this passive participle in the New Testament, all
of them sharing this same sense, “commonly called”.43 Examining these will show just
how strange the consensus reading of 1 Cor.8:5 really is. Most involve reporting the
commonly used name of a person or place, with no value judgment implied as to whether
the speaker or writer thinks this is appropriate.44 In two cases the writer may be presumed
to be approving or even commending this ascription of a name.45 Two cases possibly
________________________
41

So Robertson and Plummer, First Corinthians, 167; Lietzmann, An Die Korinther, 36; Allo, 1
Corinthiens, 199; Barrett, First Corinthians, 191; Senft, 1 Corinthiens, 107; Orr and Walther, 1
Corinthians, 233 Ben III Witherington, Conflict and Community in Corinth: a Socio-Rhetorical
Commentary on 1 and 2 Corinthians (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1995) 197;
Friedrich Lang, Die Briefe an die Korinther, Das Neue Testament Deutsch 7 (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1994) 108; Christian Wolff, Der erste Brief des Paulus an die Korinther, Theologischer
Handkommentar zum Neuen Testament 7 (Leipzig: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1996) 172; Hays, First
Corinthians, 139; Collins, First Corinthians, 314; and Thiselton, First Corinthians, 631, 633.
42

So Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 143 n.32; Fee, First Corinthians, 372; and Wolfgang Schrage, Der este
Brief an die Korinther Vol.2, Evangelisch—Katholischer Kommentar zum Neuen Testament VII (Zurich &
Neukirchen—Vluyn / Solothurn: Benziger & Neukirchener, 1995) 239 n.165.
43

The complete set, as best as I can ascertain: Mt.1:16, 2:23, 4:18, 10:2, 26:3, 26:14, 27:16, 27:17, 27:22,
27:33, Lk.22:1, Jn.4:25, 9:11, 11:16, 11:54, 19:13, 19:17, Acts, 3:2, 6:9, 1Cor.8:5, Eph.2:11(x2), Col.4:11,
2Th.2:4, Heb.9:2, 9:3.

44

ει ς πο' λιν λεγοµε' νην Ναζαρε' τ (Mt.2:23); Σι'µωνα τὸν λεγο' µενον Πε' τρον (Mt.4:18 = 10:2); του^ α ρχιερε' ως
του^ λεγοµε' νου Καϊα' φα (Mt.26:3); ο λεγο' µενος  Ιου' δας  Ισκαριω' της (Mt.26:14 = Lk.22:47); ε πι'σηµον
λεγο' µενον [Ι
 ησου^ ν] Βαραββα^ ν (Mt.27:16); ει ς το' πον λεγο' µενον Γολγοθα^ , ο« ε στιν Κρανι'ου Το' πος
λεγο' µενος, (Mt.27:33); η ε ορτὴ τω
^ ν α ζυ' µων η λεγοµε' νη πα' σχα (Lk.22:1); Μεσσι'ας ερχεται ο λεγο' µενος
Χριστο' ς (Jn.4:25); Ο ανθρωπος ο λεγο' µενος  Ιησου^ ς (Jn9:11); Θωµα^ ς ο λεγο' µενος ∆ι'δυµος (Jn.11:16);
 Εφραὶµ λεγοµε' νην πο' λιν (Jn.11:54); το' πον λεγο' µενον Λιθο' στρωτον (Jn.19:13); τὸν λεγο' µενον Κρανι'ου
Το' πον (Jn.19:17); τὴν θυ' ραν του^ ιερου^ τὴν λεγοµε' νην Ωραι'αν (Acts 3:2); and  Ιησου^ ς ο λεγο' µενος  Ιου^ στος
(Col.4:11).
45

 Ιησου^ ς ο λεγο' µενος Χριστο' ς. (Mt.1:16); and σκηνὴ η λεγοµε' νη «Αγια Αγι'ων, (Heb.9:3).
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involve some degree of doubt or disapproval.46
One further case from 2 Thessalonians offers an interesting parallel to 1 Cor.8:5.
The writer in this deutero-Pauline epistle depicts a coming “lawless one” who will set
himself up in opposition not only to God but to every other object of worship: ο
α ντικει' µενος καὶ υ περαιρο' µενος ε πὶ πα' ντα λεγο' µενον θεὸν η σε' βασµα, ω
« στε αυ τὸν ει ς τὸν
ναὸν του^ θεου^ καθι' σαι α ποδεικνυ' ντα ε αυτὸν ο« τι εστιν θεο' ς.(2 Thess.2:4). In contrast to the
consensus reading of 1 Cor.8:5, πα' ντα λεγο' µενον θεὸν here cannot properly be read as
“every so-called god”,47 as its reference includes the one God whose temple is invaded by
this usurper. The most natural reading of this passage is that it depicts a tyrant who
demands that his subjects worship only him as a deity48. In doing so, he displaces all preexisting objects of worship: πα' ντα λεγο' µενον θεὸν denotes all those who are regarded as
divine by their various worshippers, without conveying any judgment about whether they
are justified in doing so.
Overall, this survey of New Testament use of the passive participles of λε' γω does
not support the consensus view that λεγο' µενοι θεοὶ in 1 Cor.8:5 should be rendered “socalled gods”. On the contrary, it indicates that we should read this modifier as a simple
indication of common usage. Various entities are commonly called gods: this is a simple
fact. How then might we read this clause in such a light? It is actually very easy to read
ει σὶν λεγο' µενοι θεοὶ ειτε ε ν ου ρανω
^, ειτε ε πὶ γη^ ς as a simple reporting of fact, that is of
linguistic fact. There are various beings, whether in heaven or on earth, that are called
gods by people living in the Greco-Roman world. This asserts nothing about the existence
of gods, but plenty about the linguistic behaviour of people.

________________________
46

Pilate’s reported labelling of Jesus as  Ιησου^ ν τὸν λεγο' µενον Χριστο' ν ...  Ιησου^ ν τὸν λεγο' µενον Χριστο' ν
(Mt.27:17, 22) is seemingly ironic or taunting; and when Luke reports the name of the synagogue opposing
Stephen, τη^ ς συναγωγη^ ς τη^ ς λεγοµε' νης Λιβερτι'νων ... (Acts 6:9), he is possibly using irony, given that its
members are setting themselves against the gospel of liberation. They were, of course, freedmen. Bruce
raises the possibility that this is only one of several synagogues named: F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles,
2 ed. (Leicester: Inter-Varsity Press, 1952) 155-57. Haenchen is consistent with the consensus I am
questioning: “the so-called synagogue of the Libertines and Cyrenians and Alexandrinians ...”: Ernst
Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles: A Commentary, Bernard Noble, Gerald Shinn, and R.McL Wilson
(Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1971) 270, and n.1.

47

Although RSV and NRSV do so, consistently with their rendering of the same phrase in 1 Cor.8:6. I am
tempted to suppose that the translators let their prior opinion about the latter instance overshadow their sense
of what is being asserted in the Thessalonian text.

48

See Ernest Best, A Commentary on the First and Second Epistles to the Thessalonians (Peabody:
Hendrickson Publishers, 1988) 285-86, who is influenced by the consensus on 1 Cor.8:5, but resists a similar
reading here; and Charles A. Wanamaker, The Epistles to the Thessalonians: A Commentary on the Greek
Text, New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 1990) 246-47, who shows less resistance to the consensus , suggesting a change in reference
during the course of the verse from pagan gods to the one God whose temple is in Jerusalem.
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7.3.2.2 Is ει σι' ν Existential?
How we treat the finite verb ει σι' ν in this clause is the major grammatical issue at
stake here. The consensus has been driven largely by an assumption that its use here is
essentially existential : that it asserts the existence of gods. That reading is reinforced by
the presence of the following clause, ω
« σπερ ει σὶν θεοὶ πολλοὶ καὶ κυ' ριοι πολλοι' , which
appears to repeat just such an assertion even more baldly, without the modifying
λεγο' µενοι. However, we should always be very careful when ascribing an existential sense
to the verb ει µι' , as the verb ‘to be’ in various European languages has gathered a
confusing amount of semantic baggage during the historical development of philosophy.
There is a constant danger that this may be projected back onto the ancient Greek term,
obscuring its semantics in any text that appears to have philosophical implications. The
question “Does God exist?”, in particular, has sparked so much philosophical analysis in
Western philosophy that it seems very natural indeed to read 8:5 as a statement about the
existence of gods and lords, whereas in fact such an interpretation may have been quite
foreign not only to normal discourse in the Greco-Roman world, but even to ancient
philosophical discourse.
Charles Kahn is a philosopher and linguist who has undertaken a major analysis of
the ancient usage of this Greek verb, in order to distinguish its ancient usage from later
philosophical accretions.49 He points out that since John Stuart Mill, an absolute
distinction between the existential and predicational uses of “is” has become established as
a philosophical doctrine, with adverse effects on our understanding of ancient grammar.
He objects to this on two grounds. The first is simply that ancient authors never observed a
distinction between existential and copulative uses of the verb. The second is more a
matter of theoretical fundamentals.
.... But there is a graver theoretical disadvantage in the traditional dichotomy between the
existential and predicative uses of “to be”. It confounds a genuine synactic distinction –
between the absolute and predicative constructions of the verb – with a further semantic
contrast between the meaning “to exist” and some other meaning or absence of meaning.
This fusion of a syntactic and semantic criterion into a single antithesis could be justified
only if there were a direct correlation between the two, i.e. only if (1) the absolute use of
the verb is always existential in meaning, and (2) the verb “to be” in the predicative
constuction is always devoid of meaning, serving as a merely formal or grammatical

________________________
49

Firstly in Charles H. Kahn, “The Greek Verb ‘to be’ and the Concept of Being,” Foundations of
Language 2 (1966): 245-65, and then in a lengthy monograph which attempted to lay out the same viewpoint
within the framework of transformational grammar (Harris, Chomsky, et.al.): Charles H. Kahn, “The Verb
‘Be’,” The Verb “Be” and its Synonyms: Philosophical and Grammatical Studies (6) The Verb “Be” in
Ancient Greek, Ed. John W.M.Verhaar, Foundations of Language Supplementary Series 16 (Dortrecht: D.
Reidel Publishing Company, 1973). This more developed theory has been trenchantly criticised, chiefly for
its transformational aspects, by the Dutch linguist C.J.Rhijgh in C. J. Ruijgh, “Rapport Critique: Ch. H.
Kahn, The Verb ‘be’ in Ancient Greek,” Lingua 48 (1979): 43-83; and C. J. Ruijgh, “Sur la valeur
fondamentale de ειναι: une réplique,” Mnemosyne 37 (1984): 264-70. I have found Kahn’s earlier article,
together with Ruijgh’s two, most helpful for my analysis of the present text.
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device for linking the predicate with the subject. But these assumptions seem to me
dubious for English, and false for Greek.50

Kahn traces the development of ‘be’ verbs within modern languages which has
changed the relationship between the syntax and semantics of such verbs from that
pertaining among their ancient equivalents.
My position, then, is that Mill’s dichotomy is applicable to Greek only as a syntactic
distinction between the absolute and the predicative construction, and that even from the
point of view of syntax the distinction is not as easy to define as one might suppose. But
semantically the distinction is worse than useless, for it leads us to take the idea of
existence for granted as the basic meaning of the Greek verb. Now if by a word for
existence one means simply an expression which we would normally render into English
by “there is”, then it is clear that the Greek verb esti often has this sense. But if we
understand the phrase “there is” as representing a univocal concept of existence for a
subject of predication, as distinct from the content of the predication itself – as distinct
from the “essence” of the subject or the kind of thing is (as we often do, for example,
when we read the existential quantifier “(∃x)” as “there is something of which the
following is true”) – if this generalized positing of subject as “real” is what we mean by
existence, then I would be inclined to deny that such a notion can be taken for granted as a
basis for understanding the meaning of the Greek verb.51

As initial evidence for “what may seem the rather scandoulous claim that the
Greeks did not have our notion of existence”,52 Kahn points out that in Metamorphoses
Delta 7, Aristotle distinguishes four basic senses of “to be” in Greek.53 He then comments,
Aristotle’s procedure here is not purely lexical: he is analyzing ordinary usage in the light
of his philosophical conceptions. But my point is that neither Aristotle’s own conceptual
scheme nor the normal usuage of the verb obliges him to make any place for a sense of
einai which we would recognize as distinctly existential. Furthermore, in every one of
Aristotle’s examples the verb is construed as predicative, although the general topic for the
chapter is given in the absolute form, “what is”. The syntactic distinction between
predicative and absolute construction is treated here as of no consequence whatever.54

Applying all that Kahn has said to 1 Cor.8:5, I now want to lay out some proposals
for how ει σι' ν should be read in this verse.
Firstly, although I have argued that this verb is to be carried forward by ellipsis in
order to provide a complete predication in v.6, we are not required to assign it exclusively
to either subject or predicate status in either verse. As we have already noted, a finite
________________________
50

Kahn, “Concept of Being,” 247.

51

Kahn, “Concept of Being,” 248.

52

Kahn, “Concept of Being,” 248.

53

1) being per accidens, or random predication (I.e. “X is Y”, without regard to the logical status of subject
or predicate). 2) being per se, or predication in good logical form according to the scheme of the categories
(e.g., when a quality is predicated of a substance). here einai is said to have as many senses as there are
categories, and Aristotle points out that a construction with ‘to be’ may be substituted for any finite verb,
e.g., “he is walking” for “he walks”. 3) einai and esti may mean “is true”, and the negative means “is false”.
An example is “Socrates is musical”, if one says this (with emphasis) because it is true. 4) Finally, “being”
may mean either being in potency or being in act. “For we might say that something is seeing both when it it
is potentially seeing (capable of sight) and when it is actually seeing.” Kahn, “Concept of Being,” 248-49.

54

Kahn, “Concept of Being,” 249.
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Greek verb can provide both of these within the one word. So in the clause, ει σὶν
λεγο' µενοι θεοι' , the verb can provide a grammatical subject, through its inflectional form,
while also contributing a part of the predicate. The subject, then, would be the unspecified
beings who are called gods, and expressed by the third person plural inflection on the verb.
At the same time, the verb begins, but does not have to complete, the expression of
the predicate: what is being said about those beings. At the centre of that predicate is an
affirmation that they “are called gods”, in common usage. We should note that on this
reading, both λεγο' µενοι and θεοι' are within the predicate, which asserts that the
unspecified subjects are called gods. What else can ει σι' ν add to this predicate? Aristotle’s
analysis suggests one possibility, the veridical sense, so that the sense of the clause
expands to “It is true that there are beings commonly called gods”. This veridical sense is
really a modal adjunct , adding a comment about the speaker’s asseσsment of the
predication, rather than constituting an integral part of the predication itself. However, this
sense is not incompatible with other semantic possibilities, but rather implicit in every
predicative use of this verb, as Kahn points out:
I said earlier in criticism of Mill’s dichotomy, that the absolute construction of
einai is not necessarily existential in meaning. This claim has now been vindicated by our
discussion of the veridical sense of the verb. For although this sense is quite distinct from
the meaning “to exist”, it is normally expressed by the absolute construction. Of course it
may be found in the predicative construction as well. Consider Aristotle’s example: esti
Sokrates mousikos, Socrates is musical, he really is so. This sense of verity is actually
implicit in every assertion, latent in every predicative use of “to be” for a statement of fact.
(That is why some philosophers claim that to say of a statement that it is true is simply to
make the statement over again). But in any given sentence, the latent veridical value of “to
be” may be brought out by emphasis, or by an unusual position early in the clause (as in
Aristotle’s example). A moment’s reflection will show that this is to some extent true even
for the English verb “to be” .... But if the veridical value of “to be” is almost never called
to our attention in English, that is not the case for the predicative construction in Greek,
where an emphatic use of the verb in this sense is often indicated by an unusual position,
or even by repetition.55

So the position of ει σι' ν at the start of this clause is a probable indicator of this
veridical sense, which fits in well with the context: it might be taken as a reluctant
admission of fact. However this modal adjunct does not preclude the possibility that the
verb may also make a further semantic contribution to the core of the predication itself.
The presence of the supplementary clause, ειτε ε ν ου ρανω
^, ειτε ε πὶ γη^ ς, suggests that a
locational sense is also inherent in the predication. To see why this is so, we may call on
Kahn once more, as he describes a locative value of this verb, which is quite common in
Indo-European languages.
Thus einai is quite normally used for “to be somewhere” (with the place specified
by an adverbial word or phrase), to be in the presence of, or remote from, some definite
point of reference. Τhe usual dichotomy between the existential and the predicative usage
of the verb would require us to treat this locative use of the verb as merely “copulative” ...
regardless of whether or not the locative use is more fundamental than the predicative, I
________________________
55

Kahn, “Concept of Being,” 253-54.
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would insist that it is closer in meaning to what is usually called the existential sense of the
verb. So intimate is the link between these two uses that I would myself prefer to speak in
hyphenated terms of the existential-locative sense. For example, nearly all of the uses of
the verb in Homer which we would recognize as existential are at the same time statements
of place, and it might be urged that the distinctly existential value of the verb derives
merely from its emphatic position in the sentence. On this view, a statement of existence is
as it were an emphatic (or in some cases a vague and generalized) statement of place:
“there is an X” means “here, there, or somewhere in the world is an X”.
.... If existence and location are not identical in Greek thought, they are at least logically
equivalent, for they imply one another. That is, for the average man, and for the
philosophers before Plato ... It was not merely that Greek thought was instinctively
concrete: the very notion of being had local connotations.56

Recognizing this fundamental locative meaning in the first main clause of 8:5,
makes the need for the explanatory subordinate clause more apparent. The inherent
locative sense in ει σι' ν means that once Paul has used this verb to assert that there are in
fact various beings that are commonly termed “gods”, it is natural to complete this
assertion with an explanation of their location: the deictic element in this verb needs
somewhere to point. Paul has his reasons for pointedly locating them in either heaven or
on earth which will become more apparent later in this study.
To recapitulate, we may say that the first clause complex in 1 Cor.8:5 asserts that
there are indeed beings located in heaven and on earth who are commonly called gods.
With that in mind, we may reassess the subordinate clause, ω
« σπερ ει σὶν θεοὶ πολλοὶ καὶ
κυ' ριοι πολλοι' . Under the established consensus, this clause is read as making a stronger
affirmation of the existence of “gods” than the first, in which the qualification “so-called”
takes away much of its strength. Now that we have removed that supposed qualification
from the picture, we get a different view of how this second clause relates to the first: that
it is simply a quantifying addendum (apart from introducing κυ' ριοι into the discourse,
which I shall attend to shortly). The initial affirmation is actually the stronger of the two,
asserting the fact that there is a plurality of beings commonly spoken of as gods, while the
second extends that assertion from a plurality to an abundance: there are many such
beings, and this abundance is a significant factor in the issue to hand. However this
reading involves one further semantic process: ει σὶν θεοι' in the second clause must be
equivalent to ει σὶν λεγο' µενοι θεοι' in the first. How can this be so? Only by a form of
ellipsis in which the semantic content supplied by λεγο' µενοι in the first clause is carried
forward into the second, which is then read as “just as there are many (such beings called)
________________________
56

Kahn, “Concept of Being,” 257-58. At this point, Kahn is at complete agreement with Rhijgh, who holds
that the fundamental meaning of ειναι is locative. “À notre avis, la valeur fondamentale de ειναι est ‘y être,
être là, être présent’. Elle comporte donc deux traits sémantiques: ‘statique’ et ‘démonstratif-locatif’,
l’élément démonstratif-locatif pouvant se référer soit déitiquement aulieu du locateur et de la situation de la
conversation soit anaphoriquement à un lieu du locateur et de la situation de la conversation soit
anaphoriquement à un lieu mentionné ou impliqué dans le context ... La valeur fondamentale d’un lexème
est celle qui se trouvedans un contexte ou une situation aussi enutre que possible et à partir de laquelle
s’expliquent, le cas échént, ses valeurs secondaires (‘valeurs étendues’, ‘valeurs restreintes’, valeurs
métaphoriques’) ... Noter que la valeur fondamentale n’est pas nécessairement plus fréquente que telle valeur
secondaire. Ruijgh, “le valeur fondamentale de ει^ναι,” 264-65.
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gods, and many (beings in similar fashion called) lords ”. Even better, we should recognize
that the content of subordinate clause is also an important part of the first predication, and
as such is also carried forward. The final clause is thus most fully understood as asserting,
“... just as there are many (such beings, whether in heaven or on earth, commonly called)
‘gods’ and many (such beings, whether in heaven or on earth, commonly called) ‘lords’. ”
This processes of gathering up semantic content from one clause which is carried
forward into later clauses, growing as it goes, is just what we have already met under the
label sluicing, and it might just as well have been termed snowballing. While it has been
identified as a type of ellipsis, it is actually a natural product of the cognitive process by
which meaning is progressively built up in the course of any cohesive discourse. Every
clause must be understood in the context of all that has preceded it in the discourse, and
especially those clauses that are in closest proximity. It is this underlying principle that
enables ellipsis and other anaphoric devices to work, rather than vice versa.
One further step remains: to apply all of this to our understanding of verse 6, in
which we have already established the ellipsis of ε στι' ν linking it to verse 5. If the sluicing
process has carried so much semantic material from the first clause into the second,
gathered around the verb εισι' ν, then we could hardly expect this baggage to drop off at the
boundary between protasis and apodosis. On the contrary, the central predication in that
apodosis demands to be read in just that context. We can see this clearly now by setting
the contrasting affirmations out against each other.
verse 5 - Protasis

verse 6 - Apodosis

Even if ...

... nevertheless ...

... in common usage ...

... for us ...

... many beings in heavarth
e
n
are called ‘gods’ and lord
s’‘

o o e

... there is only onalein
g b
w c
‘God’ and one weL
’alc ‘
ord

7.4 Ellipsis in the Supplementary Clauses?
Having clarified the syntax and semantics of the main clauses in 1 Corinthians 8:6,
we must now examine the remaining grammatical structure in this verse. Each of the two
main clauses is extended in the same manner: by the apposition of a specifying name
followed by two supplementary clauses, the first being relative and the second coordinate.
(εις θεὸς)

(ο πατὴρ)

Main clause

specifying name

(καὶ εις κυ' ριος) ( Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς)

(ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα)
relative clause

(δι ου τὰ πα' ντα)

(καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν)
coordinate clause

(καὶ η µει^ς δι'' αυ του^ ).
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There is nothing grammatically problematic about the first of these modifying
elements, the addition of specifying names by means of apposition, although the semantics
of those expanded noun phrases are very significant for the discourse, as we shall see in
the next chapter. The grammar of the four supplementary clauses, by contrast, is rather
problematic, generating a considerable degree of semantic ambiguity.
The root of this problem is that these four clauses, like their two principals, are
entirely lacking in verbs. Unlike those two, however, it is not at all clear that this lack can
be supplied by means of ellipsis, although this difficulty may not be obvious to many
readers,57 probably for a combination of two reasons. The first, as I shall shortly show in
greater detail, is that these are in fact prepositional predications, which need no verbs in
Greek but are of necessity semantically vague, relying on contextual associations to fill out
their meaning. The second is an entirely unexamined assumption that the present textual
context does just that by supplying the notion of existence to some if not all of these
predicates: that the verb ει σι' ν in v.5 is carried forward by ellipsis not only into the main
clauses of v.6 but into each of its supplementary clauses. We now have a strong reason for
stating that this cannot be the case, as I have shown that in both verses, the central
predication is not existence, expressed by ει σι' ν on its own in v.5, but being called
something, expressed by the verbal phrase ει σὶν λεγο' µενοι, and that it is this particular
meaning that is carried forward, firstly into the second main clause of v.5 then into the
parallel main clauses of v.6. It is obvious that the sluicing stops at that point. Could anyone
make sense of reading an “X is called Y” structure into these clauses? Prepositional
clauses do require some filling out from their context, especially in order to translate them
into languages that require finite verbs, but their own syntactic and semantic structure
controls how this happens.
Earlier in this chapter, when discussing the syntax of the main clauses, I listed the
prepositional clause as one of several forms of verbless predication. It is is fact rather
common in the Greek of the New Testament, and an integral part of Paul’s writing style:
23 of the 94 nominal clauses listed in Appendix A have prepositional predicates. It is
interesting that only two of the 54 copula-nominals are prepositional (one in each of 11:8
and 14:22): in each case this clause is one of two placed in direct contrast, the first having
a copula and the second without, so that this seems to be one way of emphasizing a
contrast. By and large, Paul’s prepositional predications do not seem to have any need at
all for the copula, compared with his other nominals.
Nevertheless, they generally do require some semantic input from their context, to
overcome their inherent ambiguity. Grammarians used to speak of prepositions governing
________________________
57

Commentators giving detailed discussions of the Greek text but not noting any difficulty in these
constructions include Robertson and Plummer, First Corinthians, 167-68; Barrett, First Corinthians, 19495; Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 144-45; Schrage, an der Korinther 2, 242-45; Collins, First
Corinthians, 320; and Thiselton, First Corinthians, 635-38. Fee, First Corinthians, 374 describes them as
“propositional phrases” without noting that this entails any difficulty in their interpretation.
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cases, as though they exercised some defining role over the nouns to which they were
attached. In fact, they add only a small amount of extra semantic definition to the case
system in ancient Greek, which is notoriously ambiguous. That ambiguity arises from the
low correlation between the use of the inflectional case forms in well-formed sentences
(syntax) and the meanings expressed through the choice of those forms (semantics).58 This
problem, which exists across many languages, led some modern linguists to abandon the
linkage and attempt to construct grammatical descriptions in which case-rules were treated
solely as rules of syntax, the definition of well-formed combinations of word forms
without reference to meaning.59 Their lack of success led others in turn to develop much
more nuanced descriptions of semantic case, general categories such as Actor, Patient,
Location, Purpose, etc., in the hope that these would enable better correlations between
case forms and meanings.60 This work is still in progress, and its results for koine Greek
have not been spectacular, although it does provide us with some fresh terminology with
which we may discuss old problems.61 Instead of a former belief that traditional
grammatical terminology developed to describe Greek and Latin case sytems was adequate
for those languages but quite unhelpful when applied to less inflected languages such as
English (a staple fed to those of us who trained as English teachers in recent decades),
linguists are now more likely to recognize that case represents one particularly problematic
aspect of the relationship between syntax and semantics within widely divergent
languages, including English, and that new theoretical models must be developed for them
all. Some even choose to retain the traditional terminology as a starting point for this new
descriptive enterprise.62

________________________
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This problem is well known to NT grammarians: see Robertson, Grammar, 446-56; and Stanley E. Porter,
Idioms of the Greek New Testament, 2nd ed., Biblical Languages: Greek 2 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1994) 8083.
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Notably Noam Chomsky, Aspects of the Theory of Syntax (Cambridge: The M.I.T.Press, 1965) and his
followers developing the theory of transformational or generative syntax.

60

See C. J. Fillmore, “The Case for Case,” Universals in Linguistic Theory, Ed. E. Bach and R.T. Harms
(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1968) 1-88; John M. Anderson, On Case Grammar: Prolegomena
to a Theory of Case Relations, Croon Helm Linguistics Series (London: Croom Helm Ltd, 1977); H.L.
Somers, Valency and Case in Computational Linguistics, Edinburgh Information Technology Series
(Edinburgh: Edinburgh UP, 1987); Robert Coleman, “The Assessment of Paradigm Stability: Some IndoEuropean case studies,” Paradigms: The Economy of Inflection, Ed. Frans Plank (Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyter, 1991) 197-211; Bernard Comrie, “Form and Function in Identifying Cases,” Paradigms: The
Economy of Inflection, Ed. Frans Plank (Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 1991) 42-55; and Henry Smith,
Restrictiveness in Case Theory, Cambridge Studies in Linguistics 78 (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1996).
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One recent descriptive study of Paul’s case-semantics is Simon S.M. Wong, A Classification of Semantic
Case-Relations in the Pauline Epistles (New York: Peter Lang, 1997). Unfortunately Wong concentrates on
the case-relations of verbs, so he offers us no help for the study of non-verbal predications.
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So Barry J. Blake, Case, Cambridge Textbooks in Linguistics (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1994).
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In the light of these developments, Stanley Porter proposes a model of case for NT
Greek in which the interpreter is required to take account of three levels of case relations.63
At the most basic level, each case form imposes some degree of restriction on the range of
meanings it may be used to express. This is them delimited further by the syntactic
relations between the inflected words and other components of the clause or sentence.
Further definition must then be sought from the wider context of the discourse, but even
then ambiguities may remain. Applying this analytic procedure to the first example of a
prepositional predication in Appendix A, ε ν πειθοι^[σ] σοφι' ας, we would begin by noting
that the preposition ε ν in combination with a dative noun phrase is able to express quite a
variety of meanings (traditionally identified as Place/Time/Among/In/In the case
of/Circumstance/Occasion/ Instrument/ and others64). Examining the syntax of the
sentence we would then see that is stated in negative form, ου κ ε ν πειθοι^ σοφι' ας in explicit
contrast to another prepositional phrase using ε ν, namely α λλ ε ν α ποδει' ξει πνευ' µατος καὶ
δυνα' µεως. This contrasting pair, taken as whole, forms the predicate for the subject noun
phrase ο λο' γος µου καὶ τὸ κη' ρυγµα' µου. The main semantic constraints provided by the
syntax are that the semantic case expressed by ε ν must be the same in each of the paired
clauses, and that it must relate to the subject, namely Paul’s preaching. That still leaves us
with at least two clear options: we must examine the context to clarify whether ε ν
expresses Manner (how he presented himself to his audience) or Instrument (the means he
intended to use to influence them).
The prepositional predicates used in the four supplementary clauses in 1 Cor.8:6
involve similar ambiguities, which I shall expose and attempt to resolve from their textual
context in my next chapter.

________________________
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Porter, Idioms, 81-82, following J. P. Louw, “Linguistic Theory and the Greek Case System,” Acta
Classica 9 (1966): 75-78.
64

Robertson, Grammar, 584-90.
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CHAPTER 8
THE SEMANTIC STRUCTURE OF 1 CORINTHIANS 8:6
There are in fact two other semantically ambiguous features of 1 Corinthians 8:6,
besides the prepositional predications in its supplementary clauses, which are significant for
the interpretation of this verse. One is the key term, τὰ πα' ντα in the first and third
supplementary clauses: does it really refer to the whole created universe, or is some other
denotation more probable in the context of this discourse? I shall tackle this question in the
course of discussing the first clause. The other ambiguity is more pragmatic than semantic:
Does Paul intend to simply include all of his audience in its domain, or is he using it as some
sort of subtle interpersonal management device? I shall discuss this issue last, as a way of
coming back to some broader issues.
First of all, however, I need to deal with a methodological issue. It concerns my
decision not to begin with a discussion of the four supplementary clauses as a whole, in the
light of the obvious semantic parallels with Romans 11:36: ο« τι ε ξ αυ του^ καὶ δι αυ του^ καὶ ει ς
αυ τὸν τὰ πα' ντα. It is not only that each sentence should be allowed to stand in its own
distinctive textual context rather than dismiss one as less clear than the other which is then
used to explain them both (Thüsing’s procedure, which I rejected in my introduction). There
are in fact two reasons for treating them as substantially dissimilar. The first is that
Rom.11:36 is more general in its meaning, with less intrinsic ties to its own textual context.
This may render its meaning less problematic if we just except that it has been brought into
the text with little specific intent other than to adorn the doxology within which it appears: its
meaning is then left as whatever Paul and the audience understood its popular usage to be,
and it may not have mattered too much for Paul if these did not exactly coincide. To bring
that level of generality over into our reading of 1 Cor.8:6, however, would be to beg the
whole question before us, which is whether these same terms are used in the letter to Corinth
with more specific denotation.
My second reason for differentiating these two texts is that despite their use of so
many terms in common, there is one very important difference in syntax: in Rom.11:36, the
subject term τὰ πα' ντα is held back until the final position in the sentence, after the three
prepositional clauses, which are thus incomplete until it appears. This is an example of
cataphoric ellipsis (section 3.2.3.1 above), signalling to the audience that they must refrain
from interpreting each clause until it is completed by the appearance of the subject, and in
this case indicating that the very essence of what is being asserted requires that all three
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clauses be interpreted together as one whole. The three clauses in effect express only one
proposition. In the four supplementary clauses of 1 Cor.8:6, by contrast, each clause has
both subject and predicate, indicating that they stand on their own and should be
interpreted in the order in which they appear. Each builds on, and thus depends upon, its
predecessors, and their combined effect is cumulative, rather than mutually
interdependent. This is why I shall attempt to determine the significance of the first clause
without reference to those that follow. To do otherwise would be to misunderstand the
sequential, progressive nature of their interrelation, which is why they must be kept at
arms length from Rom 11:36, where the natural effects of sequence are nullified by
cataphoric ellipsis.
Following Porter’s model for interpreting the Greek cases, I shall now examine
each of the four supplementary clauses in 1 Cor.8:6 to determine the syntactic and
semantic constraints provided by their prepositional predications, before summarizing
their combined effect. During the course of examining the predicates, I shall discuss the
probable referrents of the subject terms τὰ πα' ντα and η µει^ς.

8.1 ... ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα ...
As we begin to examine the syntactic constraints on the semantics of this clause, it
is useful to note an equivalent non-relative clause which would express the same
predication: τὰ πα' ντα ε ξ αυ του^ , making it clearer that the subject of the relative clause is
τὰ πα' ντα and the predicate is formed by the prepositional phrase ε ξ ου . The relative form
serves to express the function of this clause, which is to modify and extend the nominal
phrase in the main clause on which it depends: ο πατὴρ.1 This phrase is in turn a modifier,
identifying or naming the referent of the one and only being whom “we” call θεο' ς, so the
full equivalent non-relative predication would be τὰ πα' ντα ε κ (του^ ) θεὸυ ο πατὴρ. If it
were in that form, its semantics could possibly be affected by the following coordinate
clause, καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν, but its relative status binds it firmly to its head in the main
clause, and it is that head-plus-relative combination that provides the referent for that
coordinate clause.
Accordingly, we must interpret this first prepositional predicate as it stands in the
text up to that point, in the context of a discourse about the issue at hand. In the next
chapter I shall consider the social context in which these terms might make their fullest
contribution to the discourse, but it is important to focus first on ways in which the textual
context, that is to say the pre-text, has provided horizons within which statements such as
τὰ πα' ντα ε κ του^ θεὸυ would most naturally be interpreted.
________________________
1

Stanley E. Porter, Idioms of the Greek New Testament, 2nd ed., Biblical Languages: Greek 2 (Sheffield:
JSOT Press, 1994) 245, 248-49 describes such a modifying use as one of the two main functions of the
relative clause in Greek.
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One of the more helpful ways of framing the interpretive issue here is to speak of
the activation state of various discourse referents.2 While we might establish that a range
of alternative denotations for a given expression are possible within a specific sociocultural context, coherent discourse would be impossible unless participants are able to
track which of these have already been activated earlier in the conversation or text:
otherwise we get the irritating phenomenon of people “talking past each other.” Once one
or more members of a set of possible referents have been used in a discourse, coherence
requires that the introduction of new referents for the same expression be introduced with
some sort of marker acknowledging the change of meaning; and that the most recently
used of such members of the set be taken as activated and presumed to be still the one in
use. That is an ideal of course, and one of the arts of conversation is an ability to track and
/allow for some degree of incoherence. In written texts, however, we expect the author to
take the trouble to use language so as to maximize coherence, given that the discourse is a
one-sided production, lacking the interruptions, topic-changes and negotiations of meaning
that are normal features of conversation, especially conflicted conversation. When an
author asks us to attend to their written text, which is like being asked to listen to someone
without interruption so that you can take what the speaker is thinking as a whole, an
implicit part of the contract is that the text will have maximum coherence. Readers, in
return, are asked to credit the writer with having gone to the effort of being as coherent as
possible, to keep a track of what has been written before when interpreting any given
passage, and backtracking if necessary in order to refresh their memory. All of which
means that when Paul writes the ambiguous clause ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα in 1 Cor.8:6, we should
do him the honour of assuming that he is writing a coherent text and means his audience to
pay some attention to what he has previously written as they interpret his words.
8.1.1 εκ θεου^
The preposition ε κ combines with the genitive form of the noun or noun phrase to
express quite a variety of semantic cases.3 Robertson gives a general definition, “The word
means ‘out of,’ ‘from within,’ not like α πο' or παρα' . It stands in contrast to ε ν.”4 He then

________________________
2

See Knud Lambrecht, Information Structure and Sentence Form: Topic, focus, and the mental
representations of discourse referents, Cambridge Studies in Linguistics (Cambridge: Cambridge UP,
1994) 93-105.
3

Robertson argued that “It is now accepted by the comparative grammars that in Greek two cases appear
under the form of the genitive: the genitive proper and the ablative”, A.T. Robertson, A Grammar of the
Greek New Testament, 4th ed. (Nashville: Broadman Press, 1934) 491-92, and classified ε κ as entirely
ablative in its case-relations (ibid., 596). This consensus has not lasted very long, as it has no syntactic
manifestation: see Porter, Idioms, 81.
4

Robertson, Grammar, 596 Porter states the contrast with ε ν less categorically: “There is also semantic
overlap with the proposition ε ν, in the sense that ε ν may be used of the realm out of which (ε κ) something
originates.” Porter, Idioms, 154.
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describes six variations on this general description under headings which are in effect
semantic cases: Place, Time, Separation, Origin or Source, Cause or Occasion and
Partition.5 Like most other Greek prepositions, ε κ has a wide variety of possible uses.
There are in fact three instances of the phrase ε κ θεου' or its pronomial equivalent
appearing as a predicate before 8:6 in this text. The first is in 1:30: ε ξ αυ του^ δὲ υ µει^ς ε στε
ε ν Χριστω
^,  Ιησου^ , ος ε γενη' θη σοφι' α η µι^ν α πὸ θεου^ , δικαιοσυ' νη τε καὶ α γιασµὸς καὶ
α πολυ' τρωσις. The pronoun here refers to God, forming an anaphoric link with the
preceding clause, ... ο« πως µὴ καυχη' σηται πα^σα σὰρξ ε νω' πιον του^ θεου^ . The immediate
textual context at this point is a discourse on the inappropriateness of human boasting
before God, so that verse 30 asserts that the fact that the audience (υ µει^ς) is “in Christ”,
with the benefits of wisdom, righteousness and holiness he brings to them, is entirely due
to God, rather than because of some factor in which they might boast (v.31). To counter
the human tendency to boast, whether this be in their own achievements or in their social
status and connections, scripture shows that God has a policy of choosing “nothings” as
his people. On the one hand, this shames other supposed benefactors who tend to associate
with, and give to, those who are already “something” and thus able to return the favours in
some way. On the other, it means that those who see themselves as beneficiaries of God’s
generosity, as the audience do, cannot take this as a sign of their worthiness or intrinsic
value, since God has deliberately chosen them on the grounds of their nothingness. The
very fact that they are chosen attests that they are among τὰ µωρὰ του^ κο' σµου ... τὰ
α σθενη^ του^ κο' σµου ... τὰ α γενη^ του^ κο' σµου ... τὰ µὴ οντα (vv.27-28): the foolish, weak,
lowborn, nothings of the world. All that they now have of the desired attributes of σοφι' α,
δικαιοσυ' νη, α γιασµὸς and α πολυ' τρωσις, has come to them as a result of their being in
Christ, who has become those things for them απὸ θεου^ . It is little wonder that Thiselton
translates ε ξ αυ του^ ... here as, “It is as a gift from him...”.6 While this refers primarily to
their being in Christ, a condition granted because of their nothingness and hence
completely gratuitous, it results in a further gifting, from God, of all those qualities they
lacked. Returning then to the broad semantic cases, this predication has the general sense
of Source, with the particular sense of source of a gift.
The second instance is found shortly after this, in 2:12: η µει^ς δὲ ου τὸ πνευ^ µα του^
κο' σµου ε λα' βοµεν α λλὰ τὸ πνευ^ µα τὸ ε κ του^ θεου^ , «ινα ει δω
^ µεν τὰ υ πὸ του^ θεου^
χαρισθε' ντα η µι^ν· As in the first example, the semantics of this phrase are focused on God
as the source of a gift, in this case the spirit they have received. The sentence makes an
explicit contrast between two possible sources of this gift: the world or God. Because the
latter is the actual source, this leads to a corollary, that it has a God-related purpose (as

________________________
5
6

Robertson, Grammar, 597-99.

Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, The New
International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company,
2000) 188-89.... against Conzelmann and Fee, who interpret this predicate as expressing God’s action.
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opposed to meeting some end determined by the world): to enable them to attain a
particular sort of γνω
^ σις , namely a knowledge of further gifts coming to them from God.
From his later discourse on spiritual gifts in Chapters 12-14, we may take it as a point of
agreement between Paul and his audience that they had good reason to see themselves
collectively as richly endowed in this realm. Paul’s point both here and there is that as
spiritual gifts are indeed gifts by nature, their giver may be presumed to have given them
with certain purposes in mind rather than for the recipients to use merely for their own self
gratification. “Understanding the gifts” here thus carries a sense of future accountability to
the giver. In the ancient world, accepting a gift normally placed the recipient under
obligation to the donor, as we shall see later.
The third instance of this predicate in 1 Corinthians before 8:6 is found in 5:2:
θε' λω δὲ πα' ντας α νθρω' πους ειναι ω ς καὶ ε µαυτο' ν· α λλὰ ε«καστος ιδιον εχει χα' ρισµα ε κ
θεου^ , ο µὲν ου« τως, ο δὲ ου« τως. Here Paul is writing about his celibate state as something
he would like everyone to share, but he acknowledges that it is in fact a special gift from
God, χα' ρισµα ε κ θεου^ , which is not given to all. Although each believer is endowed with
gifts from God, they do not all have this particular one and in fact they all differ from one
another, a theme he will pick up again in Chapters 12-14.
We may conclude that the pretext is univocal in its use of this predicate: up to this
point in the text Paul has used ε κ θεου^ rather sparingly but always with the same sense of
God as the source of gifts. This should lead his audience to a presume that, unless the
present context indicates otherwise, a further clause of the form “X ε κ θεου^ ” probably
means that X is a gift from God. This is not to say, of course, that Paul never uses it in any
other sense. Its one further occurrence in the epistle, at 11:12, conveys a different, if
problematic, sense of Source: ω
« σπερ γὰρ η γυνὴ ε κ του^ α νδρο' ς, ου« τως καὶ ο α νὴρ διὰ τη^ ς
γυναικο' ς· τὰ δὲ πα' ντα ε κ του^ θεου^ . This however comes after 8:6, and therefore has a
different status as context than the pre-textual occurences (a principle not often followed
by commentators). Later parts of the text form part of the context only in the sense that
they indicate possible or even habitual uses by the same author, unless they are explicitly
connected with the present passage by some cataphoric device signalling to the audience
that they should wait for that later part of the text to indicate or confirm how they should
understand the present part. They are thus on a par with other writings by the same author,
although those addressed to the same audience at about the same time, on similar topics or
continuing the same discourse would be most significant among those.
I have listed all such predications in Paul’s undisputed letters in Appendix C, along
with the single instance of the related predicate ε κ Χρι' στου (i.e. they are related by the
time we get to the end of 8:6). Of these eleven further instances of ε κ θεου' , nine clearly
use the predicate in the sense of Source of something coming from God: authorization (2
Cor:2:17), competence (2:Cor.3:5), power (2:Cor.4:7), a dwelling (2 Cor.5:1), new
creation (2 Cor.5:18), of resurrection (2 Cor.13:4), of righteousness (Phil.3:9), a particular
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persuasion (not so: Gal.5:8), and approval (Rom.2:29). As six of these nine are found in
the Corinthian correspondence, it appears that Paul needed to make an ongoing theme of
his communication with this particular church, just how much he and they had received
from God.
There are only two significantly different instances, in which God is possibly
presented as our source, as opposed to being the source of benefits we receive from him.
In Rom.11:36, as an integral part of a concluding doxology, Paul includes this sentence:
ο« τι ε ξ αυ του^ καὶ δι αυ του^ καὶ ει ς αυ τὸν τὰ πα' ντα, which everyone recognizes to have
close parallels with theological formulae found in various writers, including Philo and the
Stoics.7 Its generality and present doxological function mean that there is little in its
context that helps define the scope of its terms, although we might note that the
immediately preceding discourse has been focused on God’s unfathomable purposes in
history, and in particular on his election of both Israel and the gentiles. That would support
an interpretation of all three prepositional predications in this verse as salvific in scope,
and of τὰ πα' ντα as referring to the sum total of God’s mysterious purposes and actions.8
This would then be one further instance of ε κ θεου' having the sense “source of all that
comes to us”, although the “us” is here extended beyond the Christian community. In the
less likely case that Paul intends the introduction of a well-known formula to extend the
horizon of the doxology beyond the matters he has been discussing to the widest view of
God’s creative purposes, then ε ξ αυ του^ probably has a very general sense of Source that
includes the meaning “our source”.9
The remaining instance of ε κ θεου' is found later in the present epistle, at 11:12:
ω
« σπερ γὰρ η γυνὴ ε κ του^ α νδρο' ς, ου« τως καὶ ο α νὴρ διὰ τη^ ς γυναικο' ς· τὰ δὲ πα' ντα ε κ του^
θεου^ . Paul uses the two prepositions ε κ and διὰ to convey the contrast between man-assource and woman-as-source and to suggest that the former is more like God-as-source
than the latter. The idea of man being the source of woman can only refer to the Genesis 2
narrative, in which Eve was created from Adam’s rib: it seems Paul found this a more
appropriate model of humanity’s relation to God as our source than the mundane business
of gestation and birth. However nothing much can be read from this regarding the
semantics of ε κ του^ θεου^ , as the whole purpose of the sentence is not to assert this
difference between modes of origin, but rather to complete the statement of man and
________________________
7

James D. G. Dunn, Romans 9-16, Word Biblical Commentary 38B (Milton Keynes: Word Publishing,
1991) 701-02 gives a full listing of these. See also Ernst Käsemann, Commentary on Romans, trans. and Ed.
Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapid: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1980) 318-21.
8

C.H.Dodd sees it quite aptly as an expression of “... faith set against a background of ignorance. Omnia
exeunt in mysterium. The religious consciousness, after its highest flights of speculation, returns to the
simple ‘numinous’ feeling of awe before the Mystery.” C. H. Dodd, The Epistle of Paul to the Romans, The
Moffatt New Testament Commentary (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1932) 188.
9

The fullest discussion of such general theological formulae in the Greco-Roman world is still E. Norden,
Agnostos Theos: Untersuchung zur Formengeschichte religiöser Rede, 4th ed. (Darmstadt, 1956), where the
Rom.11:36 formula is discussed in pp.240-250.

143

woman’s mutual need for each other by asserting their common origin in God. We are all
dependent on God for our existence. 10 This then is the sole instance of Paul using this
prepositional predicate to assert that God is our source rather than the source of what we
receive.
We may conclude that Paul’s overwhelmingly habitual use of this predicate
expression is to describe God as the source of various things that we receive as his people.
This is certainly so in the three instances within the pre-text before 1 Cor.8:6, in each of
which the “things” involved are represented as gifts, gratuitous benefits. With this in mind,
I shall now turn to the denotation of the subject term in this clause.
8.1.2 Τὰ πα' ντα
Traditionally, the subject term in the first and third supplementary clauses has been
read as denoting the whole of creation, usually on the grounds that this Greek phrase has
just that meaning as an established usage in Greco-Roman literature.11 Thüsing
acknowledges that this phrase is used in various senses by Paul and must be interpreted
according to each context.12 Neil Richardson, following Thüsing’s lead, raises the
possibility that its denotation is different in the first and third clauses.13 However,
everyone seems to agree that in the first clause at least, the subject phrase τὰ πα' ντα refers
to the whole creation.
I wish to raise a different possibility: that it denotes no more than the sum total of
all the various benefits and dispensations that come to “us” from God: a generalised
reference set, some of whose members we have already met as referents in the three ε κ
θεου^ predications earlier in the epistle. That is, I propose that this subject term is so vague
in its semantics that its particular denotation in each instance must be deduced from more
clearly defined terms in the context. The term πα' ντα, used as a substantive with or without
the article, is in fact very common in Paul’s vocabulary, occuring 35 times in this epistle
alone. I have listed each of these occurrences in Appendix D. The most obvious initial

________________________
10

It is doubtful that this verse says any more than that, and hence we have no grounds for taking the subjectterm τὰ πα' ντα in its last clause to refer to the whole of creation rather than to humankind. I shall return to
this point below.
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So Norden, Agnostos Theos, 240-50; Hans Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians: a Commentary on the First Epistle
to the Corinthians, trans. Leitch James W., Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975) 144; Wolfgang
Schrage, Der este Brief an die Korinther Vol.2, Evangelisch—Katholischer Kommentar zum Neuen
Testament VII (Zurich & Neukirchen—Vluyn / Solothurn: Benziger & Neukirchener, 1995) 241-42;
Thiselton, First Corinthians, 635-36. Only Jerome Murphy-O’Connor, “1 Cor., VIII,6: Cosmology or
Soteriology?” Revue Biblique 85 (1978): 253-67 has seriously challenged this view of the term’s
provenance.
12

Wilhelm Thüsing, Per Christum in Deum, 3rd ed., Neutestamentliche Abhandlungen (Münster:
Aschendorff, 1986) 226-30.
13

Neil Richardson, Paul’s Language about God, JSNT Supplement Series.99 (Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1994) 297.
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inference to be drawn from this body of data is that Paul’s habitual use of this term is not
significantly different from what the dictionary definitions would lead us to expect: this is
simply one form (accusative singular masculine nominative and accusative plural noun) of
the lexical item πα^ς, πα^σα, πα^ν, “all / every / everything”,14 and Paul uses it to denote to a
great variety of referents, as appropriate to the predication within which it appears. Does
its use with the article mark out a more specialised use? Eight of the thirty-five cases in the
epistle have the article (plus two textually doubtful cases in 2:15 and 15:28.) These eight
do not seem different in kind from the others; indeed in one case (15:27) the article
appears with only one of three uses of this term within the verse where all three must have
the same referent. All thirty three cases (apart from the two in 8:6, that is) stand equally as
witnesses to Paul’s use of the term. The cases in the pre-text have the additional status of
possibly influencing the audience’s understanding, as well as our own.
In each of the seven occurrences before 1 Cor.8:6, there is no great difficulty in
understanding the denotation of this general term from the intrinsic nature of the
predication in which it occurs, with a little help from the immediate textual context. The
first case, τὸ γὰρ πνευ^ µα πα' ντα ε ραυνα^,
, καὶ τὰ βα' θη του^ θεου^ (2:10), is actually the most
difficult. Commentators venture several interpretations of the term’s denotation,15 but none
suggests that it means the created universe. In 2:15, ο δὲ πνευµατικὸς α νακρι' νει [τὰ]
πα' ντα, it obviously means “other (unspiritual) people”. The two instances in 2:15 and 2:16
are in the same sentence and share the same denotation. The reference in that case is
clearly very wide-ranging, but the context requires us to read it as something like
“everything we will encounter that has been encompassed by salvation”.16 It cannot be
rendered “the world”, because κο' σµος is actually one of its constituent examples. Finally,
the triple occurrences in 6:12 have to be read as “all behavioral options” or something
equivalent.
We may conclude that the textual context preceding 8:6 has done very little to
indicate a specific denotation of τὰ πα' ντα in the first supplementary clause of this verse,
________________________
14

BAGD 631-33.
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e.g., Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 66 suggests the benefits of salvation; C.K. Barrett, A Commentary on the
First Epistle to the Corinthians, 2nd ed. (London: A.&C. Black, 1971) 74, and Thiselton, First
Corinthians, 256 think it means God’s salvific purposes; while Archibald Robertson and Alfred Plummer, A
Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the First Epistle of St Paul to the Corinthians, The International
Critical Commentary (Edinburgh: T.& T.Clark, 1911) 44, and Gordon D. Fee, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians, The New International Commentary on the New Testament (Grand Rapids: William B.
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1987) 111 see it referring to God’s own wisdom, so that καὶ in the next
clause is equivalent to “that is”.
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Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 80 reads this sentence as an expression of the Stoic principle, “ ‘All things
belong to the wise man’ i.e. he is lord over all that comes to him from without.” Raymond F. Collins, First
Corinthians, Sacra Pagina 7 (Collegeville: The Liturgical Press, 1999) 166, agrees, commenting that in
Paul’s use, this maxim “sums up the Corinthians’ claims to freedom, wisdom, and power.” Fee, First
Corinthians, 154, on the other hand, characterizes the five referents (apart from the apostles) as “the ultimate
tyrannies of human existence, to which people are in bondage as slaves.” Thiselton, First Corinthians, 326
agrees with Fee. All read this expression and its context in soteriological rather than creational terms.
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apart from providing some very general associations with God’s saving purposes and
actions. It has certainly done nothing to suggest a focus on the created world as such.
Therefore the occurrence in 8:6 is open to receive whatever denotation will best make it fit
into its particular context in the minds of the audience. It does not have the sort of
definiteness that would nudge our understanding of the predication into a cosmological
framework. If anything, the use of τὰ πα' ντα as subject would contribute a rather general
reference from the pre-text to the scope of God’s salvific actions and purposes. This could
only reinforce the salvific associations carried by the predicate, which we saw above.

8.2 ... καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν ...
The second supplementary clause has the syntactic form of a coordinate clause,
standing in paratactic relation to the principal clause α λλ η µι^ν εις θεὸς ο πατὴρ (quoted
here in its fullest form including the connective α λλα and modal adjunct η µι^ν). This
grammatical structure indicates that, in contrast to the previous relative clause which
served to extend the denotation of the noun phrase ο πατὴρ, the second supplementary
clause stands out as making an important assertion in its own right, alongside the principal
clause. So the assertive force of the clause could be shown by contracting the first half of
the sentence into the form α λλ η µι^ν εις θεὸς (ο πατὴρ ...), καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν. This also
emphasizes the close link between the two first-person plural pronouns, η µι^ν and η µει^ς,
which must therefore have the same referents.17
Nevertheless this syntactic relation to the principal clause does not make this
second supplementary clause semantically independent of the first, for two reasons. The
relative clause, together with its head ο πατη' ρ, extends the meaning of the noun phrase to
which the pronoun αυ το' ν in the predicate of the second clause refers. Given that such use
of a pronoun is one of the main anaphoric devices used to link a clause semantically with
preceding discourse, all of that extended meaning is carried forward into this coordinate
clause.18 The second semantic link between the first two supplementary clauses is
provided by the antithetical relation between their two prepositions, ε κ and ει ς : they are
antonyms.19 Their close proximity in this sentence means that we cannot interpret them
independently: for instance, if the first has a directional sense such as “out of” then the
second must mean “into”. Moreover, this dependency is not mutual, but controlled by
their sequential relation: the sense of the first preposition controls that of the second,
within any constraints imposed by other elements of the predication in which the second is
found.
________________________
17

I shall discuss the significance of this fact in 3.3.4 below.

18

See my discussion of anaphora and sluicing above.
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For that relation in general, see Porter, Idioms, 151-56.
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That other element in this case is the pronoun αυ το' ν, referring to the one (who is
called) θεο' ς. Together they form the predicate εις αυτο' ν (equivalent to εις θεο' ν) which is
applied to the subject of the clause, η µει^ς, to complete the clause. What constraints might
that predicate phrase as a whole apply to the semantics of the preposition within it? When
we look to the text of 1 Corinthians for guidance, we find that it does not offer much help;
nothing closely equivalent to the phrase ει ς θεο' ν is found anywhere in the pre-text, and
only one loosely similar instance afterwards, at 10:31: ειτε ουν ε σθι' ετε ειτε πι' νετε ειτε τι
ποιει^τε, πα' ντα ει ς δο' ξαν θεου^ ποιει^τε. We might regard this as a possible reference back to
the phrase in 8:6, expounding one aspect of being ει ς θεο' ν : that if we are ει ς θεο' ν then it
follows that whatever we do about eating and drinking should done for God’s glory.
However that application of this present clause, if it is such, comes later in the discourse
and can only confirm rather than supply signficance to the earlier phrase. We might also
look further afield, to find other indications of Paul’s possible habitual use of such phrases,
looking not only to his other letters but also to any instances of ει ς Χριστο' ν or equivalent
expressions, given that the fourth of these prepositional predications affirms that Christ
plays a mediating role in our ει' ς θεο' ν relation, as we shall see in my next section.
I have collected all such instances in Paul’s letter in Appendix E. The first
observation we must make concerning this evidence is that it is rather meagre: there are
only thirteen examples in the whole corpus. So Paul uses this preposition only rarely in
relation to either God or Christ. However we cannot leap to a conclusion that those few
uses must be highly significant indicators of its use in the present case, as in fact a variety
of semantic cases are expressed in these few examples. When the predicator is a verb
(eleven times) or a nominal phrase (three times) the prepositional phrase has an ancillary,
modifying role in relation to the verb or noun phrase which is its head, and the semantic
case it expresses is determined by the sense of the head. The only other instance of a
prepositional predication using εις is found in Rom.11:36 which, as I have already argued
when discussing the prepostition ε κ, is too semantically vague to offer us much help.
Appendix E classifies the data into four groups according to my reading of the
semantic case expressed by ει ς in each instance, with the predicators conveying that case
identified in a comment after each entry. We may conclude that two such cases, Purpose
and Inclusion, are predominant uses which might therefore be carried over as prime
alternative candidates when we interpret the two instances of ει ς θεο' ν occurring on its own
as a prepositional predicate.20
________________________
20

For reasons already discussed, I am not going to follow Thüsing’s procedure of doing that first for Rom.
11:36 and then carrying those results over into 1 Cor.8:6, no matter how many similarites these two verses
contain. Each of these two most undefined cases must be interpreted in its own context, making use of the
semantics of more definite uses of the phrase in question in other cases can be shown to apply to its own
textual situation. Otherwise it would be just as valid to interpret the use in Romans on the basis of its use
here: either way the procedure is arbitary, unless we also adopt the assumption, as Thüsing does, that the
more concise nature of the Rom.11:36 formulation makes it a clearer expression of an original Hellenistic
credo. But that would beg the very question of the verse’s pre-existence that I, with others, have raised.
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All four semantic cases shown in the appendix, along with any other possibilites
not elsewhere used by Paul, are of course at least initial candidates for Paul’s use of the
preposition in the present instance. The two less-used cases, Patient and Relation, can be
ruled out very quickly on the grounds that each requires the use of specific verbs that will
indicate their meaning. The first case indicates that an Agent X does something indicated
by the verb to the Patient of that action, Y. The second means that the subject X stands in a
particular relation specified by a verb of further nominal phrase, to Y. The two more
frequent cases, however, are able to stand on their own without further assistance. So we
have two suggested possibilites: that η µει^ς αυ το' ν means either that we are included in
God, in some relational sense, or else that God constitutes our purpose.
Those two candidates, and any others that might arise, must of course then be
evaluated in terms of how well they fit into the constraints set by the antonymous relation
ει ς has with ε κ in the previous clause. Given that we have established that this most
probably expresses the case Source (of gifts and benefits), we would need to show that the
case expressed by ει ς is closely related to that. That is, there must be some clear relation
between God being the source of all our benefits and the idea of him constituting our
purpose, or alternatively of our inclusion in him, in his purposes or in the community of
those who receive his benefits. To investigate what either of these ideas would mean in the
contest of the present discourse will take me the whole of the next chapter. Before that,
however, we have further semantic relations to decode from this sentence that will assist
our task.
8.2.1 Inside Knowledge: η µει^ς
One further aspect of the second supplementary clause (καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν)
deserves mention in passing. The first-person plural pronoun η µει^ς has a pragmatic
function in this clause that provides a significant link with the pre-text. It has, of course,
appeared in dative form within the modal adjunct α λλ η µι^ν at the start of the verse, and
there is a general agreement that in both places it refers to Paul and his audience, together
with all other members of the believing community: the Christian movement has a
distinctive set of beliefs and a special purpose. I would like to suggest that we should
recognise a further layer of pragmatic meaning inherent in this pronoun, which it has
inherited from its use in the pre-text.
One of the subtleties of the first-person plural pronoun in Greek, as in English, is
that a speaker can use it either to include or to exclude the audience. In a discourse where
the predominant tone is argumentative and the personal relations strained, it takes on an
interpersonal function of marking agreement or disagreement, closeness or distance
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between speaker and audience.21 For instance, “We think such and such” means one thing
when it is used to remind the audience of a common belief, but something else entirely
when “we” includes only the speaker and those who side with his position, and is set over
against a contrary position which some or all of the audience have espoused. In such cases
of disagreement, “we” tends to be used alongside “you” to mark the differences between
the parties.
Paul has used it in both senses in its many occurrences in the pre-text, which I have
set out in Appendix F, along with all uses of υ µεις that are used to distance the audience
from the writer or from some other group (such as the apostles or the wider Christian
movement) with which the writer identifies. The twelve cases in the pre-text where η µει^ς
includes the audience can be seen to share some common themes: inclusion in Christ and
the Church, the receipt of spiritual gifts, and security of relationship with God. There are
twelve other verses in which η µει^ς (twelve times) or υ µει^ς (sixteen times) is used to
convey differences between the writer and the audience. This happens first in 1:10-12,
where he is confronting them with their reported disunity, and his tone is one of rebuke.
The second case, 1:23, contrasts his preaching of Christ crucified with their own cultural
predilection for wisdom. The third, in 2:16, where he claims, “we have the mind of Christ”
applies only to those who are spiritual (v.15), and he goes on to pointledly exclude them
from this group in 3:1, the fourth case. In the section from 4:1 to 4:8 there is an extended
use of these pronouns to emphasize the differences between Paul the other apostles as a
group and those in Corinth who misunderstand their ministry, climaxing in the heavy irony
of verses 8-10 where the service and suffering of the apostles is contrasted with the
prosperity claimed by some of the audience. 5:1-2 uses υ µι^ν ... υ µει^ς ... υ µω
^ ν rather
pointedly to ascribe a joint responsibility to the congregation for the πορνει' α they have
tolerated in their midst, in contrast to Paul. The remaining occurrences in the pretext occur
in the first section of chapter 6, where he is rebuking them for taking one another before
the civil courts: the second person plural is used pointedly here to distinguish them as a
group that is failing to live up to its potential as future judges of the world. In most of
these cases, the use of the pronoun is syntactically optional, and can therefore be taken to
express emphasis.
Comparing the two categories displayed in the appendix, we can see that their
occurrences are somewhat mingled, although not confused. The overall pattern seems to be
that Paul swings constantly from including them in all the blessings of being within the
community of Christ’s people, and reminding them of aspects of their thinking and
behaviour in which they have distanced themselves from its established norms. The
cumulative effect is to undermine their over-confidence in their own spiritual standing,

________________________
21

I have not yet found a commentator who considers this aspect of the pronoun and its significance for the
epistle. Therefore this section of my argument is a kite-flying exercise, an excursus mapping out a potential
line of investigation for another study.
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which seems just what Paul intended. It also means that by the time the audience reach
8:6, they may not be sure whether he means to include them when he uses the terms η µι^ν
... η µει^ς . That subtle ambiguity in the sentence is an important pragmatic element of the
communication here at the start of the present discourse. It leaves them with a choice as
they consider all that he is about to write: will they continue to hold onto the slogans
expressed in v.4, along with the underlying attitudes they serve to justify, as the grounds
on which they deal with the issue of ει δωλο' θυτα? If so, they will resist Paul’s substitution
of v.6 as a better statement of what “we” believe, and with it the special relation its second
supplementary clause suggests between “us” and God through Christ. Paul has bundled
the issues of belief and allegiance together in a single rhetorical package, inviting his
audience to accept or reject it as a whole.
The keystone binding this construction together is provided by the third and fourth
supplementary clauses, and expressed in the second half of the verse.

8.3 ... δι ου τὰ πα' ντα, καὶ η µει^ς δι αυ του^
As I have argued in an earlier chapter, the most important topos to which Paul will
appeal in this discourse is provided by the example of Christ, and in particular the example
of his self-abnegating relinquishment of his own rights for the benefit of others. The
gospel bearing on ει δωλο' θυτα, as with every other issue, is Christ crucified (1 Cor: 2:2).
Every other principle must be interpreted in the light of that proclamation which the
audience accepted when they became Christ’s people in Corinth.
Similarly, the second half of 1 Corinthians 8:6 binds all that Christians have to say
about God and the gods to that same figure. All that “we” say about the one being “we
call” Θεο' ς, naming him as ο πατη' ρ, acknowledging that τὰ πα' ντα all come from him, and
affirming that “we” are ει ς αυ το' ν, is inseparable from the fact that “we” also call one and
only one being κυ' ριος , the very specific person Jesus Christ. All that we claim to know of
God, whether it be his oneness, his fatherly nature, or our relation to him in that role,
comes about in, or is moulded by, the context of the community of faith which Jesus
founded and in which he is present as Lord. So the primary function of this second half of
the verse is expressed through its principal clause, καὶ εις κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς Χριστο' ς.
However, that is not where it ends. The two supplementary clauses that follow carry the
theme of Christ’s mediating role beyond generalities about God to the specific relational
aspects of faith expressed in the first two supplementary clauses, ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς
ει ς αυ το' ν. These are not left to stand on their own as affirmations, but are implicitly
qualified by what Paul writes about Christ: δι ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς δι'' αυ του^ .
The relation between the third and fourth supplementary clauses and the first two is
signalled by their exact structural parallels: ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα is matched with δι ου τὰ
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πα' ντα, and καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν with καὶ η µει^ς δι'' αυ του^ . It follows that the second member
in each related pair modifies the first, so that the affirmations expressed are the same as if
Paul had written, τὰ πα' ντα ε' κ ο πατη' ρ δι  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ and καὶ η µεις ει' ς ο πατη' ρ δι
 Ιησου^ Χριστου^ . In other words, our whole relation with God, all that comes from him and
how we are to him, is mediated through Christ; and all of this is expressed by means of the
prepositional predications using the key term δια' .
This preposition nearly always expresses some form of mediate or durative
relation, loosely translatable as ‘through”, when coupled with the genitive.22 Some of those
relations are of triple valency, involving a relation between three terms (three referring
expressions).23 So a verb “v” which can be applied to two nouns or noun phrases X and Y
to form a predication of the form “(X) v (Y)”, a double-valency relation, might also be
used to form a triple valency relation involving a third term Z: “(X) v (Y) (δια Z).” If the
predicator is formed by a nominal phrase instead of a verb, a similar relation can still be
expressed: “(X) (Y) (δια' Z).”
Paul uses δια' in triple-valency relations in several places in his writings to express
the mediating role played by Christ in relation to God. I have listed these in Appendix G,
grouping them to make their correspondence with the two occurrences in 1 Cor 8:6
apparent. Rom.5:11 appears in both sets, as it contains separate parallels. I have identified
the three terms in each relation by enclosing them in brackets, with superscripted labels
identifying the corresponding terms: Π for (terms corresponding to) τὰ πα' ντα, Η for η µει^ς,
Θ for θεου^ /θεο' ν, and Κ for κυ' ριου/κυ' ριον. Some of these bracketings are nested, and one
of the two predications in 5:11 has a blank ( )Θ bracket to indicate the ellipsis of one term
(which its appearance in the earlier clause made possible).
What conclusions, if any, can we draw about the relations Paul expresses in these
two forms? Once again, I have to acknowledge that the sample is quite small, yet it does
seem to yield enough examples of each construction to enable us to give them a place as
evidence supporting hypotheses I have already formed above.
Considering the examples in the first set, these data may be seen as a sampling of
all that comes to “us” from God through Christ: victory (1 Cor.15:57), reconciliation to
himself and righteousness (2 Cor.5:18), obtaining salvation rather than wrath (1
Thess.5:9), righteousness based on faith (Phil.3:9), judgment of human secrets (Rom.2:11),
righteousness bestowed on believers by grace (Rom3:22,24), and reconciliation once again
(Rom.5:11). Each of these examples can be clearly seen to be soteriological in its purview,
and their collective witness may thus be taken as offering a slight degree of confirmation

________________________
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of my reading of τὰ πα' ντα in 1 Cor.8:6 as a reference to all the benefits and dispositions
Christians receive from God through Christ: for us ... all things come from God through
Christ.
The second set throws a similar degree of light on the final clause in 1 Cor. 8:6,
where semantic ambiguity lies around the denotation of the predicate εις Θεο' ν. We have
already seen that Paul’s other uses of this phrase suggest the semantic cases Inclusion and
Purpose. These further instances help to fill out our sense of those general semantic cases,
as Paul used this construction elsewhere. 2 Cor.1:19-20 specifies one aspect of our
purpose: to give the “Amen for glory” to God through Christ. In 3:4 of the same epistle,
”We have confidence towards God through Christ,” which might be read as expressing a
benefit from God, has a God-ward aspect (πρὸς τὸν θεο' ν) and can be even more fittingly
read as expressing our duty of making a faith-filled response to God’s grace. Philippians
1:11 speaks of our purpose as to be “filled with the fruits of righteousness which (grow)
through Christ to the glory and praise of God.” The five references in Romans display four
closely related qualities of Christian response to God through Christ: thanksgiving (1:8
and 7:25), “boasting in God” (5:11), fruitbearing (7:4), and rendering glory to God for ever
(16:27). We might classify all of these examples of the Christian-to-God-through-Christ
relation from Paul’s letters as conveying aspects of appropriate response. As such, they
add further definition to either of the two more general semantic cases Purpose and
Inclusion which we earlier identified as possible senses of the prepositional predicate εις
Θεο' ν.
Reviewing this enquiry into the semantics of the four supplementary clauses in 1
Corinthians 8:6, we may conclude that the progressive effect of these propositional
predications is to suggest a series of affirmations, each building on and confirming the
sense of its predecessors. The first, ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα, affirms that God is the source of
“everything”, with the most likely denotion of that general referential term being
“everything that comes to us as his people”, with the further implication that this means
“every benefit..” The second clause, καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν, suggests a consequence of the
first: that we through being recipients of those benefits, are thereby cast into a God-ward
relation that can be best characterised within the general semantic cases Inclusion and
Purpose. The third and fourth clauses specify Christ as the mediator through whom all
those benefits come, and through whom therefore the consequences of our being
beneficiaries are defined. This general field of meaning has been established in the case of
the first clause on the basis of substantial evidence from the discourse of the pre-text. The
other three, which lack such weighty precedents in the pre-text have nevertheless been
shown, on the basis of parallels elsewhere in Paul’s writings, to fit best into the semantic
frame established by the first.
The meanings established are, of course, very general. They amount only to a
suggestive framework which we might well hope would convey far more to its original
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audience than it does immediately to us. To fill out that original meaning further, we must
now turn to the social context within which this discourse took place.
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CHAPTER 9
DIVINE PATRONAGE IN THE CORINTHIAN CHURCH

Throughout this study I have been exploring the possibility of reading 1 Corinthians
8:6 as an integral part of the text in which it is found. I began to explore that textual context
(in chapters two to five above) in order to determine what interpretive horizons it might
provide for this verse, concluding that the discourse in which it is found, on the topic of
ει δωλο' θυτα, contains a mixture of three major genres: Greek deliberative argument, Jewish
scriptural interpretation, and Christian traditional proclamation and teaching. I also argued
that on this topic Paul struggles to provide deliberative and traditional arguments in support of
a position which is actually dependent on scripture, while also defending himself against a
related criticism that appeals to the tradition of Jesus’ words.
My sixth chapter examined the immediate textual context of the verse, 1 Cor.8:1-6,
concluding that the paragraph is a deliberative introduction opening up the topic in a fashion
appealing to the rationality of his audience, and that if verse 6 were an integral part of the
text’s discourse then its most likely function would be to provide a summary statement of the
grounds on which Paul intended to argue his subsequent case: that it should act as a thesis for
his argument. My seventh and eighth chapters then examined the grammatical structures
inherent in the verse and linking it to its immediate textual context, concluding that its syntax
and semantics combine to tie it firmly into its present textual context. Syntactic and semantic
analysis also led me to conclude that the fundamental assertion in the verse is conveyed
through the cumulative effect of its four supplementary clauses, which combine to depict God
as the unitary source of a variety of benefits and dispositions provided to Christians through
Christ, and to assert that receipt of these imposes obligations on the recipients.
To complete the picture of what this very general statement might have conveyed to
Paul’s audience as a thesis signalling the fundamental grounds and direction of his subsequent
argument, we need to examine the social context of this discourse.

9.1 The Social Context of the Corinthian Church
Study of Paul’s epistles has been greatly enhanced recently by extensive study of the
social context in which he wrote, and one of the most influential results has been the
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emergence of social stratification as a key issue.1 Wayne Meeks has established an accepted
starting point for scholarly discussion of social stratification within the Pauline churches.2 He
distinguishes two useful measures, rank and status, the first being clearly defined and the
second much more complex but potentially more useful. There were seven legally distinct
“orders” or “estates” (ordines) in Roman society, with a clear ranking of power and privilege.
At the top of this hierarchy was the senatorial aristocracy, followed by the equestrian order,
then the decurional order able to take office within municipal and provincial bureaucracies ,
the plebeians (in Rome only), the freeborn (ingenui), freedmen (liberti) and finally at the
bottom of the pile, slaves (servi). As the first three orders constituted only about 1 percent of
the population, Meeks finds little use for the others as a means of discriminating among the
rest of the population.
The “orders” (ordines) or “estates” of imperial Roman society ... were clear-cut, legally
established categories. The two most important and enduring ones were the senators and the
knights: the ordo senatorius and the ordo equester. In addition, the families whose members
had served or were eligible to serve in the councils or senates of the provincial cities
constituted a local order in those places. These orders, and the steps that led to them, the
cursus honorium, were of tremendous importance to the ambitious elite of the Roman empire.
Yet, given that these three top ordines comprised considerably less than 1 percent of the
population, the category does not have much discriminatory power for the sorts of groups we
are investigating. To include as formal ordines also the plebs (in Rome) and the ordo
libertinorium would be only slightly more useful than adding “and everybody else.”3

That is to say, the significance of the distinctions between the lower orders was largely
reduced by variations in the factors that gave rise to the other measure: status, a multidimensional phenomenon taking account of variations in ranking in several different
categories, namely “ethnic origins, citizenship, personal liberty, wealth, occupation, age, sex
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Activity,” Novum Testamentum XXVI.1 (Jan 1984): 59-82; Other valuable studies focused on the social
Corinth include: Peter Marshall, Enmity in Corinth: Social Conventions in Paul’s Relations with the
Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen Zum Neuen Testament 2.Reihe 23 (Tübingen: J.C.B.Mohr (Paul Siebeck),
1987); William Baird, “‘One Against the Other’: Intra-Church Conflict in 1 Corinthians,” The Conversation
Continues: Studies in Paul and John in Honour of J.Louis Martyn, eds Robert T. Fortna and Beverly R. Gaventa
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1990) 116-36; John K. Chow, Patronage and Power: A Study of Social Networks in
Corinth, JSNT Supplement Series (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992); and David G. Horrell, The
Ethos of the Corinthian Correspondence: Interests and Ideology from 1 Corinthians to 1 Clement, Studies of the
New Testament and Its World (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1996).
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and public offices or honours”.4 The main point we should note here is that while an
individual’s birth-given ordo was relatively fixed, the other status-determining factors
allowed much more opportunity for social mobility. For instance, we cannot simply say that
all slaves shared the same social status at the bottom of the heap: some of the slaves in the
household of Caesar Augustus had such wealth and authority that even senators were obliged
to honour and obey them. Voluntary slavery may well have been one of the fastest means of
social advancement available to those in the lower orders, provided you chose the right
master.5 That is an extreme case however: It is perhaps best to say that Corinth, with its recent
history of resettlement by Roman freedmen and economic migrants from other parts of the
empire, coupled with its notable success as a commercial and cultural centre, offered its lower
classes a special opportunity to rise in social status, especially by economic means.
“Freedom” in this context would always carry some of the connotations of that opportunity.
Compared with our modern Western social structures, however, the social situation in
Corinth should be characterized as much more hierarchical overall, and with much less
opportunity for advancement to higher social status. How then did this affect the composition
of the Christian movement to which Paul wrote this letter? The consensus among scholars has
shifted during the twentieth century from Deissmann’s opinion that the movement attracted a
disproportionate number of low-status converts towards that expressed by Meeks:
A Pauline congregation generally reflected a fair cross-section of urban society. Moreover,
those persons prominent enough in the mission or in the local community for their names to be
mentioned or to be identifiable in some other way usually—when we have evidence to make
any judgement at all about them—exhibit signs of a high ranking in one or more dimensions.
Although the evidence is not abundant, we may venture the generalization that the most active
and prominent members of Paul’s circle (including Paul himself) are people of high status
inconsistency (low status crystallization). They are upwardly mobile; their achieved status is
higher than their attributed status.6

Meeks’ theory concerning status inconsistency is contestable,7 but his report of the
4

Meeks, First Urban Christians, 55; and in distinction from Theissen’s position, 70. See also Horrell, Social
Ethos, 65 - 68.
5

See Dale B. Martin, Slavery as Salvation: The Metaphor of Slavery in Pauline Christianity (New Haven &
Yale UP, 1990) 1 - 49.
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Meeks, First Urban Christians, 73.

The consensus associated with Meeks’ position has recently been attacked, and Deissmann’s view re-argued by
Justin J. Meggitt, Paul, Poverty and Survival (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1988); see critical reviews by Dale B.
“Review Essay: Justin J. Meggitt, Paul, Poverty and Survival,” Journal for the Study of the New Testament 84
2001): 51-64; and Gerd Theissen, “The Social Structure of Pauline Communities: Some Critical Remarks on J.J.
Meggitt, Paul, Poverty and Survival,” Journal for the Study of the New Testament 84 (Dec 2001): 65-84; and
Meggitt’s response, Justin J. Meggitt, “Response to Martin and Theissen,” Journal for the Study of the New
Testament 84 (Dec 2001): 85-94. Meggat’s thesis constitutes a direct challenge to economic aspects of the
established around Meek’s position. His thesis in general is that the Pauline churches did not include members
the very highest social classes, which were also the very wealthiest (with which Meeks would agree) and that all
members experienced poverty, defined as “an absolute rather relative phenomenon. It is present where the basic
essentials necessary for supporting human life are not taken for granted but are a continuous source of anxiety.”
(Meggitt, Paul, Poverty and Survival, 5). Although adopting P.Garnsey’s definition, “The poor are those living
near subsistence level, whose prime concern it is to obtain the minimum food, shelter and clothing necessary to
sustain life, whose lives are dominated by the struggle for physical survival” (Meggitt, Paul, Poverty and
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scholarly consensus is reliable, and would encourage us to assume that Paul’s audience in this
letter has the same mixture of social strata in its composition as the wider Corinthian society,
with the exception of the very richest and poorest.8 A corollary is that this stratification has
brought some of the tensions from that wider society into the congregation where they are
now further sharpened and transformed by contact with the movement’s more egalitarian
social ideals as we see reflected, for example, in 1:26 – 29; 4:8 – 13; and 11:20 – 22.
Within the discourse on ει δωλοθυ' τα, social stratification may be taken to constitute a
formative dimension of the underlying conflict. Given that public cultic activities were an
essential means by which Greco-Roman societies constituted themselves, and that
responsibility for and benefits from participation in such activities was not evenly spread
across all social strata, we may conclude that the impact of any group withdrawal from
participation would be felt differently by high and low status Christians. Those with high
status had most to gain from participating, and most to lose if their freedom to do so was lost.9
In the remainder of this chapter I will argue that the social context of the discourse on
ει δωλο' θυτα does in fact include one social construct, patronage, that provides an integrated

Survival, 5) Meggitt does not attempt to demonstrate that such a preoccupation within the Pauline churches is
evident in the correspondence, although he does argue in his final chapter that economic aspects of church life
addressed in the epistles should be interpreted as a “survival strategy”. Most importantly for my own study, he
allows that Paul’s use of such terms as ευ γενη' ς, δυνατο' ς, and πλου' σος in 1 Corinthians implies the presence of
degree of economic disparity within the audience. “The words are far more imprecise than has been allowed.
they are indeed socially descriptive, it is impossible to be certain what exactly they describe. By itself (sic.)
words in 1 Cor 1:26 can tell us nothing concrete about the social constituency of the congregation he addresses
except that a small number were more fortunate than the others. How much more fortunate it is impossible to
determine ... the apostle soon forgets the distinction that he has drawn and refers to all of the Corinthian
all of the called, in the subsequent two verses, as foolish, weak, despised, nothings.” (Meggitt, Paul, Poverty
Survival, 105-06). We might well counter that Meggitt is over-reading vv. 27-28, a fault he has just found in
readings of the previous verse. Paul’s point, surely, is that in choosing so many of low social rank, God has
scant regard for the higher status of the few drawn from more privileged circumstances. Paul’s intention there,
elsewhere in the epistle, is to persuade his audience to adopt a similar evaluation of status differences among
themselves.
Theissen’s measured response to Meggatt emphasizes the very real differences in wealth among those below the
elite classes. “The crucial question, however, is how to make a sociological classification of the great majority of
city population, which was situated below the class of the decurions, that is, the politically powerful families.
is no doubt that most Christians belonged to this urban majority. According to Meggitt, this majority was a
homgeneous mass, struggling for survival and earning not much more than was necessary for subsistence, and
less than that. The social homogeneity of so many people is extremely unlikely in sociological terms. Such a
mass must have been socially structured. And there is indeed evidence for such significant socio-economic
differences within them ..... At all events there were huge differences of prosperity between the common people
below the decurions, which may explain why these common people distinguished between the rich and the poor
among themselves ..... Both in reality and in its interpretation there existed distinctive social differences among
population below the local power elite, even if all groups were far removed from the huge possessions and the
of the imperial upper class.”(Theissen, “Social Structure,” 72-73).
8

See further Theissen’s earlier detailed argument concerning the social stratification of the Corinthian Christians
the second chapter of Theissen, Social Setting, 69 - 119.
9

So Horrell, Social Ethos, 108, shifting the issue away from Theissen, Willis and Gooch who differed on
the poor had opportunities to eat meat apart from those provided by sacrificial occasions. That argument does
seem to lead anywhere useful, and it seems more fruitful to focus on the differing social consequences involved
differing strata in the various occasions of participation or withdrawal dealt with by Paul.
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interpretation of the four prepositional predications in the subordinate clauses: ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα
καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν ... δι ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς δι'' αυ του^ . I shall argue that an interpretation
of these predications as an expression of a patronage relation is further supported by the
common-use semantics of two key terms, κυ' ριος and πατη' ρ, and that these terms should also
extend our interpretive horizon beyond patronage to include the closely related semantic field
of family relations. My hypothesis is that the combined fields of patronage and family, as
found throughout Greco-Roman culture, constitute the major conceptual and valuational
domain within which Paul argues his case in this discourse, and that the communicative
function of 1 Corinthians 8:6 is, accordingly, to activate that domain within his audience’s
consciousness as he begins his argument on the topic of ειδωλο'θυτα.

9.2 Patronage in Greco-Roman Society
While versions of the patron-client relationship can be identified in most societies,
both ancient and modern, in Roman society it had a distinctive and central influence. The
most important recent study of patronage in Greco-Roman culture is that of Richard Saller.10
While previous historians such as M.I.Finlay had minimized the importance of patronage
within Hellenistic culture, chiefly because of the lack of Greek equivalents to the terms
patron and client, Saller argued convincingly that even within Roman society such terms
were regarded as demeaning to those who were subordinate in these relationships, and hence
avoided: patrons were better termed ‘benefactors’, gifts and favours referred to as ‘benefits’,
and clients called ‘friends’.11 Many similarly nuanced circumlocutions were also used, but
everyone knew what they all meant: these all pointed to formal relationships involving
benefits and obligations. Moving beyond the presence or absence of such terminology, Saller
redefined patronage in functional terms, beginning with a quotation from the French historian,
J. Boissevain:
One specialist on the subject has offered the following definition: ‘Patronage is founded on the
reciprocal relations between patrons and clients. By patron I mean a person who uses his
influence to assist and protect some other person, who becomes his “client”, and in return
provides certain services to his patron. The relationship is asymmetrical, though the nature of
the services exchanged may differ considerably.’ Three vital elements which distinguish a

10

Richard P. Saller, Personal Patronage Under the Early Empire (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1982). For
extensions and responses to this seminal study, see the essays collected in Andrew Wallace-Hadrill ed.,
Ancient Society (London: Routledge, 1989), including another by Saller. Other valuable studies of Greco-Roman
patronage outside biblical studies include Thomas Brian Andersen, “Patrocinium: The Concept of Personal
Protection and Dependence in the Later Roman Empire and the Early Middle Ages,” Ph.D. dissertation (New
Fordham University, 1974); Georges Fabre, Libertus: Patrons et Affranchis À Rome (Rome: École Française de
Rome, 1981); and Phebe Lowell Bowditch, Horace and the Gift Economy of Patronage (Berkeley: U of
P, 2001).
11

The effect was never to reduce distinctions of social rank. Such amici were subdivided into superiores, pares,
inferiores and clientes to indicate the relative status between friends. Richard Saller, “Patronage and Friendship
Early Imperial Rome: Drawing the Distinction,” Patronage in Ancient Society, Ed. Andrew Wallace-Hadrill
(London: Routledge, 1989) 57.
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patronage relationship appear in this passage. First, it involves the reciprocal exchange of
goods and services. Secondly, to distinguish it from a commercial transaction in the
marketplace, the relationship must be a personal one of some duration. Thirdly, it must be
asymmetrical, in the sense that the two parties are of unequal status and offer different kinds of
goods and services in the exchange – a quality which sets patronage off from friendship
between equals.12

So whenever these three factors are present as features of any society, we may identify
a form of patronage, the postulate being that this is a widespread if not universal social feature
across different societies. Seneca, Paul’s contemporary, certainly thought that patronage was
a universal social phenomenon: his longest essay is on this subject, dealing with it mainly
from the viewpoint of an aristocratic patron faced with the necessity of conferring benefits on
his subordinates, includes this broad generalisation:
De beneficus dicendum est et ordinanda res, quae maxime humanum societatum alligat.
What we need is a discussion of benefits and the rules for a practice that constitutes the chief
bond of human society.13

Seneca’s report of the central importance of patronage within Roman society has been
confirmed by modern scholars. Matthias Gelzer gave this description in 1912:
The entire Roman people, both the ruling circle and the mass of voters whom they ruled, was,
as a society, permeated by multifarious relationships based on fides and personal connections,
the principal forms of which were patrocinium in the courts and over communities, together
with political friendship and financial obligation. These relationships determined the
distribution of political power. To maintain their rights citizens and subjects alike were
constrained to seek the protection of powerful men.14

Gelzer’s judgment has generally been confirmed by later historians. Wallace-Hadrill
summarizes the evidence for the importance of patronage as a characteristic feature of Roman
culture:
Numerous passages ... tell the same story: that the Roman noble felt himself almost naked
without an entourage of dependants, which he expanded to the best of his ability, and who
acted as the visible symbol of his social standing. Patronage was central to the Roman cultural
experience, in a way that it was foreign to the Greek cultural experience. It represented a vital
part of conscious Roman ideology, of their image of how their world both was and ought to
be.15

If patronage was such an important bond in Roman society, then we must assume that
Corinth as a Roman colony had its social structures thoroughly permeated by the powerful
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Saller, Personal Patronage, 1.
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De Beneficiis, I.4.2. Text and translation from the Loeb edition, p.18. That Seneca thought it entirely
to extend the patronal model to divine-human relationships can be seen at IV.1.5.
14

1969 translation from German original, quoted in Andrew Wallace-Hadrill, “Patronage in Roman Society:
Republic to Empire,” Patronage in Ancient Society, Ed. Andrew Wallace-Hadrill (London: Routledge, 1989) 68.

15

Wallace-Hadrill, “Patronage,” 65 Perhaps he would have been better to have written, “the classical Athenian
cultural experience” or even “Greek democratic ideals”: as Veyne, Ste.Croix and others have shown, these were
from representative of socio-economic reality throughout the hellenistic world.
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networks of influence which it fed.16 This is not to say that patronage was a cultural feature
thrust upon unwilling Greeks by their Roman conquerors and colonists.17 Several major
recent studies have established the economic basis of patronage as an integral feature of an
economic system common to many ancient societies and termed “euergetism” or “the gift
economy” by some theorists.18 Romans were distinctive in formalising the system and placing
a high value on it, despite protests against its abusive aspects from some of their writers and
philosophers.
The significance of patronage as an integral component of the social context of the
New Testament has been underlined in several studies, the most important of which for our
present focus is John Chow’s monograph on 1 Corinthians.19 Chow puts forward the
hypothesis that many otherwise disconnected problems that Paul addressed in this epistle can
be much better understood when they are seen as at least partly an expression of the social
power of patrons both within and outside the Christian community. Which is to say that those
opposed to him were united by their allegiance to powerful patrons, and that Paul’s
fundamental conflict with the congregation arose from his deliberate stance of financial
independence which left him as an outsider to the influential patronage networks that were
powerful determinants of others’ actions.

16

The social reality of first-century Corinth as an amalgam of Roman and Greek cultural forces has been amply
demonstrated in such studies as J. Wiseman, The Land of the Ancient Corinthians, Studies in Mediterranean
Archeology Vol.L (Göteborg: Paul Aströms Förlag, 1978); J. Wiseman, “Corinth and Rome I: 228 B.C. – A.D.
267,” Aufstieg und Niedergang der Römischen Welt: Geschichte und Kultur Roms Im Speigel der Neueren
Forschung II, 7/1 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1979) 438—548; Jerome Murphy-O’Connor, St. Paul’s Corinth: Texts
Archaeology (Wilmington: Michael Glazier, 1983); and Donald Engels, Roman Corinth: An Alternative Model
the Classical City (Chicago: The University of Chicago, 1990).
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Rome, the military conqueror, had long ago been culturally subjugated by Hellenism, and its colonisers,
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Religion and Power in Roman Imperial Society (Harrisburg: Trinity Press International, 1997) and idem., Paul
Politics: Ekklesia, Israel, Imperium, Interpretation, Essays in honour of Krister Stendahl ( Harrisburg: Trinity
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When the problems inside the church dealt with in 1 Corinthians are viewed in the light of the
convention of patronage in Roman Corinth, we can attribute important aspects of these
problems to the presence, influence and activity of some who functioned as patrons of the
church. It is likely that Paul’s conflict with some of the Corinthians resulted partly from Paul’s
refusal to accept money from the church which, in effect, constituted a violation of the
convention of friendship or patronage and which would therefore be seen by some at least to
bring dishonour to the rich patrons in the church. The divisions at the Lord’s table probably
reflect something of the same distinctions between patrons and inferiors. It may also be
assumed that the tensions in the church were caused or exacerbated to some extent by
competition among patrons in the church. ... It is possible that the litigants were powerful
patrons who had a better chance of redressing damage or making personal gains through
litigation. The case of immorality might have arisen when a rich and influential patron sought
to acquire more wealth through uniting with his stepmother. ... It has been argued in a
convincing way by Theissen that those in the church who ate meat were members of the
patronal class. I suggest further that those who ate at table in an idol’s temple were likely also
to be some powerful people in the church who, for reasons of ambition and/or obligation,
found it difficult to give up their connections with more powerful patrons in the colony. In
addition, the practice of a vicarious baptism for the dead may also be understood in this light.20

Whether or not Chow may be taken to have established the significance of patronage
in all of the above cases, I am convinced that he has correctly identified the most important
common factor uniting the various cases Paul handles in this discourse on ει δωλο' θυτα.21
Firstly, he identifies the case described in 8:10, that of a Christian “seen dining” in a pagan
temple, as the problem precipitating the discourse.22 Then, building on foundational insights
from Gerd Theissen,23 he postulates that the members of the Christian community who were
most likely to get themselves into this position were the socially “strong”, whose wealth and
social standing not only put them in the position of patrons to many within the church but also
made them most susceptible to pressure from the wider society obliging them to participate in
pagan cultic occasions.24 He also makes a connection between the socio-economic “strength”
of these people and the likelihood that these were the most likely group among the believers,
by reason of their education and self-interest, to identify themselves with a “wise”
sophistication discounting the reality and significance of pagan cults and their objects of
worship.25
20

Chow, Patronage and Power, 142.
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Meggitt, although including Chow in those whose work he opposes, takes up an ambiguous position on the
possibility of patronage relations between members of the Pauline churches. On the one hand, he is at pains to
that neither Paul nor others among his audience could have been clients of patrons within the truly wealthy
(Meggitt, Paul, Poverty and Survival, 79, 147, 167-68), yet he also affirms that various Caesars had clients
the rabble frequenting cookshops (Meggitt, Paul, Poverty and Survival, 110), that “patronage ties extended
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variety of classes”(Meggitt, Paul, Poverty and Survival, 147), that Christian economic mutualism had the effect
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relationships with members of the élite classes.”( Meggitt, Paul, Poverty and Survival, 175), and that in at least
case (Phoebe in Rom. 16:1-2), Paul actually describes one member of the audience as his patron, προστα' τις.
(Meggitt, Paul, Poverty and Survival, 146-48).
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The great strength of this hypothesis is in the range of problematic features in this
discourse it is able to explain. Firstly, it leads us to an integrated picture of the social
situation behind the three cases cited by Paul in these three chapters: the believer “eating in
the temple of an idol” (8:10), the temptation to engage in idolatrous worship (10:14), and the
believer hosted by an unbeliever (10:27). Each of these cases was more likely to be
experienced by Christians located higher on the socio-economic scale, and each can be related
to the obligations inherent in the patronage relations by which such advantages were
maintained. Patronage was both product and cause of an hierarchical social network in which
all except those at the extreme ends participated as both patrons and clients.26 Those who had
the strongest socio-economic position within the church, so that they were able to offer
patronage to other members, were sure to be clients of even more powerful patrons in the
wider society.27
The duties (officia) of clients may be divided into the provision of specific gifts
(munera), services (operae), and obsequia, the public demonstration of appropriate forms of
respect.28 Obsequia were less rigidly defined than other duties, allowing for at least a
semblance of spontaneous expression by clients, but commonly included attendance, when
invited, at feasts and other celebrations hosted by the patrons.29 These celebrations would
frequently include a cultic dimension that served to express thanks for the patron’s generosity
and prayers for his wellbeing.
In such a cultural context, patronage is also the most natural way to understand
divine-human relations. In popular religion in the Greco-Roman world the fundamental
activity was not theological speculation but securing benefits from divine powers, and
discharging the obligations inherent in that process.30 In Greco-Roman society, in which
patronage constitutes one of the most prominent structures of social cohesion, this means that
religious belief and affiliation were conceived as extensions of the human patronage system:
the gods functioned in their lives as super-patrons to whom they looked for all the same
benefits supplied by human patrons, and the duties owed to the gods by their human clients
were also similar. From Boissevain’s definition of patronage above, we can see that divine26
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To understand the pervasiveness of patronage in Roman society, we need to think not only about relationships
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human relations are pre-eminently suited to fulfil his criteria: in all religions human beings
tend to seek assistance and protection from the divine realm; they offer worship (typically
framed as “service”: c.f., Greek λατρει' α) and other services in return; and the relationship is
invariably seen to be asymmetrical, with the human partners expressing their total
powerlessness and dependence.
As the supreme patron of imperial Rome, the one person who was no man’s client, the
emperor stood at the head of the imperial pyramid of benefaction and obligation, the one
human being through whom all power and wealth was dispersed to lesser humans, and upon
whose wellbeing and beneficence all others depended.31 This made him godlike: in Roman
eyes not a god per se during his lifetime, but rather the chief client of the gods, whose
patronage of the human race was mediated through this one favoured client, who was
idealised as an exemplar of pietas. Hence he was frequently portrayed at the centre of cultic
activity, not as an object of worship but in a supreme priestly role, offering sacrifices and
receiving benefits on behalf of all his subjects.32
We should not regard the cult of Caesar as something imposed by the Romans upon
conquered Greeks. The evidence points rather in the opposite direction: to a genuine
reluctance by the early Roman emperors to accept divine honours heaped upon them by their
subjects in the Hellenic world.33 Recent research by the classical historian S.R.F.Price
emphasizes that far from being a peripheral part of Hellenistic religion, the imperial cult
became central and integral to Greek religion under the empire.34 Price’s study is based on
archaeological evidence gathered from throughout Asia Minor, but he contends that it is
applicable for Greco-Roman society in general. The picture of the imperial cult that emerges
from his data is of a religious movement embraced by all levels of society and inseparable
from all other manifestations of public worship. Wherever he looks for evidence of popular
religious practice, be it in architecture, religious images, coinage, sacrificial practice or public
festivals, he finds the figure of Caesar, either on his own or as an essential accompaniment of
the other gods. It is almost as though the emperor had increasingly become the essential
mediator between the gods and his subjects, the most tangible and incarnate manifestation of
the divine.35
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Price explains the ubiquity and popularity of the imperial cult as a genuine response
by colonised Greeks who sought to make sense of their subjugation by casting Caesar into the
role and status given earlier to their own emperors when their city states were subjugated by
Greek imperialism. So while Romans tended to postpone full deification of their emperors
until their deaths, Greeks needed to treat them as gods during their lifetimes, in order to
reconcile themselves to the awesome power that had overcome them and to mitigate their
humiliating subjugation. Caesar must be seen not only as the favourite of the gods, but as one
of them. The last two paragraphs of Price’s book give an apt summary of the function and
importance of the cult for the Hellenised Roman empire:
Many societies have the problem of making sense of an otherwise incomprehensible intrusion
of authority into their world. The Greeks were faced with the rule first of Hellenistic kings and
then of Roman emperors which was not completely alien, but which did not relate to the
traditions of the self-governing cities. They attempted to evoke an answer by focusing the
problem in ritual. Using their traditional symbolic system they represented the emperor to
themselves in the familiar terms of divine power. The imperial cult, like the cults of the
traditional gods, created a relationship of power between the subject and ruler. It also
enhanced the dominance of local elites over the populace, of cities over other cities, and of
Greek over indigenous cultures. That is, the cult was a major part of the web of power that
formed the fabric of society.
The imperial cult stabilized the religious order of the world. The system of ritual was carefully
structured: the symbolism evoked a picture of the relationship between the emperor and the
gods. The ritual was also structuring; it imposed a definition of the world. The imperial cult,
along with politics and diplomacy, constructed the reality of the Roman empire.36

It is plain that, accepting Price’s evidence for the ubiquity of the imperial cult in all
pagan Greek religious observances by the first century C.E., we must take this into very
serious consideration in the course of examining the significance of ει δωλοθυ' τα for Paul and
his audience. Indeed I would argue that the inescapable presence of the imperial cult in
Corinth is an overarching social reality dominating his discourse on this topic and that the
circumspection with which he feels obliged to deal with that unnamed presence goes a long
way towards explaining both the length and the convoluted nature of Paul’s argument.37
Rhetoric is another aspect of the cultural transformation of Hellenism under the
Roman empire. Much of the rhetorical criticism of the New Testament examined earlier
seems to operate on an assumption of the uniform influence of rhetoric over time and
throughout all Greco-Roman societies. One school of rhetorical criticism characterises
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rhetoric’s ancient Greek development as a means of promoting the viewpoints and interests of
the rich and powerful, and argues that under the Roman empire it was entirely appropriated
for that purpose.38 That is, rhetoric was now devoted to the cause of legitimising the Roman
empire’s use of power and to normalising the values of those who gained most from that
regime. If we recognise rhetoric as the public discourse of the privileged and powerful, then
we may also become more attuned to any indications of a private discourse of resistance
issuing “from below”, covert and coded so as to avoid repression, and expressing the interests
and viewpoint of the weak and disadvantaged. No colonised people built a successful
resistance to Roman power by criticising it openly. It follows that if Paul’s gospel had an
element of resistance to Roman power, its expression would be coded and covert, at least in
comparison to the freedom with which he attacked Jewish and Greek cultural norms. I wish to
argue that whether or not this was the case, his rhetoric against patronage in the present
discourse is couched in terms that minimize its potential to be recognized as an explicit attack
on the cohesion of the empire.
The whole system of benefits and obligations was essentially one of mediated
patronage: A was the client of B who was client of C .... who was the client of Caesar, who
was client of the gods. When A accepted B’s invitation to a feast, he did so not only as an
expression of his obligations to B, but indirectly as an acknowledgement of the place both
shared in the whole network, and of their common commitment to that whole. Conversely, to
absent himself too frequently from such occasions would not only call into question his
gratitude to B, but would be seen as subversive of the common good. Now if A and B were
both Christians, A might well have the luxury of only being expected to attend feasts that
were organised so that there was no conflict of religious scruples, no hint of paganism either
in the venue or in the prayers and thanksgivings offered.
However, when B was summoned to C’s feast, C being his pagan patron, the situation
was much more fraught, especially if A or his friends were watching. Feasts thrown by rich
patrons were commonly quite public affairs: in order to make a display of the host’s status, it
was essential that the general public were able to observe the quality of his invited guests, and
it was a client’s duty to allow himself to be part of this spectacle. Paul’s discourse strongly
suggests such a situation: 10:27 raises the possibility of a Christian being invited to dine by an
unbeliever and indicates that it may be a problematic matter of choice (ει τις καλει^ υ µα^ς τω
^ν
α πι' στων καὶ θε' λετε πορευ' εσθαι). One aspect of the problem is that the Christian has not been
told whether or not the food that will be served has come from a temple, and Paul’s advice is
that there is no need to know, unless someone else makes an issue of it. The other component
of the problem is that there may be no shortage of other guests or spectators present who are
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motivated to test the scruples of the Christian guest by doing just that.39 Feasts hosted by rich
patrons were commonly quite public occasions, because the host’s status was demonstrated
by the quality of his invited guests, which meant that the general public must be enabled to
observe them. Being put on display in such a manner meant that acceptance of an invitation
from one’s patron was more a duty than a pleasure, without the added prospect of having
one’s loyalties examined in public.
Chow’s hypothesis thus provides a powerful line of explanation answering the
question of why Paul is so argumentative (as opposed to directive) in dealing with this topic.
It postulates that the behaviour being challenged in this query from Corinth, no matter who
has raised it, is not the aberrant misdemeanour of an individual but that of a powerful group
within the community who until this point have considered their practice to be normal, as we
can deduce from the fact that Paul gives no indication that he has previously made a ruling on
this matter. His whole approach is one of indicating his own personal policy quite early in the
discourse (8:13) and then challenging them to work out their own in a responsible manner
(culminating in 11:1).
Furthermore, members of this group are “strong”, not only in their own estimation, but
in the eyes of other community members who either are indebted to them as clients, or feel
disadvantaged by the political influence such patronage relations have given them within the
community.40 Paul would clearly find himself disempowered in that political contest:
although he has carefully avoided becoming the client of anyone at Corinth (9:11-12), many
among his audience have not, and now owe their patrons the obsequium of excusing their
behaviour. The “wise”, that is to say, are not only the (comparatively) rich and powerful, but
all those who owe the “strong” the favour of adopting an ideology that justifies their
continuance in the social and cultic relationships that maintain their power. The desire and
ability of rich and powerful patrons to buy the “wise” approval of philosophers they acquire
as clients goes back a long way in Greek culture. Whatever the philosophical origin of the
slogans Paul quotes in 8:4 and 10:23 (=6:12),41 we can be sure that there were many lowly
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members of the Corinthian congregation who found that adopting them provided one way of
climbing out of “weakness” with the help of approving patrons. Paul’s challenge on that
ideology must be done very carefully, because both the strong and the weak stand to suffer
from the policy he is proposing. We should not simply view the strong as having great
political power within the believing community which they are likely to use to resist the
policy he wants to establish: they are also those who are most likely to suffer the direct
backlash when patronal links with the wider society are put under strain. He must also tread
carefully because he risks damaging those whose real socio-economic disadvantage in the
community is masked by the “wisdom” with which they have attached themselves to more
powerful members. The whole community needs to move forward together on this issue,
preserving their mutual solidarity as their ties with those outside come under strain. Because
they may well come to suffer in this potential upheaval, in Paul’s view they need to keep the
example of their crucified founder in sight and, like him, to know the true source of their
benefits and obligations. I shall now argue that this is precisely signalled in 1 Corinthians 8:6.

9.3 Benefits and Obligations: ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν
We have previously seen that the four subordinate clauses in 1 Corinthians 8:6
combine to form an integrated semantic network in which their prepositional predications
must be interpreted consistently; which is to say within a unified semantic field. What I now
want to argue is that their combined effect, in a first-century Greco-Roman social context, is
to evoke strongly the semantic field of patronage: any audience drawn from that setting would
naturally assume that this verse was making a very distinctive assertion about patron-client
relations. As I began to do in the previous chapter, we can analyse this effect in terms of four
interacting dyadic relations between the four predications.
1. ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα ... η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν. Coming first, as it does in the sentence, this dyad
requires an interpretation connecting the first assertion that “everything” is “from God” with
the assertion that we are “to/for God”. More accurately, both of these assertions are within the
domain of the preceding modal pronoun η µι^ν. This serves to distinguish “our” situation from
that of the implied others in verse 5, who call many beings “gods” and relate to them as we do
to the one God. That is to say, τὰ πα' ντα are “from” those they regard as gods, and they
themselves are “to/for” those beings. What is the connection between the “from” and the
“to/for”? In the first-century Greco-Roman world one link would be presumed before all
others: the relation between benefits received and obligations owed. “Everything for us is
from person X” implies that X is the source of everything that comes our way, and we hope
these things are benefits. The invariable consequence of benefits are obligations to our
benefactor ... “and we (consequently) are (obligated) to him.” So the first assertion in the
focus of this verse is that God is our sole patron from whom everything comes, and we owe
him an undivided allegiance.
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Everything depends on the divine partner in the relation: all that comes into the lives
of the devotee, be it good or evil, has a divine source: ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα. The appropriate
response, indeed the only way to survive in the face of such a power imbalance, is by
adopting a stance of total submission and allegiance: to become an uncompromised client of
the divine partner: καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν. It is the consequential nature of the relation between
the first and second subordinate clauses supplied by reading them as expressing patronage
that makes this reading so probable. The common ground here between Christians and
polytheists is the use of patronage relations (benefits entailing obligations) to depict divinehuman interaction, but whereas the pagans may have their bets spread over several horses, so
that their obligations to any particular god are less that absolute and this is construed as
appropriate in the circumstances, for monotheists the relationship takes on an
uncompromising tone. The one God is the source of everything, and consequently we are
totally devoted to him: he has or should have, our undivided allegiance.
2. ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα ... δι ου τὰ πα' ντα. In this dyad, the significant relation is between the
predications signalled by the two prepositions ε ξ and δι in the first and third subordinate
clauses. The common material in the predications is expressed by the repetition of τὰ πα' ντα,
“everything”, which also serves to connect these two clauses. The difference between the two
predications is expressed by the prepositions: while “everything” is ε κ one referent (the one
God), it is also δια' another (the one Lord). Interpreting this dyad within the semantic field of
patronage, we can see that it serves to modify the initial assertion that, for Christians, all
benefits come from a single divine source by asserting further that we do not receive these
benefits directly, but through someone else, namely Jesus Christ. Given that the main clause
to which this modification is attached asserts the uniqueness of that someone else, the
subordinate clause asserts that we have only one such intermediary. All things come to us
from God, through Jesus Christ and no one else. We are totally dependent on that one source
and that one line of supply, and by the same token are totally independent of all other
claimant sources and intermediaries.
3. δι ου τὰ πα' ντα ... η µει^ς δι’ αυ του^ . The third dyad is formed by the combination of δι ου
τὰ πα' ντα in the third subordinate clause and η µει^ς δι’ αυ του^ in the fourth. Its effect is to
ground the all-important final clause in the assertion of the second subordinate clause, in
parallel with the first dyad: just as ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα leads to the consequence η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν,
so this implication of consequence is transferred from its primary referent, the source of τὰ
πα' ντα, to the second referent, the intermediary. If we read the first dyad as expressing a
patronage relation, so must we read the third: if the first invokes a logic connecting a source
of benefits to consequent obligations for those who receive those benefits, then the same logic
implies that if those benefits are received through an intermediary, then the obligations must
be discharged through that same intermediary. The vital importance of this conclusion is
further reinforced by the fourth dyad.
4. η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν ... η µει^ς δι’ αυ του^ . The fourth semantic dyad is formed by the relation
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between the second and fourth subordinate clauses. The significance of the final clause,
which constitutes the climax of the sequence of assertions in this verse, is emphasized both by
its final position in the complex sentence and also by its paratactic form. While we could
establish a transfer of consequent obsequium from the source of benefits to the intermediary
by means of the third dyad in itself, the existence of the fourth and the syntax of its expression
make this transfer inescapable. Having interrupted the smooth relative-clause structure of the
first subordinate clause to make an emphatic, paratactic assertion of the consequence, καὶ
η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν, Paul repeats this treatment in the second case: καὶ η µει^ς δι’ αυ του^ .
The effect is to constrain the audience’s interpretation of the final clause in two ways.
Firstly, it leaves no doubt that it is to be understood specifically as an extension of καὶ η µει^ς
ει ς αυ το' ν: Whatever the audience understands when they hear that they are ει ς θε' ον, must
also be extended in a consistent manner to their understanding of what it means to be δι’
 Ιησου^ Χριστου^ . If they have understood the first predication as an expression of patronage
obligation, then this understanding must also apply to the second: the obligation exists in a
particular form: through Christ. Secondly, the paratactic form and final placement of this
clause serve to emphasize its focal importance: this is the part of the sentence conveying new
information. This is the most important assertion of all, the one he wants to leave ringing in
their ears as he goes on to deal directly with the practicalities of ει δωλο' θυτα : we are not only
ει ς θε' ον, although he has asserted this in an emphatic manner, but even more importantly, we
are ει ς Θε' ον ... δι’  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ .
The combined effect of these four semantic dyads now becomes quite clear: it asserts
a mediated patronage. We have already seen that in the Roman patronage system, individual
patron-client relations did not occur in a vacuum but within a network of such relations. If A
is the client of B, and B of C, then A and C have an indirect patronage relation mediated by B.
At the top of the human hierarchy sat Caesar, patron of all within the empire, although this
patronage was mediated through a small number of direct clients.
In that social context, and with patronage associations activated by the first two
subordinate clauses, this second semantic dyad (ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα ... δι ου τὰ πα' ντα) makes an
unmistakable assertion. The Christian community within the empire finds itself interacting
every day with a patronage network in which all benefits are in theory derived from Caesar,
through intermediate patrons. The obsequia owed to immedate patrons are thus ultimately
debts to Caesar, and something as insignificant as an invitation to dinner with a “friend” has
the potential to become a test of loyalty to the empire, with a refusal acquiring overtones of
treason. Such a construction is of course somewhat extreme, but that is just how such systems
of coercive domination work: insecurity and paranoia are their stock-in-trade. A Christian
receiving an invitation to share a meal in the precincts of a pagan temple is placed under
extreme pressure to comply, and is highly motivated to accept a line of rationalisation that
will minimise the faith community’s traditional critique of such involvement as
compromising with idolatry. Paul’s assertion counters this directly: for us, there is only one

169

supreme patron, the one God, and this patronage is not mediated through Caesar and his
household but through Jesus Christ alone. As a consequence, Christians within the empire are
not only freed from patronal obligations to Caesar, but they are obligated to render that
obsequium to another, their true Lord. This is the subject to which I will turn in my following
section.

9.4 Mediated Patronage: ει ς κυ' ριος
A key term in 1 Corinthians 8:6 is κυ' ριος in the second main clause, where it is used
in the affirmation “For us... there is one lord, Jesus Christ”. While my grammatical analysis
has already established that this affirmation is being made, I have until now left aside any
semantic investigation of what the term is most likely to signify in this textual context.
In the Christian tradition, the use of “lord”and its translational equivalents has become
heavily theologised. Although used in a common sense akin to “master” in reference to other
people, when applied to Jesus it has, like “Christ”, become an integral part of his official title,
“The Lord Jesus Christ”. Outside of that particular reference, it is also a theistic title, used as
a proper means of addressing (as “Lord” or “O Lord”), or referring to (as “The Lord”), the
deity in general. That divine title is, in turn, quite properly traced back to Jewish usage, in
which the Hebrew and Greek equivalents were frequently used as reverent substitutions for
יהוה, the divine name. In that theological context, it is quite natural for Christian scholars to
read καὶ ει«ς κυ' ριος in 1 Corinthians 8:6 as “and one Lord” where the capitilization of “Lord”
indicates that it retains its ancient scriptural connotations. It is those connotations, of course,
that combine with other aspects of the semantics in this verse to set up the theological
problems with which this study began.
We cannot presume that these scriptural connotations were in the foreground for Paul
and his audience in the context of this discourse, just because he speaks of Jesus in a context
that also speaks of God. Unless particular theological connotations can be shown to be
semantically activated by the discourse itself, we must also remain open to an interpretation
in which theological meaning is based on the common and therefore presumptive usage of
κυ' ριος in everyday life. Of course, all talk about God is theological, by definition. What I
mean here is that we must ask whether Paul is using the social constructs of normal life
(family, patronage) to inform his audience about their relation to God, or appealing to other,
more distinctively scriptural, concepts to illumine normal life. 42 Commenting on Bouset’s
derivation of New Testament usage of κυ' ριος from exclusively Oriental-hellenistic religious
origins, Oscar Cullmann gave this caution some time ago:
42
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understanding of the subsequent discourse structure.
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In the first place, we must not forget the obvious fact that in the Hellenistic world, too, Kyrios
was used not only in connection with certain religious conceptions, but also (as the equivalents
in all languages suggest) in the general sense of ‘master’ or ‘owner’. Especially as an address,
Kyrie, it often became fixed as a mere form of politeness which meant nothing more than the
French Monsieur. Bousset’s thesis suffers because he does not consider the connection
between this secular use and the specifically religious use either of the Greek word or its
Semitic equivalents ... This is why he can deny that there is a bridge from the general
expression of the superiority or ownership of a person called Kurios to the absolute concept of
the rule of the one divine Kurios. In point of fact one does see a development from the first to
the second use in the writings of early Christianity.43

It would be a mistake, in my view, to react to Bousset and others identified as “the-history-ofreligions school” by mirroring his error: by adopting a presumption that all New Testament
use of κυ' ριος terminology is based on scriptural religious precedents unless its everyday
connotations are too obvious to ignore. Like Cullmann, I would prefer to explore fully the
continuities between religious and secular usage of theological terminology, both in the New
Testament writings and in their scriptural precedents. In each case, we should seek an
interpretation that makes most sense in its textual and social context.
9.4.1 Κυ' ριος in the Textual Context
In Section A of Appendix H I have set out the 36 occurrences of κυ' ριος in 1
Corinthians before 8:5-6, classifying them into 5 categories according to their most probable
use. Section B applies those same categories to the ensuing discourse on ει δωλο' θυτα. The
purpose of this analysis is to gain a picture of the overall pattern of distinct uses to which Paul
had already put this key term before the passage on which my enquiry is focused and to see
how this pattern is carried forward into the present discourse.
The first category identifies the occurrence of this term in clearly identifiable
quotations from scripture. There are only two such examples: 2:16 quoting Is.40:13, and 3:20
quoting Ps.93:11(LXX) without significant adaptation of the verbal forms. In each case the
original κυ' ριος is used as a translation of the divine name, יהוה, and Paul retains its reference
to God, with no possibility of it referring to Jesus. He also retains the distinctive form by
which the LXX normally renders the tetragrammaton: Κυ' ριος without the article.
There is one instance in the ensuing discourse that falls into this first category: 10:26,
του^ κυρι' ου γὰρ η γη^ καὶ τὸ πλη' ρωµα αυ τη^ ς. This is an exact quotation of Ps.23:1 (LXX),
except for the insertion of the connecting γα' ρ.44 As in the pre-textual examples, κυ' ριος here
refers to God alone in the scriptural text and there is nothing in Paul’s argument that indicates
he wants to extend that reference to Christ.
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The second category consists of those instances in which the distinctive form ε ν κυρι' ω,
is used. It is not obvious whether these refer to God or to Christ, or to both in combination. As
in the first category, this form lacks the article, which might suggest a reference to God, but
we might also consider that this form is a technical term denoting membership in the faith
community, the community constituted by those who have responded to the gospel of Jesus
Christ. In the first case, 4:17, if we detect a parallel between the relative clause in which he
affirms of Timothy, ο« ς ε στι' ν µου τε' κνον α γαπητὸν καὶ πιστὸν ε ν κυρι' ω, and the following
clause in which he refers to τὰς ο δου' ς µου τὰς ε ν Χριστω
^, [Ι
 ησου^ ], then ε ν κυρι' ω, could have
either meaning: that Timothy stands out among those in Christ’s community as one who is
Paul’s beloved and faithful child who knows how Paul acts within that community; or that
Timothy has become such a child by divine action and knows what Paul has demonstrated to
be his way of acting within that divine will. In the second case, 7:22a, ο γὰρ ε ν κυρι' ω, κληθεὶς
δου^ λος, the modifier ε ν κυρι' ω, in this subject-phrase is clarified by a slightly less direct
parallel: the clause is completed by the predicate α πελευ' θερος κυρι' ου ε στι' ν, which is
paralleled in the following clause by the predicate κληθεὶς δου^ λο' ς ε στιν Χριστου^ , and we
must conclude that it means “in Christ”. In the third case, 7:39, Paul’s qualification of the
widow’s freedom to remarry, µο' νον ε ν κυρι' ω, , probably means only among Christ’s people,
but there is also a possibility that it is intended to denote the ruling authority of a κυ' ριος and
should be rendered “only in the will of God” or “only as led by the Spirit”.45 The possibility
of this will-of-God reading in each case should caution us against reducing this expression to
a mere formula for community membership, which might just as well have been expressed as
ε ν Χριστω
^, or another equivalent form. At the very least we should say that the form reminds
the audience that those who are in the Christian community are expected to live within the
will of God, as those who have Christ not just as community founder but as κυ' ριος. I shall
follow up that dimension of signification shortly.
Two closely related examples in the ensuing text fall into this second category: the
final rhetorical question in 9:1, ου τὸ εργον µου υ µει^ς ε στε ε ν κυρι' ω, ; “Are you not my work
in (the) Lord?”, and the second clause in the following verse, 9:2, ... η γὰρ σφραγι' ς µου τη^ ς
α ποστολη^ ς υ µει^ς ε στε ε ν κυρι' ω, . These instances support a will-of-God rather than
community-membership interpretation of ε ν κυρι' ω, . The series of questions in 9:1 seems to be
building a rhetorical crescendo of evidence that Paul’s ministry is divinely authenticated,
leading to the final clause as a conclusion which is expanded in the next verse: that they must
accept his divinely appointed status as an apostle, not just as an abstract principle but in
relation to them in particular. As in the pre-textual examples, the reference may be either tο
God, whose authority is expressed, or to Christ as agent of that authority, or to both in
combination. Either way, Paul is appealing to their experience of his ministry as communityfounder, demanding their acknowledgement that both his work and its results were manifested
according to the will of God.
45
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The third category consists of the six instances in the pre-text where Paul has used
κυ' ριος in a purely relational sense, affirming whose κυ' ριος someone is, and equally who is
κυ' ριος of a given party: X is κυ' ριος of Y. In each case in the pre-text that someone X is Jesus,
and the other party Y is “us”: Paul and his audience. In one case, 1:3, the genitive η µω
^ ν is
missing from the phrase κυρι' ου  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ , but an ellipsis is implied and the missing
word is supplied from the preceding coordinate phrase, θεου^ πατρὸς η µω
^ ν. It is significant
that each of these six cases occurs in the first ten verses of the epistle. It seems that Paul felt
the need to establish that commonality in relating to Jesus Christ as our κυ' ριος is the
foundational principle on which he will address his audience throughout the letter. One
further case, quite different from these six, should nevertheless be included in this category,
even though its difference makes its connection with the others rather dubious: in 2:8, the
crucified Christ is described as τὸν κυ' ριον τη^ ς δο' ξης. The second party in this relation is
“glory”; we may read this as a Hebraism equivalent to “the glorious lord” or as an expression
of the Greek habit of using this genitive constuction to denote a relation with things as well as
people, making Christ the owner of glory, the one in charge of its allocation. Only in this
latter reading, which I regard as more probable on balance in the context of 2:6-9, is the
construction relational.46
The ensuing discourse contains two such relational uses of the term. The third clause
in 9:1, ου χὶ  Ιησου^ ν τὸν κυ' ριον η µω
^ ν ε ω' ρακα, recalls the six cases in the letter-opening in its
identification of the shared relation to Jesus as “our lord” in the course of asserting that Paul,
unlike his audience, has actually seen him. The point of making that relation explicit within
this particular assertion is no doubt to suggest that the relation, while shared by all, does not
put Paul on the same footing as the audience, but rather gives him a special role in mediating
the relation to them. The effects of that mediation are made explicit in the following clause, as
we have seen. A second relational use in the present discourse is found in 9:5 in the
expression οι α δελφοὶ του^ κυρι' ου, which is a fixed expression referring to Jesus’ historical
kinship relations. In this instance, του^ κυρι' ου is a functional equivalent of the proper name.
We might summarise the over-all effect of this category of uses of κυ' ριος before and during
the discourse on ει δωλο' θυτα by saying that it serves to remind the audience that they share a
relation with someone they call κυ' ριος and to anchor that term very firmly in the historical
figure of Jesus, to whose authoritative example Paul will appeal so strongly in the climax of
his argument at 11:1.
Fifteen of the thirty-six cases in the pre-text, plus another three that are somewhat
problematic, belong in the fourth category, in which ο κυ' ριος is depicted as acting as master
or owner in relation to someone or something, or of others relating to him as one does to a
κυ' ριος. Whether the term refers to God or Christ is not made explicit in any of these

46
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instances, as the emphasis is on some aspect of the relation rather than on specifiying the
participants: role-assignment among servants (3:5), evaluating their performance (4:4),
authorizing or forbidding marriages and divorces (7:10, 7:12), alloting conditions of service
(7:17), manumitting slaves (7:22), giving instructions to subordinates (7:25a), delegating
authority (7:25b), and receiving the undivided services of subordinates (7:32-35). The three
instances in 6:13-14 and 6:17 are of dubious classification, but I have placed them here as
most probably referring metaphorically to the marital relation, in which the husband is κυ' ριος
of the wife.47 The importance of this fourth category for my study is that, more explicitly than
the second, it establishes the extent to which Paul’s use of the term in the pre-text has
emphasized qualitative aspects, what it means for him that we have a κυ' ριος , rather than
merely repeating his initial identification of that person or honouring him with a divine name.
For instance, in the first of these cases, 3:5, Paul belittles the significance of differences of
status between Apollos and himself on the grounds that any differences in their functioning
are solely due to the choices made by another, their common κυ' ριος: the significant actor is
their lord, and their status and service is that of fellow servants, δια' κονοι. On the same
grounds, it follows that Paul’s line of accountability is solely to that master: in 4:4 he asserts ο
δὲ α νακρι' νων µε κυ' ριο' ς ε στιν as the grounds for maintaining that even his own self-approval
is unreliable. His inability to pass a definitive judgment on his own actions stems from the
fact that those actions are performed not to please himself but another who bears the specific
role of κυ' ριoς in relation to him and therefore has the sole right to determine whether his
service is satisfactory. In these and each of the cases in this category, the κυ' ριος acts and
relates to others in particular ways because he is a κυ' ριος, and while Paul augments the
secular connotations of that term with scriptural motifs, the secular qualities of the term are
essential to his usage. So by the time we come to 8:6 and are told there is only one κυ' ριος, we
know he means there is only one who has such qualities in relation to us.
The subsequent discourse has three closely related instances of the term in 10:21-22
which I have tentatively placed in this category, although this classification is very
problematic: ου δυ' νασθε ποτη' ριον κυρι' ου πι' νειν καὶ ποτη' ριον δαιµονι' ων, ου δυ' νασθε
τραπε' ζης κυρι' ου µετε' χειν καὶ τραπε' ζης δαιµονι' ων. η παραζηλου^ µεν τὸν κυ' ριον; µὴ
ι σχυρο' τεροι αυ του^ ε σµεν. Their proximity means these three instances must all carry the
same sense, and that sense must enable the two sentences to be read as a unity: whatever the
reason for the incompatibilities refered to in the first sentence, this reason must be related to
the two clauses in the second and be compatible with their inter-relationship. The first
sentence asserts, “You cannot drink from the lord’s cup and the cup of demons; you cannot
eat from the lord’s table and the table of demons.” The natural retort, “Why not?” is answered
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by two rhetorical questions that imply the paired assertions: to do so would be to incite the
lord’s jeolousy, and to imply that you are stronger than he. The most natural line of
interpretation is to read κυ' ριος as the standard Jewish rendition of the divine name, and is
supported by several facts: the anarthrous form of the term in the first sentence; the
established Jewish critique of idolatrous feasting as demonic;48 the ancient depiction of  יהוהas
a jealous god (specifically in regard to idolatry, the attractions of “other gods”), and some
traditional Jewish exegesis depicting apostasy as a trial of strength with the deity.
Furthermore, it comes shortly after the section appealing to the apostasy and idolatry of Israel
in the desert. This reading would place these instances into the first category, and although it
seems highly plausible, it is not without difficulties. Why are the demons also referred to in
anarthrous form, if this is so significant? Why is this form abandoned in the third instance?
And who would seriously contemplate a trial of strength against the deity?49 (Paul’s final
question is rhetorical, the µη' demanding a negative answer, implying that they are entering
such a contest unwittingly.) It seems to me that although the scriptural motifs are certainly
present for Paul, he may also be combining them with other associations from the
contemporary Greco-Roman social context in order to convince his non-Jewish audience.50
That is, although the genre of the discourse in Ch.10 up to v.20 is undeniably scriptural
interpretation, as I argued in an earlier chapter, this does not mean that κυρι' ου in v.21 is used
solely in the predominant scriptural sense as the proper name of Israel’s God. The strongest
reason for resisting such a totally scriptural interpretation is the undeniable connection
between this verse and Paul’s later treatment of “the Lord’s supper” in 11:17-34, where the
term is used with specific reference to ο κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς (11:23).51
So we are left looking for a logic behind the prohibition expressed in 10:21 that
appeals to Greco-Roman social norms. One possibility is that since attendance at a patron’s
table was a demonstration of loyalty expected of clients, this may also have entailed a
commitment to avoid giving the same courtesy to those who were recognized as the patron’s
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rivals, and a breach of this protocol recognized as a provocation, a declaration of
independence from the patron that amounted to a social trial of strength. Alternatively, their
behaviour might have involved breaching master-servant or even intra-familial protocols. If
any such associations are truly present here, then Paul’s argument in these two verses
amounts to this: “Why do you treat the Lord in a manner you would avoid with an earthly
κυ' ριος ?”
The fifth category is really a sub-set of the fourth, and consists of six occurrences of
the term in three passages of the pre-text where ο κυ' ριος is depicted as exercising a judicial
function: either in his future personal parousia (4:5), or in the visitation of Paul as his agent
of judgment (4:19), or in the manifest presence of the divine spirit acting in judgment (5:4-5).
I have separated these out not only because this motif is a distinctly scriptural/apocalyptic
modification of the social relation but also because judgement provides an important topos in
the subsequent argument, even though this term is not actually used in this sense there. These
six occurrences are very important precursors of 8:6, for they serve to activate the aspect of
divine judgment inherent in the scriptural use of this term without using it as an equivalent of
the divine proper name. That is, one of the central functions accorded to God in scripture was
judgment of the world in general and his people in particular. That judicial role was one of
several functions commonly associated with κυ' ριοι in general, and contributed to the
suitability of this term for Jews to use as a euphemism denoting the divine name. That
judgmental function can therefore be associated with God by the use of this term whether or
not it is used as the proper name: to say (cross-linguistically) that  יהוהis κυ' ριος is not a
pleonasm but actually conveys information about how Israel’s God relates to others, and how
he functions in such relationships.52 Some of those divine functions, themselves metaphorical
extensions of human κυρει'α, have already been activated by Paul’s use of the term earlier in
the text, so that when we get to εις κυ' ριος in 8:6 we know that it implies “one judge” among
other associations drawn into the discourse from common usage. I shall explore such common
usage further in the next major section, 9.4.2. in the meantime, one further matter must be
dealt with.
9.4.1.1 Excursis: Κυ' ριος in Paul’s Pre-Textual Proclamation in Corinth.
The question arises as to whether we should consider Paul’s use of the term κυ' ριος not
only in the pre-text of the present epistle but also in the more fundamental context provided
by his earlier use of this term in his initial proclamation of Jesus in Corinth. Textual evidence
for such usuage could be sought not from any where in the Corinthian corpus.
Such an investigation might seem like a natural extension of that conducted in Chapter
5 above, where I argued for the ongoing importance of that established proclamation as a
source of argumentative topoi within the discourse on ει δωλο' θυτα. Here the focus would be
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on the significance of such expressions as Κυ' ριος  Ιησου' ς (1 Cor.12:3), µαρα' να θα' (1
Cor.16:22) and  Ιησουν Χριστὸν κυ' ριον (2 Cor.4:5) which could be considered to preserve
fragments of that initial proclamation that would necessarily effect the semantics of the term
κυ' ριος in 1 Cor. 8:6. However, I have serious reservations about the propriety of such a
course, which come from three directions.
Firstly, it is clear to me that any attempt to posit a pre-history for such textual
fragments involves a degree of speculation that I am earnestly attempting to avoid throughout
this study. Indeed it would presume to do to those texts the very thing I am setting out to
demonstrate is unnecessary for 1 Cor.8:6, namely to posit that they cannot be adequately
interpreted as an integral part of their present textual contexts, thereby undercutting their
value as evidence for a distinctive pre-textual usuage. Only in the second of these three
examples, involving the transliteration of an Aramaic expression, is such a status clearly
indicated by the text itself.
Secondly, none of these examples can be clearly seen to offer a semantic picture that
is significantly different from that which we have already drawn from the pre-text, let alone
that they might combine to give us unitary glimpse of an earlier proclamation of “Jesus as
Lord” that must be presupposed when interpreting all other uses of κυ' ριος in the epistle.
In 1 Cor.12:3, the expression Κυ' ριος  Ιησου' ς stands over against the preceding
Ανα' θεµα  Ιησου^ ς so that the two expressions must be interpreted as a pair, leading to a natural
interpretation of them as avowals of allegiance and rejection respectively. If we interpret
Κυ' ριος  Ιησου' ς as a credal statement (“Jesus is Lord” in some sense other than the essentially
relational confession, “Jesus is my lord” or at the most “Jesus has been made lord of all”) then
we are also obliged to attempt a parallel interpretation of Ανα' θεµα  Ιησου^ ς. If one has a place
within Paul’s original preaching in Corinth, then the other must have a similar provenance,
perhaps as a standardised formula of rejection.53 In any case, the pairing of these two
expressions requires us to read κυ' ριος in this present context as a predicate, and as an
antonym of α να' θεµα, rather than as a portmanteau word carrying a fixed theological content
drawn from Israel’s heritage or elsewhere.
The sentence µαρα' να θα' (“Our lord, come!” or “Our lord has/will come”) in 1 Cor.
16:22 clearly signals its provenance as an Aramaic formula, having a significance which must
have been conveyed to the audience prior to its use in the epistle, whatever its use here
conveys.54 Its independence as a standard formula within diverse strands of first-century
Christianity is also attested by its occurence outside the Pauline corpus (Rev. 22:18 and
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Didache 10:6). However, that very diversity raises the question of whether Paul’s use of this
expression at Corinth might have been significantly different from that attested in other
authors. In any case, we have little reason to suppose that the early Church’s use of the
Aramaic  מרןconveyed some distinctive semantic content for “Lord” that would colour their
application of κυ' ριος to Jesus: its use seems to be confined to this formulaic prayer as such,55
and even there the specific sense of “lord” is well within the semantic field we have already
identified within the pre-text.56
The third example that might be used to establish a distinctive “already preached”
semantic content for κυ' ριος in Corinth presents itself more persuasively, inasmuch as it
explicitly describes the content of Paul’s preaching: ου γὰρ ε αυτοὺς κηρυ' σσοµεν α λλὰ
^ ν διὰ  Ιησου^ ν (2 Cor.4:5). The main question
 Ιησου^ ν Χριστὸν κυ' ριον, ε αυτοὺς δὲ δου' λους υ µω
is whether κηρυ' σσοµεν is used here to denote the fixed content of Paul’s habitual preaching,
in which case  Ιησου^ ν Χριστὸν κυ' ριον is a credal formula waiting to be unpacked, or whether
is is simply another freshly-coined expression that should be interpreted in its present context,
that is as a response to the charge that Paul preaches “himself”. In this latter case (which
should be prefered in principle on the grounds that it fits perfectly well into the textual
context), it simply affirms that the person presented in the preaching is Jesus Christ rather
than Paul, and that both the content and context of the preaching imply that the preachers
have the status of δου' λοι in relation to the audience, whereas both preachers and audience are
required to relate to Jesus as κυ' ριος. Far from bearing witness to a distinctive theological
content for κυ' ριος, this example locates its semantics firmly within the everyday dyad of
master and slave.57
While the results of considering these three examples does not encourage me to expect
that there is much to be gained from any further investigation of the possible semantics of
κυ' ριος within the pre-textual proclamation of “Christ as Lord” in Corinth, my third ground for
avoiding any further investigation along those lines is more principled and fundamental.
Along with Leander Keck, 58 I have come to see the futility of attempting to encapsulate the
christology or christologies in the New Testament within a few key terms such as κυ' ριος. To
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do so is to confuse semantics with significance, words with concepts.59 We should never
suppose that the early church could have taken a word with such a rich semantic field as
κυ' ριος has and turned it into a loaded technical term which could express all that they ever
meant when they proclaimed “Jesus is lord”. Rather, we must begin by describing the
semantic field within which it already existed in common culture, and then ascertain what the
word is being used to assert about Jesus in particular cases. When such a term is enclosed
within the context of a particular discourse, then the accumulated semantics of that discourse
act to provide further constraints on the term’s interpretation, which is what I have been
investigating in the pre-text of 1 Cor.8:6.
We may conclude that having begun his epistle with a pointed, even laboured
identification of who ο κυ' ριος of the Church is, by the time he gets to 8:6 Paul has fleshed out
many aspects of what this figure does and how we relate to him in that role. While some of
those aspects are peculiar to the Christian community’s distinctive, scripturally informed
thinking about Jesus, they are also natural extensions of the wider use of this term and its
associated role definitions within Greco-Roman society.
9.4.2 Κυ' ριος in the Social Context
Κυ' ριος was a common dyadic term used within everyday social relations: in normal
use, it implied the existence of another term, normally in the genitive case. To describe
someone as a κυ' ριος was to say that he was κυ' ριος-of-someone, or κυ' ριος-of-something. The
most obvious of these uses, for modern observers, was as one term in a master-slave (κυ' ριος δου^ λος ) relation. Less obviously, it was also used within the field of family relations to
ascribe the status of being in charge, whether this be in charge of other people, or having
rights of ownership or control over property.60
It is instructive to compare the semantic field of κυ' ριος with that of the Latin term
dominus. Firstly, they share common ground in the master-slave (dominus-servus) relation. It
is not quite as clear that κυ' ριος and dominus were applied in equivalent ways to other
household relations. The Greek term is known to have some particular familial connotations
in ancient Athens that do not apply to Roman society and do not attach to dominus. As a
general principle we might well suppose that the use of established terms within social
relations would tend to express an adaptation to contemporary local social conditions rather
than preserving the connotations of a pre-existing social and legal order. This means that we
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should expect the application of the Greek term κυ' ριος to social relations in the Roman
colony of Corinth would begin to reflect the semantics of the Latin dominus to some extent.
Within household relations, this would mean the dilution of associations specific to the legal
and social system of ancient Greek city states: although it was used as a familial term,
dominus never acquired the “head of a household” meaning that was so important a
connotation of κυ' ριος , although there has been at least one attempt to argue that domus meant
the domain within which a dominus exercised his control.61
Conversely, we might expect the Greek term to begin to acquire connotations
reflecting the social realities of life in the Roman colony, and in this respect the Latin term
has one special area of application that is highly suggestive for my own study: its common
use by clients to acknowledge their relation to a patron. One of the daily rituals around which
Romans organized their social relations was the early morning salutatio, in which clients
expressed their respect and gratitude by calling at each of their patrons’ houses and paying
their respects in a public manner. The number and quality of such callers was a highly visible
indicator of a patron’s status.62 The manner in which the client greeted the patron was
apparently held to be particularly significant and failure to address him as domine could lead
to the withdrawal of all beneficia: this was particularly true for many of those at the lower end
of the hierarchy, for whom this daily round became virtually a dole-queue.63 The development
of dominus as a term by which clients could acknowledge their dependent status in relation to
a particular patron was aided by two features. Firstly, a significant proportion of patronage
relations were formed by the manumission of slaves: under Roman law, a freedman was
necessarily the client of his former master,64 so that his continued use of the term despite his
new status was a polite acknowledgement of his ongoing obligation. At the same time its
more familial and less servile connotations than alternate Latin terms such as erus, imperator
and patronus mitigated the indignity of this form of address, especially for those clients who
had never been slaves of their patrons.65
What I would like to suggest is that in the social context of a Roman colony, it is
highly probable that κυ' ριος would be used by some people in this sense. Do we have any
evidence of its being used as a patronage term in the first century?
61

Ernout (1932), cited in Richard P. Saller, Patriarchy, Property and Death in the Roman Family, Cambridge
Studies in Population, Economy and Society in Past Time 25 (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1994) 80.

62

Saller, Patriarchy, Property and Death, 91, n.63; Saller, Personal Patronage, 128-29; Chow, Patronage and
Power, 74-75; Saller, “Patronage and Friendship,” 57-58.
63

Jérôme Carcopino, Daily Life in Ancient Rome: The People and the City at the Height of the Empire (London:
Routledge, 1941) 171-73.

64

Andersen, “Patrocinium,” 5-8; Fabre, Libertus, 125-27; Alan Watson, Roman Slave Law (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins UP, 1987) 35-45; Gardner, Roman Citizen, 7-51.

65

Consideration of the recorded use of such terms for social roles when used as terms of address, in the vocative
case, has recently been undertaken for both Greek and Latin in two groundbreaking studies by Eleanor Dickey.
compare her results for κυ' ριε and domine, see Eleanor Dickey, Greek Forms of Address from Herodotus to
Oxford Classical Monographs (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996) 100-01, 106-07, 235, 237, 273; and Eleanor
Latin Forms of Address: From Plautus to Alpuleius (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2002) 77-99.

180

The New Testament writings, and in particular the gospels, do contain narrative
material in which such connotations can be detected in common usage. If we examine only
the title ο κυ' ριος, this does not stand out very clearly. Luke uses it frequently to refer to Jesus
in a manner suggesting that for him it has become a conventional christological title (“The
lord did such and such...). John hardly uses it at all before Chapter 20, where it seems to be
loaded with post-resurrection status. Mark and Matthew use it only once (Mk.11:3 =
Mt.21:3), where it appears in Jesus’ own words, but this one instance is very interesting. His
disciples, sent to acquire a colt for Jesus to ride into Jerusalem, are instructed to go to a
specific house where a colt is tethered, to loose and take it away as though they have rights to
it, and if challenged to declare, Ο κυ' ριος αυ του^ χρει' αν εχει. What right is Jesus asserting
here, by this pointed use of ο κυ' ριος ? We might read this as a divine right, in the absence of
any obvious social relation: neither Mark nor Matthew seem to present Jesus as someone with
a retinue of slaves or even servants, and nor do they suggest he has ownership rights within
this or any other household.66 Patronage, however, offers a further possibility, that Jesus was
acting as a patron calling in an obligation, a pay-back for benefits given to members of this
particular household at some earlier point in his ministry. He had met the needs of many
supplicants who had approached him for help in matters of life and death, and now by
declaring his own need, was activating his right for support in lesser matters.
This picture of Jesus as a benefactor approached by supplicants presenting themselves
as would-be clients becomes a little more apparent if we consider the much more frequent
vocative form, κυ' ριε, in the gospels. In the gospel narratives, we frequently find stories of
people in need approaching Jesus for help and addressing him as Κυ' ριε.67 Translators
frequently resort to rendering this as “Sir” or an equivalent expression of polite deference, in
recognition that the contexts do not support divine connotations nor any fixed social relations.
However, it is useful to consider the possibilities offered by interpreting this as patronage
terminology. Applying Boussevain’s three criteria for identifying a patronage relationship, we
are looking for the reciprocal exchange of goods and services within an unequal noncommercial relationship of some duration. In each case, Jesus is clearly presented as of higher
status, and there is no question of commercial transaction, but it is not so obvious that this is a
reciprocal exchange nor that a long-term relationship is involved: indeed, the supplicants are
generally represented as helpless strangers. This apparent difficulty is lessened, however, as
soon as we consider such interactions as attempts by the supplicants to enter into a patronage
relationship with Jesus. By addressing him as “lord” when seeking his help, they are in effect
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offering him in return the recognition and honour which was the chief reciprocal benefit
expected by patrons from their comparatively impoverished clients. Gospel writers presenting
Jesus as someone approached by others seeking benefits in exchange for addressing him with
the honours normally given to patrons by their clients may be understood as doing so in order
to establish his honour and status within his social context.
I would argue that the above considerations are enough to establish the probability
that Paul would have expected his audience to recognize connotations of patronage in his
assertion that they have only ει ς κυ' ριος, given the fact that this construct has already been
activated by the prepositional predications in the two preceding subordinate clauses, and that
we have seen κυ' ριος used with the connotations of “master” earlier in the epistle.
Alternatively, we could accept them as further evidence for the range of social meanings in
the semantic field of this term. In fact the very range of social connotations that could be
attached to this noun in the normal course of daily life in Greco-Roman society means that the
presence of this term at the heart of 1 Corinthians 8:6 allows us to identify the presence of at
least one other very significant social construct referred to by this verse: family, used both as
kinship group and as household.
The possibility of interpreting this verse in terms of both patronage and family arises
because of the very close relationship between these two components of Greco-Roman social
structure.68 I have already argued that the language of slavery was easily transferable to
patronage relations because of the patron-client relations created by the manumission of
slaves. Slavery was in itself an integral part of household structures in both Greece and Rome,
so that slavery and patronage could be considered to be means by which family relations and
household structures were extended beyond the natural limits of the nuclear family. In fact,
the idea of extended family in that social context cannot be properly confined to kinship
relations, because both Greeks and Romans used familial terms in ways that included slaves
and clients to some degree.69
Because κυ' ριος was a term with very significant familial connotations, and as it
actually follows πατη' ρ in 1 Corinthians 8:6, a term with even more specific family
connotations, I shall now turn to the field of family relations in order to draw out this further
dimension of the verse’s significance.

68

An important methodological principle must be noted here, relating to the matter of polysemy (On which, see
alia Barr, Semantics, 147). Whenever we interpret the use of a term in context, we are obliged to chose the most
probable sense drawn from the various possiblities presented by its semantic field: if it means one thing, then it
doesn’t mean any of the others. Unless, as I am now argung in the present case, we can show that two or more of
those possibilities are so closely related that is reasonable to suggest that the writer would not expect his
distinguish between them.
69

Judge, Social Pattern, 31; S.C. Todd, The Shape of Athenian Law (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993) 204-07;
Saller, Patriarchy, Property and Death, 80-88; Sarah B. Pomeroy, Families in Classical and Hellenistic Greece:
Representations and Realities (Oxford: Oxford UP, 1997) 17-23; Cheryl Anne Cox, Household Interests:
Marriage Strategies, and Family Dynamics in Ancient Athens (Princeton: Princeton UP, 1998) 168-208.
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CHAPTER 10
GOD’S FAMILY IN CORINTH
The Christian tradition has now had two millennia of using “Father” as a personal
name for God, and “The Father” as a term belonging to trinitarian theology, all of which tends
to distort the view of New Testament scholars when we read ο πατη' ρ in 1 Corinthians 8:6.
We need to lay those traditional associations aside in order to obtain a clearer sense of Paul’s
actual use of this term and its cognates.

10.1 ο πατη' ρ ... a Relational Term
An examination of all the occurences of the semantically equivalent pair
πατη' ρ/πατρο' ς and their cognates in the undisputed Pauline epistles yields results that may
surprise those who are more accustomed to applying “Father” as a proper name to God rather
than the relational term “father”. It is almost as though the term has developed a specialised
theological use that has allowed it to be used without any relational connotations, as though in
God’s case it is possible to be called “Father” without necessarily implying “Father-of-X”.
This evolution in terminology must have begun very early in the Christian tradition, and it
would be easy to demonstrate that it could have drawn support from the surface of the New
Testament text in several places, including some of Paul’s own expressions. However it is
quite another thing to assume that this later development is in any way supported by what
Paul means to convey in any instance. In fact, the evidence from his writings points entirely
in the opposite direction.
10.1.1 πατη' ρ / πατρο' ς in the Pauline Corpus
I have set out the data for the following analysis in Appendix I, classifying each
instance of this term according to two categories. Group A are all the instances in which
“father” refers to God, with the remainder in Group B. Each of these sets is further sorted into
three subsets: those in which “father” is the first term in a relation in which the second
argument has a plural or group referrent, those in which it refers to an individual, and those
that have no explicit second argument. This yields six sets A1, A2 ....B3, with the last set (B3)
empty. Some of these classifications appear doubtful to me, as I acknowledge in my
discussion below.
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Several conclusions seem to stand out from this arrangement of the evidence. The
most obvious is that in the vast majority of cases πατη' ρ/πατρο' ς are relational terms. Within
the seven undisputed epistles in the Pauline corpus, they and their cognates occur forty times,
apart from 1 Corinthians 8:6. Thirty-three of these are explicitly relational: “father” appears in
the form “father of ...” or in another form that makes the referent of the other argument in the
relation clear. Four further instances are of doubtful classification: in three it seems highly
probable that someone named in the sentence is the intended referent, although the syntax
does not make this explicit,1 and in the fourth the vocative form suppresses grammatical
expression of the implicit relationship.2 In the three remaining cases where it seems to be
used as a name, it is applied to God (set B3 is empty: he never uses “Father” as a name for a
human being). Does this mean that Paul had begun to apply it as a non-relational term in the
special case of God?
Again the evidence makes this unlikely. Of the forty total occurrences, in twenty-three
the father referred to is God: so there are sixteen explicitly relational uses, four doubtful, and
only three in which the term seems to be used as a name. It would be reasonable to conclude
that the relational use represents the theological norm, and that the three apparent exceptions
should be read as a kind of shorthand. At the least, the onus should be placed on those who
wish to argue that this is not the case.
A further conclusion can be drawn from my classification of the explicitly relational
instances into group and individual second arguments. In Paul’s application of this term, the
other argument in the relation, whether explicit or not, refers to a group far more often than to
an individual: in the “father of X” relation, X refers to an individual in only seven of the
thirty-three explicitly relational cases. Four of these are cases in which the relation is between
a human father and a specific individual, so that the singularity is entirely determined by the
concrete situation. The remaining three refer to God as “father” and in two cases the
individual named in the second argument is “our lord Jesus Christ” in which the “our”
component seems to create room to include “us” with Christ in that relation.3 I conclude that
Paul’s habitual application of πατη' ρ / πατρο' ς to God was relational, and that the second
argument in this relation almost invariably denoted a group rather than an individual.
From this it is reasonable to postulate a further corollary, based on an assumption that
in describing God as “father” or “the father”, this term retained its natural semantic
associations for Paul and his audience. That is, if he applies “father” to God in the relational
-----------------------------------1
1 Cor.15:24, which I deal with later in this section; Rom.6:4, where “by the glory of the Father” may imply
“his father”; and Phil.2:11 where the process of glorifying Christ described seems to imply “his father” again
(see Jean-Francois Collange, The Epistle of Saint Paul to the Philippians, A. W. Heathcote [London: Epworth
Press, 1979] 108).
2

Gal.4:6: see A.T. Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 4th ed. (Nashville: Broadman Press,
1934) 26, 465; and F. F. Bruce, The Epistle to the Galatians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, The New
International Greek Testament Commentary (Exeter: The Paternoster Press, 1982) 198-200.
3

The exception is 2 Cor.11:31, a form of oath: but this may by implication include both Paul and the audience
with Christ in this relation.
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sense “father of a group”, then that group is a family, either literally or metaphorically. We
are entitled to presume in every instance, until convinced otherwise, that when Paul calls God
“Father”, he is implicitly referring to the existence of some group that is related to God as
family. It remains now to see how such an assumption might inform our reading of 1
Corinthians.
10.1.2 πατη' ρ / πατρο' ς in 1 Corinthians
How does this general pattern hold in 1 Corinthians, apart from 8:6? There are five
other instances of πατη' ρ / πατρο' ς and cognates in this epistle, three coming before 8:6 and
two after. In each case the term “father” is used in a strongly relational sense (father-of-X)
and in the first four cases represents a group.
χα' ρις υ µι^ν καὶ ει ρη' νη α πὸ θεου^ πατρὸς η µω
^ ν καὶ κυρι'ου  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ . (1:3)
Grace to you and peace from God our father and (our) lord Jesus Christ.

Here God is characterised as “our” father, where the reference for this pronoun has just been
defined in the previous verse as “the church of God that is in Corinth.....together with all those
in every place who call on the name of our Lord Jesus Christ.” God is the father of that
church. Behind that explicit relation lies an implicit corollary: their shared relation to God as
father constitutes the group as family. Paul’s opening greeting to his audience in Corinth
characterizes them as having a familial relationship with him, with one another, and with the
wider Christian movement. While those relations are only implicit at this stage, he will draw
heavily on their implied obligations during the epistle.4
ε ὰν γὰρ µυρι'ους παιδαγωγοὺς εχητε ε ν Χριστω
^, α λλ ου πολλοὺς πατε' ρας· ε ν γὰρ Χριστω
^,
 Ιησου^ διὰ του^ ευ αγγελι'ου ε γὼ υ µα^ ς ε γε' ννησα. (4:15)
For even if you have countless teachers in Christ, nevertheless you do not have many fathers:
but I became such (a father) to you in Christ Jesus through the gospel.

This is clearly relational in focus: Paul stands in an exclusive relation of “father” to
the audience: he is their father in Christ Jesus through his past ministry of gospel-preaching
which brought them into existence as a community. The logic of this assertion draws on the
social metaphor of fatherhood: an individual may have many teachers, but only one birth

-----------------------------------4
I have not yet found a commentary noting the familial implications of “God our father” in this opening
greeting, although several characterize it as a departure from Paul’s more frequent formulation “...the God and
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ” without explaining its significance. In fact, an examination of opening greetings
in the seven undisputed epistles shows that the form πατρο' ς η µω
^ ν occurs in Rom.1:7, 1 Cor.1:3, 2 Cor.1:2,
Gal.1:3, Phil.1:2, and Philem.3: in each of the epistles except 1 Thessalonians. I take this as a precautionary
lesson in not accepting other scholars’ statistics, as well as in the importance of screening out preconceptions
formed while reading the deutero-Pauline literature.
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father. His preaching generated their existence as a group, so he can claim that metaphorical
role. He proceeds to draw out implications for their father-child relations with himself.5
«Ολως α κου' εται ε ν υ µι^ν πορνει'α, καὶ τοιαυ' τη πορνει'α η« τις ου δὲ ε ν τοι^ς εθνεσιν, ω
« στε γυναι^κα'
τινα του^ πατρὸς εχειν. (5:1)
It has been heard that immorality exists among you, and such immorality as is not among the
heathen, that some one has his father’s wife.

This is an entirely relational, non-metaphorical use of πατρο' ς: the offender is related
to his victim as actual son to father. That relationship carries inherent obligations, including
those prohibiting the dishonour that is being visited upon his father by this son.6
Ου θε' λω γὰρ υ µα^ ς α γνοει^ν, α δελφοι', ο« τι οι πατε' ρες η µω
^ ν πα' ντες υ πὸ τὴν νεφε' λην ησαν καὶ
πα' ντες διὰ τη^ ς θαλα' σσης διη^ λθον (10:1)
I do not want you to be ignorant, brothers, that our fathers were all under the cloud and all
passed through the sea.

The emphasis, once again, is relational: by referring to the Israelites of the exodus
generation as “our fathers”, Paul includes his Corinthian audience in those who share the
obligations and sanctions inherited from those ancestors. This of course relies on the longestablished characterisation of Israel’s identity as an extended family rooted in common
ancestry.7
ειτα τὸ τε' λος, ο« ταν παραδιδω
^, τὴν βασιλει'αν τω
^, θεω
^, καὶ πατρι' , ο« ταν καταργη' ση, πα^ σαν α ρχὴν
καὶ πα^ σαν ε ξουσι'αν καὶ δυ' ναµιν. (15:24)
Then is the end, when he will hand over the kingdom to (the/his) God and Father, having
destroyed every ruler and every authority and power

Here the term relates Jesus to God as his father, from whom he has received the
kingdom he now yields back to its source.8 Of the five occurrences, this is the least explicitly
relational and with the most potential to be read in an objective-theological sense (“the God”
-----------------------------------5
On Paul’s use of the father-child relation here, see Hans Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians: A Commentary on the
First Epistle to the Corinthians, trans. Leitch James W., Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975) 91-92;
Gordon D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, The New International Commentary on the New Testament
(Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1987) 185-86; Wolfgang Schrage, Der Este Brief an
die Korinther Vol.1, Evangelisch—Katholischer Kommentar Zum Neuen Testament VII (Zurich &
Neukirchen—Vluyn / Solothurn: Benziger & Neukirchener, 1991) 354-57; Christian Wolff, Der Erste Brief Des
Paulus an die Korinther, Theologischer Handkommentar Zum Neuen Testament 7 (Leipzig: Evangelische
Verlagsanstalt, 1996) 93-94; Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, Sacra Pagina 7 (Collegeville: The
Liturgical Press, 1999) 192-93; Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on
the Greek Text, The New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans
Publishing Company, 2000) 369-71;
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On the relationships represented here see Fee, First Corinthians, 200-01; and Thiselton, First
Corinthians, 385-87.
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On ancestral relations and the church’s inclusion in Israel’s self-identity, see Schrage, An der Korinther 1, 388;
and Thiselton, First Corinthians, 723-24.
8

This Greek construction is problematic. According to Thiselton, First Corinthians, 1231, there are only two
proper alternative translations: either “to his God and Father” or “to him who is God and Father”. The context
seems to give more support to the former. So Archibald Robertson and Alfred Plummer, A Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the First Epistle of St Paul to the Corinthians, The International Critical
Commentary (Edinburgh: T.& T.Clark, 1911) 344-55; and Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 271 n.79.
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and “the Father”), but even then it can be understood as retaining relational aspects: as
implying that he is God and father of the kingdom, or of those within the kingdom.
We may cautiously conclude that whenever Paul used the term “father” in this epistle,
he retained its normal connotations within the field of family relations, and that these may be
presumed to have some role in 8:6, unless we have reason to think otherwise. “For us, there is
one God, the father” can be taken to mean that we relate to God as father, that he is our
father, and that as a corollary we are a family, his family. I shall now review how important
that church-as-family construct is in this epistle: firstly in the pre-text, and then in the
subsequent discourse.

10.2 Family Relations in the Pre-text
The likelihood that Paul’s audience could be expected to interpret ο πατη' ρ in 1
Corinthians 8:6 as an evocation of family relations would be greatly increased if those
relations had been strongly “activated” in the preceding text. I shall now present evidence
showing that this was in fact the case. There are three categories of evidence to consider: the
use of familial exhortation throughout the pretext; the previous use of language specifically
describing the audience as a family; and the concentration of family issues in the immediately
preceding discourse.
10.2.1 Preceding use of Familial Exhortation
The vocative α δελφοι' (or its feminine form) occurs twenty one times in 1 Corinthians,
eight of these occurences coming before Chapter 8. As Fee notes, in his comments on its first
occurrence in 1:10, the total is the highest number in any of Paul’s epistles, although
proportionately the occurrence is higher in the Thessalonian letters.9 While he notes that
seventeen of these occurrences are found at a shift in the argument, he and most
commentators acknowledge that Paul uses it to affirm kinship ties, sibling relationships and
other familial relations as the basis for the appeals in the immediately following discourse,
although Schrage also emphasizes its formal connections with Greek paraenetic traditions.10
Conzelmann comments, “The emphatically ‘paraenetic’ opening of the correspondence does
not conflict with its being addressed to ‘brothers’; exhortation is a constitutive part of
brotherly relationships.”11 Of the same passage Barrett writes, “This address is no formality.
The appeal rests upon the fact that they are brothers to him and to one another.”12 For
-----------------------------------9
Fee, First Corinthians, 52 and n.22.
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Schrage, An der Korinther 1, 134.
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Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 31-32.
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C.K. Barrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians, 2nd ed. (London: A.&C. Black, 1971) 41.
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Thiselton, “Paul performs this act of request ... as one member of a family to another”.13
Collins connects this use of familial language with the fact that the church met in homes,
which would provide a concrete setting encouraging such terminology:
His lexical choice, α δελφοι' , “brothers and sisters,” suggests the nature of the
relationship that binds Paul to those Christians, but it represents more than a merely
conventional or metaphorical use of language. In Paul’s time Christians gathered together in
their homes ... In this context Paul’s writing and other early Christian use of such kinship
language as “brothers and sisters” must be seen as a reflection of the setting in which they
came together. It is in the home that kinship language, the language of the family, truly
belongs.14It is worthwhile to give a brief review of the cumulative effects of this form of
familial appeal as it occurs in the text before Chapter 8. I will now set out the eight texts
under consideration with a brief description of the immediate context in each case.
1:10 Introducing the topic of divisions and an appeal to end them
1:11 Citing his source of information, that they are quarreling
1:26 Reminding them of their lowly status, which he shares
2:1 Reminding them of his low-key proclamation of the gospel among them
3:1 Declaring that they were spiritual infants (at least formerly)
4:6 Contrasting the lowly service of the apostles with the audience’s boasting
7:24 Exhorting them to accept their present status, slave or free, as called by God
7:29 Exhorting them to an attitude of detachment from transient worldly status and roles
What do these vocatives have in common? Robertson and Plummer long ago noted
that α δελφοι' is “used in affectionate earnestness, especially when something painful has to be
said (vii.29, x.1, xiv.20, etc.)”,15 and this seems a good starting point for discussion. We
might in fact extend their epithet “painful” to “shameful”, given what we now know about the
crucial importance of honour and shame as social dynamics shared by all members of ancient
extended families.16 That is to say, shame falling on one family member is shared by all.
Most of the above occurrences, the first six, involved shame to some degree: σχι' σµατα (1:10)
were widely regarded as defects in political life, and this is increased somewhat when the
divisions have become the subject of a third-party report (ε δηλω' θη γα' ρ µοι ..., 1:11); in a
status-valuing society to remind an audience of their low status on three counts (1:26), while
not morally shaming, is hardly an affirmation of their worth; in a society valuing rhetorical
sophistication, a reminder that they had been converted by his notably unsophisticated
proclamation (2:1) is a further challenge to their self-esteem, which he takes even further
-----------------------------------13
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when he characterises them not ω ς πνευµατικοι^ς α λλ ω ς σαρκι' νοις, ω ς νηπι' οις ε ν Χριστω
^,
(3:1); and when he contrasts the obedient service exhibited by Apollos and himself (4:1-5)
with the audience’s implied puffery (ι«να µὴ εις υ πὲρ του^ ε νὸς φυσιου^ σθε κατὰ του^ ε τε' ρου,
4:6b - see 8:1) then his use of shame as an admonitory device is overt, requiring him to
explain that his intention is to create familial closeness rather than shameful distance: Ου κ
ε ντρε' πων υ µα^ς γρα' φω ταυ^ τα α λλ ω ς τε' κνα µου α γαπητὰ νουθετω
^ [ν] (4:14).
We might well conclude that sometimes when Paul raises some matter that will
involve shaming his audience, he uses this form of address to soften the impact by
emphasizing that he too shares their shame as a brother, a family member carrying the
family’s shame with them and seeking to do something about it.17 When he contrasts their
shameful attitudes with his own example in 4:6, α δελφοι' diminishes the distancing effect: he
is after all talking about differences within the family. When he describes his own low-status
behaviour (non-rhetorical preaching), this vocative in 2:1 serves to decrease their distancing
of themselves from it; they are after all the beneficiaries of this preaching, which has made
them family members in the first place. And when he exhorts them to adopt attitudes that are
difficult rather than shameful (7:24 and 7:29), this term once again emphasizes the possibility
of doing so: if he their brother can adopt this stance in each case, so can they.
The impact of this vocative term, in each case above, depends upon its evocation of
the social construct family. The eight occurences of α δελφοι' before 8:6 all serve to keep that
construct activated in the consciousness of the audience up to that point. We should also note
that this effect is further heightened by the distribution of these occurences in positions of
textual prominence: twice in quick succession at the start of the first discourse; and twice near
the end of the discourse immediately preceding Chapter 8.
However, the semantic effect of this repetition upon how the audience would most
naturally interpret ο πατη' ρ in 8:6 is minor compared with two further ways in which family
associations have been evoked in the pretext.
10.2.2 Specific Characterisation of the Audience as a Family
In three of the preceding discourses, Paul has dealt with the issues before him by
treating his audience in the Corinthian church as a family and invoking relevant family values
as topoi in his argument. The first instance of this pattern is found in 4:14–19, where Paul
claims the role of spiritual father διὰ του^ ευ αγγελι' ου in relation to the audience, whom he
addresses as his beloved children: τε' κνα µου α γαπητα' . He then proceeds to develop
implications from this metaphor. Firstly, other mentors such as Apollos cannot be fathers too,
so they must be household slave-teachers:18 µυρι' ους παιδαγωγοὺς εχητε ε ν Χριστω
^, α λλ ου
-----------------------------------17
Sometimes, but not always: Chapters 5 and 6 involve shame quite explicitly, as I discuss below, and Paul uses
'
α δελφο' ς to describe participants, but not as a vocative directed at the audience.
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For a discussion of the role of παιδαγωγο' ς, see Thiselton, First Corinthians, 370.
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πολλοὺς πατε' ρας (4:15). Secondly, if he is their father, then they are expected to model
themselves upon him (as opposed to others): παρακαλω
^ ουν υ µα^ς, µιµηται' µου γι' νεσθε
19
(4:16). And finally, if they have not yet learned how to act as good children, they have one
brother who does, namely Timothy: διὰ του^ το επεµψα υ µι^ν Τιµο' θεον, ο« ς ε στι' ν µου τε' κνον
α γαπητὸν καὶ πιστὸν ε ν κυρι' ω, , ος υ µα^ ς α ναµνη' σει τὰς ο δου' ς µου τὰς ε ν Χριστω
^,
(4:17)(shades of the patriarch Joseph in Genesis 37: no wonder Timothy might not be
welcome among them!). It is plain that the rhetoric of this paragraph is entirely dependent
upon the audience’s acceptance of the family construct as an appropriate model for their
relationships with Paul and thus with one another, as the commentaries have generally
reflected.20
The second time Paul explicitly uses the church-as-family construct as a rhetorical
topos is at 5:11, following his discourse on the man who has taken his father’s wife. While
that topic (to which I shall return in the next section) is literally concerned with a family, he
ends his instructions about how his audience is to deal with that case with an analogy drawing
on the scriptural metaphor of leaven (5:6-8) which he then applies more generally by stating
this principle:
Εγραψα υ µι^ν ε ν τη^, ε πιστολη^, µὴ συναναµι'γνυσθαι πο' ρνοις , ου πα' ντως τοι^ς πο' ρνοις του^
κο' σµου του' του η τοι^ς πλεονε' κταις καὶ α« ρπαξιν η ει δωλολα' τραις, ε πεὶ ω φει'λετε αρα ε κ του^
κο' σµου ε ξελθει^ν. νυ^ ν δὲ εγραψα υ µι^ν µὴ συναναµι'γνυσθαι ε α' ν τις α δελφὸς ο νοµαζο' µενος η,
πο' ρνος η πλεονε' κτης η ει δωλολα' τρης η λοι'δορος η µε' θυσος η α« ρπαξ, τω
^, τοιου' τω, µηδὲ
συνεσθι'ειν. (5:9-12)
I wrote to you in the letter not to associate with immoral persons, not all the immoral of this
world, nor the greedy and rapacious nor the idolatrous or else you would have to leave the
world. Rather I wrote to you not to associate with anyone who is named “brother” who is
immoral or greedy or idolatrous or abusive or a drunk or a thief, not even to eat with such a
person.

Paul evidently has two distinct types of association in view here. On the one hand, we
have the Christian community’s everyday social and commercial interaction with an
imperfect and immoral society: such contact is an inevitable and necessary part of their life
and mission. Christians are not to distance themselves from such contacts with ordinary
humanity. But once someone bears the name “brother”, the standards are raised. What is
going on here? I suggest that once again, the crucial social construct involved is family.
“Brother” is a family term in its most literal, everyday sense, no matter what metaphorical
extensions it underwent in some voluntary associations. For someone to claim the status of
“brother” within the Christian community is to claim family membership, and we have seen
that of all the social institutions in Greco-Roman society, the family was the one whose
survival was most dependent on maintaining its boundaries. Failure to discipline or disown a
-----------------------------------19
“The ideal of the obedient son obeying his father’s injunctions and learning from the older man’s memories is
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rogue family member laid the whole family open to shame, poverty and even death. The
survival and wellbeing of the family must always be placed above the freedom of an
individual member, whose family membership carried with it an obligation to subordinate
their individuality to the needs of the whole.21 The family on the other hand had an obligation
imposed upon it by the wider society: it must be responsible for exercising judgment upon its
own members. 1 Cor.5:12–13 is a clear reflection of this delegation of responsibility for
judging those “inside” the family.22 The exclusion of evildoers from the Christian community
Paul advocates here would be a natural consequence for the audience, once they perceived
themselves as a family; which is precisely why Paul uses the phrase τις α δελφὸς
ο νοµαζο' µενος, “someone identified as a brother” here. If you carry the family name in front
of a watching world, you must not bring shame upon it; and if you do, the family disowns
you, leaving you to take your chances in the world outside its protection. He closes with an
excommunication formula from Deuteronomy, where the context once again was Israel-asfamily.23
Paul’s third clear use of the family as a topos prior to 1 Corinthians 8:6 is found in
Chapter 6, when he deals with the issues of litigation before unbelievers. His audience had
seen nothing exceptional about the legal actions taken by some members against others, and
obviously considered the lawcourts to be quite appropriate for such actions, which may well
have concerned financial disputes or other “secular” matters. Why is Paul aghast then? Once
again he frames this as “brother against brother”, α δελφὸς µετὰ α δελφου^ (6:6), thereby
indicating that this is a family matter, and that someone within the family should be wise
enough to act as arbiter between brothers, διακρι^ναι α νὰ µε' σον του^ α δελφου^ αυ του^ (6:5).
Family honour is at stake here: in ancient Greece, families were expected to sort out all intra-
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“The Athenian male was constantly preoccupied with maintaining the honour of his family members – his
parents and his siblings.”: Cox, Household Interests, 79.
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The survival of “primitive” systems of family jurisdiction within Greek, or specifically Athenian,
¨' S.C. Todd,
jurisprudence is a matter of some controversy: on the juridicial powers of an οικος and its κυ' ριος see
The Shape of Athenian Law (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993) 63, 81n., 244, 277. However, the jurisdiction of
the paterfamilias under Roman law seems much clearer: according to Jane Gardner, one of the fundamental
principles of Roman law is “...the autonomy of the individual familia: an autonomy breached by the state, so far
as the conduct of the internal affairs of the familia is concerned, only where this may be felt to endanger the
stability of other parts of society.” Jane F. Gardner, Being a Roman Citizen (London: Routledge, 1993) 179.
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Commentators who pick up the family connotations of Paul’s argument here are rare: see Richard B. Hays,
First Corinthians, Interpretation: A Biblical Commentary for Teaching and Preaching (Louisville: John Knox
Press, 1997) 87; and Collins, First Corinthians, 217-18. It may be that one reason for this general oversight is
biblical scholars’ familiarity with the Israel-as-family construct in the OT scriptures, which they may tend to
read as a very loose metaphor rather than as literal kinship language based on genealogy and common ancestry.
This biblical idea of extended family is then treated as more extended than family. Regardless, these scriptural
associations were probably more important for Paul than for his Greco-Roman audience: they would have
interpreted such scriptural language in terms of their own experience of kinship and extended family structures,
which therefore become more important for his rhetoric than any intertextual echoes we might now detect.

191

familial disputes.24 If they failed to do so and needed to call in the help of other societal
institutions, this would be an admission of family dysfunction, of the family’s unreliability as
a social and jurisdictional unit within the wider legal polity, and a sign of its imminent
demise. Such a family could not be relied on to keep its own affairs in order and thus pull its
weight in society. In the case of the Christian family, its members carry expectations that one
day soon they will sit with Christ as judges of the world, a ridiculous claim if they can not
even govern their own family realm. Finally Paul drives his point home in v.8 with a reproach
directed at the disputants within the family, accusing them of wronging their own brothers:
α λλὰ υ µει^ς α δικει^τε καὶ α ποστερει^τε, καὶ του^ το α δελφου' ς.. With this three-fold use of
α δελφο' ς within this paragraph, the familial connotations are hard to miss.25
10.2.3 Family Issues in the Immediate Pre-Text
The third general factor influencing the semantics of πατη' ρ in 1 Corinthians 8:6 is the
nature of the subject matter of the chapters immediately preceding Chapter 8: they contain an
extraordinary concentration of discussion of literal family matters. The more remote of these
topics is at the start of Ch.5, the case of the man who has taken his father’s wife. Whatever the
nature of the forbidden relation (for instance, was she his stepmother?), it is undisputable that
his actions have brought shame upon his literal family, as well as the church family. The
audience receiving Paul’s discourse on this topic are thinking about family issues.
Of even more influence on the semantics of 8:6 is the fact that virtually all of Ch.7 is
on marital relations, a familial topic whatever else it may be. Only verses 17 to 24 move away
from this focus into more generalised statements of principle. Otherwise Paul methodically
lays down one instruction after another regulating the possible variations in marital
arrangements. That is, his focus for thirty-two of the thirty-eight verses immediately
preceding Chapter 8 is on the central relationship zone within family life, which is at its very
heart between man and woman. The fact that this relationship is devalued by Paul relative to
the over-riding claims of Christ does not act to diminish the semantic effect of this discussion.
When the audience come to hear Chapter 8, their heads are full of marital, which is to say
-----------------------------------24
“To sum up briefly, the ancient Athenian strove very hard to present a united front of himself and his father:
certainly, in public, father protected son and son protected father in conflicts with political or social rivals. In
fact, the father could wield such authority that feuds among his sons, his son’s descendants, or their collaterals
erupted and were aired in the lawcourts only after his death. Ties between father and son could be strained,
however, over property concerns, even though such quarrels were considered bad form and the forgiveness of
fathers was a cultural given (Dem. 25.88-89). Sons, for their part, were reluctant to admit that such arguments
ever occurred and justified them only on the grounds of incompetency. Despite these arguments, sons in the
orations and historical sources maintain an image of steadfast loyalty, a loyalty that solidified their claims as
heirs and as citizens.” Cox, Household Interests, 87-88. While this comment is based on classical Athens, it
deals with an enduring or fundamental feature of family culture that can be assumed to carry through into later
periods and other locations, more than if it were a reflection of political arrangements in the ancient city state.
25

Nevertheless, most commentators seem to focus only on the unrighteous aspect of the secular courts,
including unequal access for rich and poor litigants, ignoring their extra-familial element. Honorable exceptions:
Hays, First Corinthians, 95; and Collins, First Corinthians, 228, 234.
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family issues, especially as these are relativised by the greater loyalty owed to God. So God
and the family are both tied together in the associational frame when six verses into the next
chapter Paul comes up with the clause η µι^ν εις θεὸς ο πατη' ρ. I would argue that they are all
set up to understand “the father” as a familial term.

10.3 Family Relations in 8:6 and the Subsequent Discourse
It is one thing to demonstrate the most probable semantic field activated for ο πατη' ρ
by the pre-text, but the interpretation assumed by the audience as a result of that preconditioning must be confirmed by the subsequent discourse. I have previously argued that
the argumentative structure of the introductory paragraph in which 8:6 is found must
predispose the audience to regard it as an expression of the conceptual macrostructure
underlying the discourse being introduced. This presupposition must also be confirmed by the
discourse that follows. In my view the audience has been set up to expect that the family will
play a significant part in Paul’s discussion of the issues surrounding ει δωλο' θυτα. I have
already summarized the argumentative shape of that discourse, but will now revisit it to
emphasize the significance of family ideation.
10.3.1 Family Responsibilities
I have previously argued that Paul’s pragmatic goal in this discourse is to persuade his
audience in Corinth to adopt his own policy of subordinating his freedom of choice to the
scruples of others, following the pre-eminent example of Christ. It remains now for me to
point out that when he introduces this policy in the second paragraph of his discourse,
immediately following 8:6, he begins by couching the argument in terms favoured by his
opponents (“knowledge” versus “weak conscience” ) but moves the discussion away from
there by adopting language that is pointedly familial.
α πο' λλυται γὰρ ο α σθενω
^ ν ε ν τη^, ση^, γνω' σει, ο α δελφὸς δι ον Χριστὸς α πε' θανεν. (8:11)
ου« τως δὲ α µαρτα' νοντες ει ς τοὺς α δελφοὺς καὶ τυ' πτοντες αυ τω
^ ν τὴν συνει'δησιν α σθενου^ σαν
ει ς Χριστὸν α µαρτα' νετε. (8:12)
διο' περ ει βρω
^ µα σκανδαλι'ζει τὸν α δελφο' ν µου, ου µὴ φα' γω κρε' α ει ς τὸν αι ω
^ να, «ινα µὴ τὸν
α δελφο' ν µου σκανδαλι'σω. (8:13)

Recent English translations in their search for gender-inclusiveness have reinforced
the established scholarly tendency to read “brother” as an associational term for membership
of the Christian community, and in the process have buried the cumulative effect of Paul’s
fourfold repetition of the term here.26 Commentators have generally been freer to give a more

-----------------------------------26
So NRSV renders these four occurences in turn, “believers”,“members of your family”, “their” and “them”,
getting it right in the second instance but fudging it in the others.

193

literal rendition of Paul’s language, noting the emphatic nature of the repetition, but without
making much of this being an appeal to ancient family values.27
Examining 8:11–13 as displayed above, it is easy to see a chiastic pattern involving
the attitude taken by various parties towards the person with a weak conscience. Christ’s
position is described first: he owned this person as his brother and followed through on his
kinship obligations by dying for him. Paul outlines his own attitude as the third component of
the chiasm, repeating τὸν α δελφο' ν µου to emphasise his willingness to own that relation: in
effect, “I willingly acknowlege him as my brother .... and while I may not be called on to die
for him, at least I will go so far as to give up any particular food for his sake, if that is what it
takes to save him.” Paul’s opponents on this issue have labelled the person who objects to
their freedom to eat ει δωλο' θυτα as “the weakling” (ο α' σθενω
^ ν), in effect disowning him as a
full member of the family of faith and thus avoiding any responsibility for his fate. They are
certainly not this brother’s keeper, and in no way answerable for his actions. Their attitude
and their consequent actions are clearly shown by contrast to be sinful, not just for their
effects on that brother, but as shameful to all their brothers (α µαρτα' νοντες ει ς τοὺς α δελφου' ς)
that is, as shameful to the family.
The key exegetical issue in my reading of this passage lies in how we read ο α δελφὸς
δι ον Χριστὸς α πε' θανεν in 8:11. If we read “brother” as equivalent to “member of the faith
community”, then Paul is saying that Christ died for each member of that community,
including this one. He would then be open to this rejoinder, “Actually we are not too sure
such a person truly belongs among us, his faith is so weak. Furthermore, if we give ground
before his ignorant scruples, how does this help his faith? We would actually be doing him a
disservice.” Such a line of reasoning seems to lie behind what, in my view, is a good deal of
scholarly confusion regarding Paul’s position on this issue. I want to suggest that taking the
family associations of this terminology more seriously leads us towards a simpler resolution,
and that we should start by reading this key phrase as an assertion that Christ died for this
person because he owned him as his brother.28 That is, not “our brother, for whom Christ
died”, but “Christ’s brother, for whom he died.” Or not in the first instance, anyway. Christ
-----------------------------------27
Those who do note that this is an appeal to family loyalties include Hays, First Corinthians, 142; Collins,
First Corinthians, 323; and Thiselton, First Corinthians, 657. However, none of these writers refers to particular
obligations between family members found in ancient social systems.
28

Admittedly, I might be accused of importing a particular reading of Rom.8:29 into the text here: that the
present community of faith are those whom God foreknew to be Christ’s brothers: ει'ς τὸ ειναι αυ τὸν
πρωτο' τοκον ε' ν πολλοι^ς α δελφοι^ς. Christ thus fits into the role of first-born who gives himself redemptively for
those who are already foreknown to be his brothers. On God’s foreknowledge of these brothers, see C. K.
Barrett, A Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, Harper’s New Testament Commentaries (New York:
Harper & Row, 1957) 169-70; Ernst Käsemann, Commentary on Romans, trans. and Ed. Geoffrey W. Bromiley
(Grand Rapid: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1980) 244-45; and James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8,
Word Biblical Commentary 38A (Milton Keynes: Word Publishing, 1991) 484-85. My justification for
adopting a similar reading of the present text, however, is my perception that later in the same discourse at 1
Cor. 10:28, the “someone” presenting their scruple is almost certainly an unbeliever whose salvation Paul places
before his own rights (10:33): that is, he is a potential brother, and the case is not materially different from that
postulated in 8:10-13.
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owned this weak one as his brother, and acted accordingly. Brothers are expected to die for
one another. Christ did this for the weak one, and for Paul, and for the opponents, and on the
same basis, that they are all his brothers. As a consequence, they are family, and have no
option of disowning one another: if they do, as the opponents are doing in effect, they are
sinning against the family as a whole (α µαρτα' νοντες ει ς τοὺς α δελφου' ς),29 and against Christ
in particular (ει ς Χριστὸν α µαρτα' νετε). Kinship is a given fact, not a choice, and it is the
language of kinship that Paul uses to place obligations upon his audience in this passage.30
Another way to frame the key issue here is to say that kinship and its responsibilities
are determined not by some intrinsic relation between siblings, but by their common relation
to the head of the family. That relation was normally a fact of birth, but not necessarily so:
one could also enter the family by adoption, or even as a slave. Under Roman law, the
essential relation was not parentage but governance.31 Applied to Paul’s discourse, this
principle would mean that subjection to the leadership of Christ as κυ' ριος is the essential
characteristic defining membership within the Christian family, so that all of Paul’s audience
have the ongoing challenge of proving their own inclusion by their obedience to Christ’s
leadership. It also implies that it is Christ’s acknowledgement of any individual as a brother
that alone establishes him within the family circle: he is “the brother for whom Christ died”,
and no other family member is able to dislodge him from that status.32

-----------------------------------29
For this as sinning against the fellowship as a whole, see Barrett, First Corinthians, 196; and Fee, First
Corinthians, 389.
30

I seem to be rather alone here, although I take general support from the emphasis on kinship in Hays, First
Corinthians, 142; and Collins, First Corinthians, 323. Commentatators reading ο α δελφο' ς in v.11 as “the
believer” or equivalent term for community membership include Ben III Witherington, Conflict and Community
in Corinth: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary on 1 and 2 Corinthians (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans
Publishing Company, 1995) 200; and Thiselton, First Corinthians, 655. That trend is further influenced by
recent German scholarship, which seems preoccupied with form-critical questions here, and with the connection
between v.11 and other NT forms of the statement “Christ died for us”(1 Cor.15:3): see Hermann Probst, Paulus
und der Brief, Wissenschaftliche Untersuchingen Zum Neun Testament, 2.Reihe 45 (Tübingen: J.C.B.Mohr
(Paul Siebeck), 1991) 138-49; and Wolfgang Schrage, Der Este Brief an die Korinther Vol.2, Evangelisch—
Katholischer Kommentar Zum Neuen Testament VII (Zurich & Neukirchen—Vluyn / Solothurn: Benziger &
Neukirchener, 1995) 266. However Wolff, Der Erste Brief, 182 does reflect on the significance of Paul
changing the τις of v.7 into the “brother” of vv.11-13, but this makes him a Glaubensgenosse, a “co-religionist”
rather than family member.
31

“Everyone who was in the power of a paterfamilias was related to him and to one another. This form of
relationship was known as agnatio. The agnates remained in this relationship even if the paterfamilias died.
Thus, the test of agnatio was subjection to a common potestas, whether actual or hypothetical, I.e., all those who
were in the power of a paterfamilias, or would have been if he had been alive, were agnatically related ... Most
agnates were blood relations (i.e., cognates) but there were some exceptional cases. For example, a child
adopted from another family became the agnate of his adoptive family. Conversely, a child given in adoption, or
emancipated, lost his agnatic ties with his natural family.” Andrew Borkowski, Textbook on Roman Law
(London: Blackstone Press, 1994) 103.

32

The practice of adoption in Greco-Roman society is also relevant to the issue of family membership, and its
significance for Paul is shown in Gal.4:5 and Rom.8:15. However, it does not appear in the present epistle and
seems of marginal importance for my present discussion. See J.M. Scott, “Adoption, Sonship,” Dictionary of
Paul and His Letters, G.F. Hawthorne, R.P. Martin, and Reid, D.G. (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press,
1993) 15-18.
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10.3.2 Family Roles
A key element of Paul’s argument in 1 Corinthians 8–10 is his concern to establish the
authoritative nature of the examples set firstly by Jesus and secondly by himself, especially as
this involved giving up their own rights for the benefit of others: meaning that in a world of
plural models, we should pay more heed to some exemplars than to others. I wish to argue
that an underlying social construct rendering this plausible is the differentiated and unequal
roles held by differing members of Greco-Roman families, and will now give some support
for that position.
Beside kinship and its obligations, the family construct in Greco-Roman society had
structural aspects that we associate with the term “household”, οικος/οι κι' α. The fullness of
the semantic field associated with these two terms reflects the crucial role played by the
family in Greek society.33 The cognates found within that field reflect an integrated symbolic
world in which the house, those who inhabit the house, building the house and the life of its
inhabitants, and the differentiated roles of those inhabitants, are all related concepts rooted in
the realities of family life in Greek society. W.K.Lacey characterised the family as
...the most central and enduring institution in Greek society. City-states rose and fell,
democracy and oligarchy fought, foreign conquerors came and went, but the family remained
stubbornly entrenched as the fundamental institution of the Greeks. ... [In the era of the citystates] the polis was no more and no less than the sum total of its families. ... The all-pervading
role of the family has the result that there is scarcely any topic in Greek civilization in which
the family is not concerned.34

The Greek conception of family was generally larger than the modern nuclear family,
although it could at times have just that scope. Sarah Pomeroy, building upon Lacey’s
foundations, provides a more nuanced definition of the range of this term as it should be used
to describe ancient Greek social structures: “In short, an Athenian man was a member of three
types of family simultaneously: one consisted of his associates in political activities, another
largley male kinsmen, and the third of all his male and female kin.”35 This three-dimensional
family structure had clear functional connections with social features specific to the Greek
city states. Firstly, its separate public face supported a political constitution in which
citizenship and thus legal identity was defined purely in terms of membership of a recognized
family grouping, that is of an οικος within an established phratry.36 This enabled clear
definitions of everyone’s rights and obligations regarding economic responsibilities,
transmission of property, military and political roles, and the begetting and rearing of
children. It served to define and limit citizenship to those born into established families, and
-----------------------------------33
The complexity of this semantic field as it appears in and around the New Testament can be clearly seen by
examining the 26 headwords connected with these roots in BADG, 556-61.
34

W.K. Lacey, The Family in Classical Greece, Aspects of Greek and Roman Life (London: Thames & Hudson,
1968) 9.

35
Sarah B. Pomeroy, Families in Classical and Hellenistic Greece: Representations and Realities (Oxford:
Oxford UP, 1997) 18-19.
36

Pomeroy, Families, 67; Lacey, Family, 16 - 17.
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the key requirement for a family’s survival was its ability to certify the paternity of its
children.37 The Greeks were endogamous, preferring to marry within their kinship groups,38
which greatly simplified the preservation of the οικος from one generation to another: that is
not only of the people but of their joint interest in citizenship, land and other property rights.
The role of men as the public face of their families required women to remain private which,
along with the early age of female marriage,39 met the men’s need to guarantee the legitimacy
of their children and thus preserve the integrity of the οικος.
Greek society was (and is) patriarchal: the master of the oikos was the head of the family, its
kyrios, as its governor, governing the slaves as master, the children as a sort of king because of
their affection for him and his greater age, his wife like a political leader, differing from
normal political leadership only in that this relationship does not involve change of leaders ...
Headship of a family, (κυρι'εια) and the status of kyrios is an important feature of all Greek
family life.40

The close tie between the two key terms, οικος and κυ' ριος, founded on these universal
associations within family life, extended to their use throughout Greek political life in the
city-states, and continued through the Hellenistic period to the first century C.E. and
beyond.41All of these structural features are relevant when we come to consider what it meant
for someone in ancient Greek culture to belong to an οικος.
As is common with the richly developed terminology surrounding such complex
social constructs as the family, it is sometimes difficult to determine where metaphorical use
begins, or for our purpose, where family connotations are no longer present. What we do
know is that this semantic field is well represented in Paul’s vocabulary, within this epistle
and elsewhere. Paul has previously characterised his audience as θεου^ οι κοδοµη' (3:9), which
in the context must be read as “God’s building”, in line with the parallel metaphor, θεου^
γεω' ργιον, “God’s cultivated field”. He then proceeds to develop the metaphor of housebuilding until he has them depicted as the temple in which God is the inhabitant (3:17).
However in Ch.4, he mixes this metaphor somewhat, characterising himself and the other
apostles as υ πηρε' τας Χριστου^ καὶ οι κονο' µους µυστηρι' ων θεου^ , “Christ’s assistants and
stewards of God’s mysteries.” This moves the metaphorical focus from the sacred building to
its inhabitants, in particular those who are responsible for its sacral functions. The next verse
carries this semantic slide further, moving on to the faithfulness required from stewards in
 δε λοιπὸν ζητει^ται ε ν τοι^ς οι κονο' µοις, «ινα πιστο' ς τις
general, not just of temple servants: ω
ευ ρεθη^, . (4:2) From that point, the temple image fades from view: Paul is now talking about
the church as a household, in which stewards such as himself have a special line of
accountability to its head, ο κυ' ριος. What I have described as a mixture of metaphors is in fact
-----------------------------------37
Lacey, Family, 100.
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Pomeroy, Families, 9.

39

Mostly aged 14-15: Pomeroy, Families, 5. On female privacy, see ibid., 78—82.
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Lacey, Family, 217 - 36.
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testimony to the complete integration in Paul’s symbolic world between what we would term
“house” and “household”.42 It is natural to conclude that the image of church-as-house-to-bebuilt is so congenial to him for the very reason that church-as-household is already
established as one of his fundamental constructs.43 That construct plays a vital role in his
discourse on ει δωλο' θυτα, drawing firstly on role differerentiations within a household, and
secondly on a household’s economic arrangements.
10.3.2.1 Household Role Differentiation
We have seen that in Chapter 4 Paul has already established his position that he and
the other apostles have distinctive roles as υ πηρε' ται and οι κονο' µοι within God’s
establishment, that the authority and accountability vested in their roles are fundamentally
God’s business to determine, and that the audience should acknowledge the benefits they
have received through this arrangement rather than presuming to criticise it. I have also
argued that the fundamental social model determining the shape of that establishment is the
household. I now wish to extend that a little by arguing that the family / household model of
the church by its very nature would be expected to include people at various stages of
maturity, carrying different levels of responsibility for the wellbeing of the whole, and with
differentiated roles that are a relatively fixed part of the social order.44 A Greco-Roman
family was not a free association of equals: the role differentiations within it were givens,
determined primarily by the historical facts of procreation, order of birth and gender, with a
small range of variation in those roles being possible at the discretion of the leader of each
household, its κυ' ριος. The network of relationships within a household was largely shaped by

-----------------------------------42
On the change from sacral to household metaphors, see Fee, First Corinthians, 158-59; and Thiselton, First
Corinthians, 336. However Collins, First Corinthians, 167-71sees the metaphors here as drawn from civic
rather than household roles. I maintain that those civic titles are themselves based on the metaphorical
construction of civil society as an extended family.
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Here I am in serious disagreement with David G. Horrell, “From α δελφοι' to οικος θεου^ : Social
Transformation in Pauline Christianity,” Journal of Biblical Literature 120.2 (2001): 293-311. Horrell quite
rightly identifies α δελφο' ς as “kinship language used by Paul to promote solidarity and mutual regard among
members of the congregations” (302) and also notes “However, it would seem fair to say that when οικος, is
used to describe the human household, it often denotes some kind of structured and stratified group”(298). I
disagree when he draws an implication that the kinship language “assumes and promotes the relationship ... as
one between equal siblings.” (299, emphasis added, as siblings were often quite unequal in ancient societies),
and when he moves from observing that Paul never uses οικος to describe the Christian community to the
inference that he prefers to avoid the structure and inequalities associated with that term. I am arguing that the
image of the church as a structured household is implicit in 1 Corinthians, inasmuch as members differ in their
gifts (Chs 12-14) and in their degrees of responsibility/authority (Chs.3-4). An unstructured kinship group in
which no authoritative roles such as apostleship are acknowledged is one in which members will inevitably
compete to establish new defacto status markers: a major problem at Corinth. Horrell is wrong to set kinship
over against household in Paul’s image of the church.
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So Peter Marshall, Enmity in Corinth: Social Conventions in Paul’s Relations with the Corinthians,
Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen Zum Neuen Testament 2.Reihe 23 (Tübingen: J.C.B.Mohr (Paul Siebeck),
1987) 135-36.
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those pre-determined roles.45 Individuals did not experience themselves as having much
freedom to choose their roles: the opportunities for decision regarding marital status and
slavery that Paul discusses in 1 Corinthians 7 (especially 7:21: δου^ λος ε κλη' θης, µη' σοι
µελε' τω· α λλ ει καὶ δυ' νασαι ε λευ' θερος γενε' σθαι, µα^ λλον χρη^ σαι) were in fact rather
exceptional circumstances, and his treatment implies that they should be recognized and
seized as specially God-given.46
It is to the fixed nature of family role differentiation that Paul appeals in 4:14–15,
building on the metaphor of having “fathered” them in the gospel:
Ου κ ε ντρε' πων υ µα^ ς γρα' φω ταυ^ τα α λλ ω ς τε' κνα µου α γαπητὰ νουθετω
^ [ν]. ε ὰν γὰρ µυρι'ους
παιδαγωγοὺς εχητε ε ν Χριστω
^, α λλ ου πολλοὺς πατε' ρας· ε ν γὰρ Χριστω
^,  Ιησου^ διὰ του^
ευ αγγελι'ου ε γὼ υ µα^ ς ε γε' ννησα.
I have not written this to shame you but to admonish you as my beloved children. For even if
you have countless teachers in Christ, nevertheless you only have one father: for in Christ
Jesus I begat you through the gospel.

The metaphor here is not to be pushed too far: if Paul was the father, was the gospel
the mother? His intention is clearly to claim birth-parent status in relation to his audience.47
They know for an historical fact that they owe their spiritual birth and early nurture as
Christians to Paul. The church is not a debating society or philosophical school in which one
may pick and chose one’s mentors, but a family in which these roles are assigned by the
κυ' ριος. Paul does not have to compete with Apollos and other teachers who have ministered
to his audience, because his role is different in kind. Furthermore, these roles have not been
self-chosen by those exercising them, but assigned from above; their many pedagogues have
been established ε ν Χριστω
^, ; he is their birth-parent ε ν Χριστω
^,  Ιησου^ . The roles are distinctly
and immutably different, and this is by the will of God.
One further consequence follows from Paul’s parental relation to the audience: their
obligation to follow his example:
παρακαλω^ ουν υ µα^ ς, µιµηται' µου γι'νεσθε. (4:16)
I appeal to you, therefore, to become my imitators.

-----------------------------------Dale B. Martin, Slavery as Salvation: The Metaphor of Slavery in Pauline Christianity (New Haven &
London: Yale UP, 1990) has argued that slavery was a status that could be, and frequently was, chosen in
Greco-Roman society as a means of social and economic self-improvement. Others have seen it quite
differently, notably G.E.M. Ste. Croix, The Class Struggle in the Ancient Greek World: From the Archaic Age to
the Arab Conquests (London: Duckworth, 1981), who argues strongly against the influential position taken by
M.I.Finley, who minimized the significance of fixed classes and supported the model of multi-variate social
status. Finley’s position was adopted in Wayne A. Meeks, The First Urban Christians: The Social World of the
Apostle Paul (New Haven: Yale UP, 1983) 53-55 which appeared at the same time as Ste. Croix’s study, and
has exerted a strong hegemony in New Testament studies since that time, inhibiting discussion of the
fundamental significance of class as the ownership of one person’s labours by another as a property right. Ste.
Croix argues that this factor was the fundamental determinant of social difference in the ancient world, tying not
only slaves but women and all other “non-free labour” to their fixed social status and roles.
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One of the fundamental aspects of socialization through the parent-child relation in
Greco-Roman society was the obligation of the parent to set an example of acceptable
behaviour and the related obligation of the child to follow it.48 Having established those
relational obligations between himself and his audience earlier in the epistle, Paul now carries
them forward as a premise into his discourse on ει δωλο' θυτα. We know that whatever else was
going on around this issue, it involved some sort of challenge to Paul’s authority: Chapter 9
stands witness to this fact, however we interpret it, as does the argumentative tone of the
discourse as a whole. I have also argued that his pragmatic goal is to persuade his audience to
follow the policy he has described as his personal practice in 8:13. The bare bones of this
argument may be clearly seen by linking these key passages in the discourse:
διο' περ ει βρω
^ µα σκανδαλι'ζει τὸν α δελφο' ν µου, ου µὴ φα' γω κρε' α ει ς τὸν αι ω
^ να, «ινα µὴ τὸν
α δελφο' ν µου σκανδαλι'σω. (8:13)
Ου κ ει µὶ ε λευ' θερος; ου κ ει µὶ α πο' στολος; ου χὶ  Ιησου^ ν τὸν κυ' ριον η µω
^ ν ε ω' ρακα; ου τὸ εργον
µου υ µει^ς ε στε ε ν κυρι'ω, ; ει αλλοις ου κ ει µὶ α πο' στολος, α λλα' γε υ µι^ν ει µι· η γὰρ σφραγι'ς µου
τη^ ς α ποστολη^ ς υ µει^ς ε στε ε ν κυρι'ω, . (9:1-2)
µιµηται' µου γι'νεσθε καθὼς κα γὼ Χριστου^ . (11:1)

Firstly he states his personal policy, with the implication that he wants them to embrace it as
their own, but knowing not only that they will find it distasteful to adopt, but also that it
diminishes his apostolic status in their eyes. So he immediately switches to a defense of his
status, knowing that this constitutes the crux of his argument, the key issue where they most
need persuasion. All of chapter 9 is directed to that end, but where he begins that defence is
most significant: In 9:1-2, as in 4:14-16, he reminds them of the givenness of their relation to
him: they are the living proof of his apostleship, and whatever he may be to others, to them he
is undeniably their founding apostle “in the Lord”. The parallels with that earlier passage are
plain, and we may conclude that even though he is now talking about his apostleship rather
his parenthood, these are inextricably linked in his mind.49 He is not just any apostle like
others who have since come their way; he is their founding apostle, their birth-parenting
apostle in the Lord. Therefore the family obligations are transferred from parenthood to
apostleship: they must follow his example, just as he must follow Christ’s. But I would
suggest the overarching social construct binding all of this argument together is, once again, ο
οικος, the family/household.
The role of κυ' ριος is central to this household construct, for it is his responsibility to
govern the family and to make those role-assignments that are not fixed by birth. It is Christ
who occupies that role in Paul’s depiction of the church as family. How does that relate to the
metaphorical role of God as πατη' ρ? Weren’t they one and the same person in the ancient
Greek family? Not necessarily so! The role of family κυ' ριος did not just confer authority and
privilege, but was frequently experienced as a considerable burden of responsibility by those
who found themselves in it. While a juvenile male might enter it prematurely through the
-----------------------------------48
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death of his father, it was normally taken up on marriage, which for Greek men took place at
an about thirty (whereas for women it was usually before twenty: marriage for women was all
about biological readiness for procreation, whereas for men it required emotional readiness to
assume responsibility for others). He would then receive his share of the οικος (family land
and other property including slaves and the wife purchased for him by the family) and assume
responsibility for establishing and maintaining it as a separate entity: maintaining and
extending its economic basis, providing for all its members, representing it in the public
arena; defending it through his participation in military duties (from which he could not retire
until 59 and thus be classified as elderly), and maintaining its household cult. On reaching 60,
he might expect his own sons to be nearing 30, marriageable and ready to take over his family
role. If he was tired of carrying all this responsibility, relief was now in sight: a father could
chose to delegate this role before his death, and retire into a well-earned rest, handing over all
his property and attendant responsibilities to his sons, who in taking up their own κυ' ρεια
would be obliged to provide for him along with their other dependants. He was still the
patriarch, but no longer κυ' ριος. This division of roles was, apparently, an attractive
prospect.50
For Paul to depict the church as a household in which God was ο πατη' ρ and Jesus ο
κυ' ριος was therefore to adapt a clearly established social construct familiar to all of his
audience. Among other implications, this model brought with it a presumption that within this
household there would be distinct roles established by the instrinsic differences between
family members due to the circumstances of their entry into the family
(marriage/birth/adoption/purchase) and further defined by role-assignments decided by the
executive head, ο κυ' ριος. Crucially, Paul’s calling and entry into the household have
established him within it as an apostle with a specific authority over and responsibility for his
audience in Corinth (9:1-2). It is a unique, God-given and uncontestable role, which those
who contest his influence must come to terms with if they are not wanting to contest the
greater authority of the κυ' ριος who appointed him, as Israel contested the leadership of Moses
(10:10). In particular, if they acknowledge his role, then they must also accept that his
personal policy in relation to ει δωλο' θυτα (8:13), and more broadly as a gospel-bearer (9:1923) is an authoritative exemplification of the self-giving ministry of Christ (11:1).
Those role-differences, their divinely determined origin and eventual accountability to
their originator, are crucial to Paul’s argument in this discourse, and are a part of what is prefigured in 1 Corinthians 8:6: α λλ η µι^ν εις θεὸς ο πατὴρ ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν,
καὶ εις κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς δι ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς δι αυ του^ . Within the household of
God, “everything”, including all role assignments, originates in God and is mediated through
Jesus Christ, his appointed heir and κυ' ριος.
However, much more than role-differentiation is at stake in this discourse: of equal
and related significance is the matter of resources.
-----------------------------------50
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10.3.2.2 Family Resources
We have seen that in offering himself as an exemplar of best practice on the issue of
ει δωλο' θυτα, Paul is weakening his case in the eyes of those among his audience who are
already questioning his authority, and that his main task in Chapter 9 is to counter that line of
attack. What he needs to do is to persuade his audience to change their view that in failing to
claim his full rights as an apostle he is undermining his claims to that role. While he includes
the right to be accompanied by a wife (9:5) among those foregone privileges, there is no
doubt that his focus, and the sore point with his audience, is his refusal of material support
from the Corinthian church. His own explanation for his stance is very general: that he has
chosen “not to make use of this right”(9:12, repeated in 9:15), in order to avoid causing a
“hindrance” to the gospel of Christ, «ινα µη' τινα ε γκοπὴν δω
^ µεν τω
^, ευ αγγελι' ω, του^ Χριστου^ .
He does not actually say what that potential hindrance would be, but it seems clear that he is
referring to some factor of particular significance at Corinth (inasmuch as he accepted support
from other churches) which is too obvious or too delicate to specify. I have already argued,
following Chow and others, that this factor is the particular force exerted by patron-client
relationships in that situation, and Paul’s need to strongly resist being seen as a client by his
converts. This has, however, left them unsure about how to value his ministry: although they
might equally treat him as a benefactor, they are also open to treating his service to them as
that of a slave, given for nothing and therefore of little account. Paul acknowledges this
perception:  Ελευ' θερος γὰρ ων ε κ πα' ντων πα^σιν ε µαυτὸν ε δου' λωσα, «ινα τοὺς πλει' ονας
κερδη' σω (9:19), carefully choosing to frame his service-for-nothing policy in Corinth as an
integral part of a wider evangelistic policy in which he adapts himself to the particular needs
of different audiences (9:20-22). Why does he embrace the “slave” label if it has such
potential to devalue his ministry in Corinthian eyes? In my view, the whole point of his
argument here is that he is not really their slave, but Christ’s, and he looks to his master rather
than to them for support and reward. They get his services for nothing, and he can avoid the
consequent obligations that might compromise the gospel he brings them if he were to be
reliant on them for support, precisely because his needs are provided for already by the Lord.
Furthermore, being Christ’s slave puts him in a position where his status is entirely dependent
on the value placed on his service by the Lord, whatever they may think of it.51
This throws his examples in Chapter 9 into a new light. The soldier, vintner, shepherd,
ox, and temple servant each operates within a context in which they have an employer who
has guaranteed the reward for their services. So gospel-workers do not need to claim support
from their peers, let alone their beneficiaries: if they do choose to do so, they are only
-----------------------------------51
The parallel with the high-status slaves of “Caesar’s houshold” has been well noted already. For discussion of
high status available through enslavement to a powerful master, see P.R.C Weaver, Familia Caesaris: A Social
Study of the Emperor’s Freedmen and Slaves (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1972); and Martin, Slavery as
Salvation.

202

claiming a provision made by the Lord rather than accepting the largesse of the apparent
donors. On this interpretation, the dominical saying authorizing gospel-proclaimers to receive
support from their audiences obligated those audiences to give more than the proclaimers to
receive. His audience, of course, might not see it that way, particularly if some among them
had already seized on this dominical saying, claiming that it created an obligation upon
gospel-bearers to become their clients. However, such a viewpoint means that they think of
their material resources as their own, rather than belonging to their Lord, which is precisely
why Paul feels unable to receive support from them as he can from those who give it as
faithful servants of the true proprietor.
ου« τως καὶ ο κυ' ριος διε' ταξεν τοι^ς τὸ ευ αγγε' λιον καταγγε' λλουσιν ε κ του^ ευ αγγελι'ου ζη^ ν. (9:14)

The key figure in this relation is the Lord, ο κυ' ριος, who has the authority to dispose
of the material resources of all those for whom he is κυ' ριος, and the social construct
legitimizing that status is in fact the family. This may not appear so obvious to us 2000 years
later, but it would have been clearer to Paul’s audience, for at least two reasons. The first of
these is that each of the economic roles named by Paul (soldier, vintner, shepherd, ox, temple
worker) along with most others in ancient society was organised and provided for by families.
The οικος was the basic organisational unit , and the wider society organised many aspects of
its military, economic and cultic life as a network of family units.52 Furthermore, each unit
was headed by one person, its κυ' ριος in Greek culture, and thus provided the commonest
everyday context in which ancient Greek speakers would use this term (as opposed to the
literary contexts in which we might now encounter them using it). So when Paul writes, ο
κυ' ριος διε' ταξεν ... ζη^ ν, the most natural social context in which this would fit is that of the
οικος, in which the κυ' ριος orders the financial affairs of the whole, providing for the means of
living for each member.
So Paul’s complicated defence of his refusal to accept material support from the
Corinthians is unified to some extent by the everyday model of the household. Both he and
his audience are members of God’s household, in which Christ is κυ' ριος and therefore in
charge of all their resources. The κυ' ριος organises the roles and tasks of each household
member, and is in charge of their eventual recompense. The decision about how Paul receives
his share of those resources and rewards is entirely between him and Christ. If those who
benefit from his free services think he is acting slavishly towards them, he will take this
humiliation as an inverted complement, for he is actually Christ’s slave, and is serving them
at Christ’s direction, to achieve Christ’s purposes rather than acting in response to their
demands. The payoff for him is yet to be seen. He ends this self-defence by switching his
metaphor to that of an athlete in training (9:24–27): they would do well to consider that what
-----------------------------------52
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may appear as privation to them is better seen as the self-denial of an athlete in training. He is
actually going after a greater prize than they (or, translating this back from the contestant to
the servant model, is expecting a greater reward), and they would do well to re-evaluate their
own goals as they consider his example.53
Reading 1 Corinthians 8:6 in the light of this orientation of Paul’s, we can see how
evocative it is of his attitude to financial support: all the financial resources he needs come
from his divine Father (ο πατὴρ ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα) through Christ (Ι
 ησου^ ς Χριστὸς δι ου τὰ
πα' ντα), and as a consequence he is obligated only to God, through Christ (καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν
... δι’ αυ του^ ). As we have already seen, he is determined not to become the client of any of his
Corinthian converts.
However he is making this very important claim not only on his own behalf but also
for his audience (η µι^ν ... η µει^ς ... η µει^ς). They are all members of God’s family, and as such
should all expect to benefit from its wealth, as of right. He has already celebrated his
audience’s enrichment by God, not only in spiritual gifts (1:5) but in “all things”(πα' ντα γὰρ
υ µω
^ ν ε στιν, ειτε Παυ^ λος ειτε Απολλω
^ ς ειτε Κηφα^ς, ειτε κο' σµος ειτε ζωὴ ειτε θα' νατος, ειτε
ε νεστω
^ τα ειτε µε' λλοντα· πα' ντα υ µω
^ ν, 3:21b-22). In doing so he emphasized the corollary that
this shared wealth rendered any boasting pointless: no one is able to lay any particular claims
to “ownership” of parts of that common wealth, whether this be in the form of a special
affiliation with an apostle (the issue at hand there) or any other benefits given by God. In the
final view, they are all beneficiaries, and God alone is owner and donor: υ µει^ς δὲ Χριστου^ ,
Χριστὸς δὲ θεου^ (3:23).
One effect of family commonality is to reduce the indebtedness consequent on any
sharing of wealth among family members, not only because they have a familial duty to care
for one another, but also because when they do so this does not create patronage relations
among them. Patronage entails the distribution of scarce resources between those who have
unequal control over those resources.54 Within God’s household, his children have equal
access to the family resources, which are unlimited and distributed by God alone, through
Christ. All further sharing of that patrimony between siblings is not a matter of their
beneficence as much as of pietas, the duty of devotion owed to each other by family
members.55
So the overall effect of the relations expressed in 1 Cor.8:6 is to oppose patronage
relations between members of the Christian community. All of Christ’s people constitute one
family, and therefore beneficia shared among them must be construed as fulfilling the prior
obligations of familial duty and cannot create the obligations characteristic of patronage. The
-----------------------------------53
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source of those beneficia is in the generosity of God expressed through Christ, which suggests
that the only possible patronage relation which all community members share is as God’sclients-through-Christ. In effect 8:6 implies, “If anyone is patron around here it is God alone,
and we have all become his clients through Christ.”
Of course, Paul could have called his audience God’s clients much more directly, but
he never does. The reason may now be apparent: once the Christians begin to see themselves
as God’s children, the patronage relation is superseded. By relating to them as ο πατη' ρ, God
has entered into a familial relation with them, and the generosity of parents is in itself an
expression of pietas. The gifts bestowed by parents do not make clients of their children, and
the obligations inherent in receiving such gifts are filial rather than patronal. The consequence
for Paul’s audience is patent: if God’s generosity to his children creates filial obligations but
not clientage, how much less right do they have to make clients of one another when they
share those gifts within the family?
1 Cor.8:6 thus presents the Corinthian audience with a choice of metaphorical models
defining their relations to one another and to God. If they choose to think in terms of
patronage relations, and to understand the benefits and obligations denoted by the verse’s four
supplementary clauses in that light alone, then the only possible patron among them is the one
God from whom all benefits come and obligations are incurred, through Christ. If, however,
they take the model of themselves as God’s family more seriously and hence pick up the
familal connotations of the key terms πατη' ρ and κυ' ριος, this rules out any patronage relations
at all, because in family life both the benefits and obligations are greater than in the more
distant relation of patronage. In either case, the verse tells them that there can be no place for
patron-client relations among themselves.
10.3.3 Paterfamilias
I have already mentioned the theme of accountability in relation to the exercise of
household roles. However, accountability has a wider significance than that within this
discourse, and once again this is a natural outcome of Paul’s use of the family construct as a
model for the church. That broader significance comes from the judicial function of the
family which I have already discussed in relation to 1 Corinthians 5, and it is represented in
the Latin legal terms paterfamilias and patria potestas. These must be seen to supply a
judicial component to the significance of Paul’s phrase, εις θεὸς ο πατὴρ in 1 Corinthians 8:6,
which in combination with the similar semantic component we have already noted in εις
κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς signals a vital aspect of the ensuing discourse.
Suzanne Dixon summarizes the legal powers of a Roman father over his family:
Perhaps the most famous – or most notorious – is the extreme power of the Roman father, the
paterfamilias. His legitimate children were in his power (patria potestas) from birth. They had
no power to own or manipulate property in their own right, nor could they make valid wills.
The father retained the power of life and death (ius vitae nicisque) until they died unless he
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chose to release them from his power, for example, by adopting them into another family, by
“emancipating” them, or by transferring daughters to the family of their husband on marriage:
the procedure in each case entailed a formulaic ceremony of great antiquity. The marriage of a
person in parental power, a filius-familias (son of the familia) or filiafamilias (daughter of the
familia) was not valid unless it was performed with paternal consent.....
Unless the father initiated the steps outlined above to free his children from his
power, they became legally independent (sui iuris) only on his death.56

We might wonder how relevant Roman family structures were in a colonial
environment such as Corinth, where the colonists had generally adopted the high-status Greek
culture native to their new environment. However W.K.Lacey, whose foundational study on
Athenian families in both the classical and Hellenistic periods I have already cited, sees the
Roman family having a similar influence on the civil institutions of Rome as Greek family
structure had on its own social and legal enviroment. Both civil societies were essentially
extensions of the family, and at the centre of that family structure lay the judicial power of its
patriarch.
... the Roman’s ways of doing things seem to be closely analogous to their family structures,
based as they were on the heredatary formula of patria potestas under which the continuity of
the line was so fundamental that, at least till the late Republic, Roman names were hardly
personal names at all, but the name of the familia with son following father exactly, without
any alteration whatsoever. So I would like to explore the idea that it was patria potestas which
was the fundamental institution underlying Roman institutions, and that, in consequence,
public life followed the assumptions of private life, and not vice versa.57

Lacey then goes on to break this idea down into four parts:
... the idea that the Roman state was a family and that the gods of the state were the gods of a
family and were worshipped in the same way; the idea that the state did not need many
magistrates, and that those it did have were only a sort of paterfamilias assisted by the
equivalent of a family council; the idea that citizens were not equal, which lies at the root of
the patron-client relationship; and the idea that the magistrate, like the paterfamilias, should
exercise his power in consultation with his peers who formed his consilium.58

These interconnected ideas are important in several ways for our understanding of the
social issues involved in ει δωλο' θυτα, such as the cultic dimension of family life. For the
moment, though, I am particularly interested in the judicial implications, as these add a
further dimension to our understanding of Paul’s discourse on this issue.
In practice, the administration of justice as experienced by a typical Roman took place
not in courts of law, but within the household, which mirrored the Greek οικος in constituting
the fundamental unit of the legal system.
The family was the legal unit within the state ... The Roman family was an entity of corporate
life of a kind entirely different from the family as conceived of in any occidental society ... it
was, quite simply, a collectivity under the authority of one man, the paterfamilias.59
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All misdemeanours by and disagreements between household members were decided
by the paterfamilias, who was obliged to sit in judgment over his family members, in
consultation with but not bound by a council of other family members. His judgements were
binding, and seldom subject to review by any judicial body outside the family, as we find
expressed by two legal historians:
Roman family law was based on the fundamental concept that each family had a
paterfamilias – the head of the household. He was the oldest living male ancestor. He had in
his power (potestas) all descendants traced through the male line. The paterfamilias was sui
iuris, i.e., legally independent – he could not be in anyone else’s power.60
The concept of subjection to a single person, then, dominated the concept of the family and
could be applied to persons and things alike. Everyman - woman had no legal standing in this
respect - either had power or was in power, i.e. was a pater or was in potestate.61

Only cases that involved disputes between families normally came before civil courts,
which were themselves structured as though the state were itself a family and its judges
exercising the upwardly delegated power of paterfamilias, assisted but not bound by a council
modelled on those found in family life. It is important to emphasize that this jurisdiction of
the family unit, in the person of its head, over its members pertained to all matters of alleged
crime, including treason and homicide. The family was expected to maintain its integrity as a
unit within the state by judging and punishing crimes in an appropriate manner. All of this
was the weighty responsibility of the paterfamilias, and the family’s honour depended upon
how he discharged this function. In its everyday use, “Father” meant, alongside all its other
domestic associations, the person who was most likely to act in judgment over you, with the
power to administer sanctions that included the power of life and death. The honour (and
ultimately survival) of the family and the wellbeing of the surrounding society were
dependent upon his impartial administration of the judicial responsibility invested in him by
that society.62 Given that this function frequently involved disregarding his own affections, it
was his weightiest duty.63
How does this dimension of family life figure in 1 Corinthians 8–10? I wish to argue
that it goes a long way towards explaining Paul’s use of the story of the errant ancestors as a
topos in 10:1–14. Their encounter with ancient Hebrew family life as depicted in scripture
would not have led Paul’s Greco-Roman audience to suppose that the judicial responsibilities
vested in fathers in that narrative world were fundamentally different from that pertaining in
their own64. This was no mistaken impression.
-----------------------------------60
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The bêt-āb, therefore, was the primary framework of legal authority within which the Israelite
found himself from childhood, and to which he remained subject for a considerable period of
his life – even into adulthood and parenthood, while his father was alive. The fifth
commandment endows this social fact with all the weight of fundamental covenantal
obligation to Yahweh.65

So when Paul’s audience heard this portion of his letter, reminding them of the fate of
the Israelites who were divinely punished for their misbehaviour in the desert, they would be
expected to frame this as an example of judicial action happening within its most normal
context, the family. Here is the ultimate father, God, dispensing justice to offenders within his
own family, Israel, for capital offences against the most fundamental family value, pietas.
Despite being led through danger and abundantly provided for, the fundamental parental
duties towards children (10:1–4), they have given free reign to “evil desire”, have broken
down the sacral boundaries by bringing strange gods into the family cult, and have indulged
themselves in unrestrained sexual immorality, “testing the Lord”, and complaining against the
established leadership. The consequent capital punishment meted out by their divine
paterfamilias is no more than is appropriate in order to restore the family’s honour and safety.
God’s family in Corinth is likewise in a situation where their pietas is being tested: like their
Israelite forebears led out of bondage, they have been abundantly provided for in Christ, and
are now judicially accountable to their divine father for how they respond in their present
situation. Above all they must avoid any compromising of the family cult: ∆ιο' περ, α γαπητοι'
µου, φευ' γετε α πὸ τη^ ς ει δωλολατρι' ας(10:14). While this conclusion provides a lead into the
next section of Paul’s argument, it is also an expression of the fundamental lesson he wishes
to draw from the wilderness narrative. The church, like ancient Israel, is a family with a
divine father who has both ordained its leadership structures and richly provided for its
sustenance. They are now being tempted to kick against the first and grumble about the
second, both of which are highly dangerous, somewhat self-indulgent behaviours in a social
context where they have to determine how to behave around non-family cults. The short
answer to that is: avoid them at all costs. The rationale behind that position is then set out
(10:15-22): the Lord’s table, which is to say their family’s cultic table is totally incompatible
with extra-familial cults. The one is the realm of Christ’s body and blood (Paul’s most
explicit use of cultic language); the rest are the realm of demons. To cross the boundary-line
between these two cultic worlds is to compromise family loyalties in the most fundamental
and catastrophic way, challenging the family κυ' ριος to a terrible trial of strength: η
παραζηλου^ µεν τὸν κυ' ριον; µὴ ι σχυρο' τεροι αυ του^ ε σµεν; (10:22).66
Beyond this drama is the imminent prospect of paternal jurisdiction intervening to
ensure the family’s integrity and safety. All of the present situation is, in effect, a test set up
by that divine father (10:12-13), ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα , through Jesus Christ δι ου τὰ πα' ντα; and the
-----------------------------------65
C.J.H. Wright, “Family,” The Anchor Bible Dictionary, II (New York: Doubleday, 1992) 764.
66

For the scriptural overtones of this language, see Rosner, “Stronger than He?”.
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family is totally accountable to God through Christ for how they handle themselves in it: καὶ
η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν ..... δι’ αυ του^ . All of this comes to “us” from God, through Christ, and it is
Christ who brings “us” back to give an accounting to God for all that we have done in
response. That is to say, the accounting will necessarily be on Christ’s terms, not ours: we
will find our choices evaluated not in terms of our preferred values and rationalisations, but in
terms of the specific modelling given by Christ. To pass the test, we will need to have
imitated him, and disregarded conflicting exemplars. He is our one and only κυ' ριος, the
family’s standard-setter.
Once again, the language of 8:6, interpreted within the family construct, can be seen to
provide a potent expression of the grounds on which Paul sets out to persuade his gentile
audience to adopt an essentially Jewish attitude to pagan cults in the subsequent discourse.
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CHAPTER 11
CONCLUSIONS
This study has been a systematic investigation into the meaning of one verse written
by the apostle Paul, 1 Corinthians 8:6. The importance of that particular verse for the early
history of christology made such a lengthy investigation appropriate. Because a major aspect
of the verse’s historical significance has been widely held to arise from its seeming
misrelation to its present textual context, I have sought to provide a rigorous investigation of
the complex relation between the verse and its textual and social contexts. That rigour was
structured by my explicit adoption of E.D.Hirsch’s four criteria for validity in interpretation,
and the credibility of my results must stand or fall to some extent with those criteria. Within
the presuppositions of that methodological framework, I can now claim to have arrived at
some very definite and worthwhile conclusions. In order to state these with assurance, I
should firstly recapitulate the preliminary results upon which they are founded. These were
arrived at in three broad phases of the investigation.

11.1 Recapitulation: the Structure of my Argument
The first phase, contained in Chapters 2 to 6, examined the textual context in a
systematic manner, in order to determine the matters of fact required by Hirsch’s third and
fourth criteria: generic appropriateness and coherence. For maximum interpretive rigour, it
was important to determine what demands the textual context makes on the verse quite
separately from seeking to show whether or not the verse meets those demands.1 While this
procedure meant that 1 Cor.8:6 was virtually ignored for the first half of the study, this is
justified by the consideration that a fresh interpretation of verse-in-context requires a fresh
look at the context as well as the verse, and so a thorough re-examination of the textual
context was undertaken, not as a mere “ground-clearing” exercise but in order to open up the
possibility (or even necessity) of a new definition of that contextual relation. I trust that this
has lead me into a coherent set of conclusions, built upon one another sequentially.
In chapter 2, I noted that at the widest level, the letter is structured by conventions of
the ancient epistolary genre. An examination of the way in which Paul adapted those
conventions indicated that the letter as a whole is argumentative in nature, because the apostle
is addressing an audience that is in some respects resistant to his leadership. Chapter 3 built
-----------------------------------1
This, after all, is the normal order in which we process any fragment of normal discourse: the preceding
discourse shapes our expectations of what the fragment should be saying, providing parameters within which we
interpret the fragment, and subsequent discourse then confirms or modifies that interpretation.
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upon that result. Consideration of argumentative discourse in the Greco-Roman world,
drawing on recent studies in this field, led me to conclude that although we cannot look to
ancient rhetorical theory to define formal structures in Paul’s letters, nevertheless the
rhetorical genres shape his argumentative discourse significantly, alongside argumentative
genres drawn from other cultural contexts. Two such other genres are of particular
importance: the citing of Jewish scriptures as adapted by the early Christian movement, and
the established proclamation of Christ by Paul and other authoritative bearers of the gospel. I
concluded that although all three of these sources provide important topoi within the
discourse on ει δωλο' θυτα, the essentially Jewish, scriptural motivation of his stance on this
issue led him to attempt to provide argumentation in its support that would have more natural
appeal to gentile Christians. That is, he attempts throughout to engage his audience as
participants in a deliberative mode of discourse, even though he does switch from that genre
into a judicial self-defence for much of ch.9, and into a weighty scriptural argument through
most of 10:1-22. Nevertheless, Paul ends the discourse as he began it, in deliberative mode,
with the argumentative topos on which he relies most being the example of the crucified
Christ, which he appeals to as the ultimate justification both for his stance over the explicit
issue on hand and also in defending his personal practice over the related issue of financial
support.
Having completed that analysis of the discourse structure and literary genre of the
ει δωλο' θυτα discourse as a whole, I analysed the immediate textual context of 1 Cor.8:6, the
first six verses of the discourse. I argued that its rhetorical structure is indeed that which
would be required for it to introduce a deliberative discourse, engaging the audience as
participants in a deliberative debate while indicating Paul’s own stance on the issue, his
υ ποθε' σις. The most probable discourse function of verse 6 was then identified as the
expression of Paul’s θε' σις, the underlying grounds on which he will argue for his υ ποθε' σις. in
the subsequent discourse. At this point of my investigation I claim to have established the
specific requirements of genre and discourse function that 1 Corinthians 8:6 must meet if it is
to be regarded as forming an integral part of its textual context, in accordance with Hirsh’s
third and fourth interpretive criteria.
The second major phase of my investigation is found in Chapters 7 and 8, where I
seek to fulfill Hirsch’s second criterion of correspondence: that the reading must account for
each linguistic component of the text under examination. I began with a detailed syntactic
analysis of the verse, showing that, in its present form at least, it was quite unsuitable to stand
on its own, while its syntactic links with its immediate pre-text were essential to its own
internal semantics. Following those links led me to conclude that the fundamental assertion
expressed by the paired main clauses in verse 6 does not predicate the existence or nonexistence of the many gods nor of the one God, but rather affirms the Christian community’s
commitment to calling only one being “God” and only Jesus Christ “Lord.” A structural
analysis of the four supplementary clauses then showed that these depict fundamental
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relational aspects of Christian faith: that all benefits come to Christians from God through
Christ, and that being a recipient of these benefits entails an appropriate God-wardness that is
likewise determined through Christ. While the two main clauses might be thought as of
making the most fundamental assertions of the complex sentence, the subordinate clauses in
combination actually constititute the Focus of the sentence in which the most significant new
information is presented to the audience, qualifying the more Given assertions in the main
clauses. An examination of the pre-text concluded that such a general schema linking Benefits
and Obligations was already semantically activated before this point in the epistle.
In the third phase of my study, Chapters 9 and 10, that general semantic schema was
then filled out by recourse to the social context in which this debate was taking place, in order
to meet Hirsh’s first criterion of legitimacy: that any reading must be permissible within the
public norms of the langue in which the text was composed. I argued that this Benefits-andObligations schema would most naturally be interpreted in terms of two fundamental social
constructs, patronage and family, and that those connotations were filled out by their
association with the everyday use of two key terms in the verse, πατη' ρ and κυ' ριος. I argued
that by invoking these fundamental social constructs, and the shared values associated with
them, within the expression of his θε' σις , Paul was able to conduct large parts of his
subsequent argument within the constraints imposed by the native sensibilities of his
predominantly gentile audience.

11.2 Summary: What is 1 Cor.8:6 Saying?
As this study has progressed to this point, I have built a layered picture of the multiple
functional and semantic links between this key verse and its textual context. I have argued
that far from being an ill-fitting insertion into the text drawn from some other context, it can
be interpreted in a manner completely fulfilling Hirsh’s criteria. All linguistic features of the
verse have been explained in terms of its textual and social context. The interpretation I have
reached, in which all the key terms of the verse are related directly to basic Greco-Roman
social constructs, might be held to be reductionist, inasmuch as Paul and other New
Testament writers can be seen to have used some of those terms in different ways elsewhere. 2
Against any such charge, I maintain that the key terms must be interpreted by means of
semantic elements drawn from Greco-Roman society, not only because the relation between
the verse and its pre-textual context has prepared us to do just that, but even more because it
-----------------------------------2
I have already argued when discussing his use of one key term, κυ' ριος, that such an objection runs the risk of
embracing an exegetical fallacy based on a misunderstanding of the linguistic phenomenon of polysemy. When a
word can be used to mean different things in different contexts, as most words can, then those meanings are true
alternatives, rather than fragments that can be accumulated to make some bigger, more inclusive meaning
attached to individual words. As I have already noted, we should always be mindful of Barr’s insistence that
meaning resides in sentences rather than isolated words.
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is that very social context which is addressed in this discourse. Given that the most probable
discourse function of the verse has been shown to be that it should provide an expression of
Paul’s fundamental grounds on which he will argue his case for how the church should handle
the problem presented by its encounter with ει δωλο' θυτα in Corinth, then it is only to be
expected that his use of language should be dominated by semantic associations drawn from
that very social context.
When seemingly explicit theological terms such as “Father” and “Lord” are read in
terms of the patronage and family associations evoked by other features of the verse, 1
Cor.8:6 is shown to have plenty to say about Paul’s approach to the problem on hand, and to
do so persuasively. I shall attempt one further demonstration of this, in the form of a
paraphrase expressing some of the explicit and implicit messages conveyed by this verse, in
conjunction with the preceding two verses.
“Some of you argue that we should develop a common policy on what others of us call
‘idol-foods’ on the basis of our knowledge of such theological principles as those expressed
in the sayings, “There is no idol in the world” and “There is no God except one”. Such an
approach would in effect deny that there is a real problem to be addressed other in the minds
of those whose scruples are based on deficient theological understanding. Foods offered to
non-existent beings cannot possibly do us any harm, you maintain.
But this approach ignores the most salient fact of our everyday experience: that we
live in a society in which a multitude of heavenly or earthly beings is named and venerated as
either a “god” or “lord”, whatever we might think of the realities behind such language. It is
the clash of loyalties arising from our social interaction with pagan cultic activities that
constitutes the practical problem for us as Christians. The most troublesome loyalty clash of
all concerns how we should relate to the cult of Caesar, in which the emperor is acclaimed as
both “a god” and “supreme lord”, and regarded as the supreme mediator between the divine
and human realms, on the grounds that he is the ultimate patron whose “family” of loyal
retainers controls the empire. If we are seen to distance ourselves from the cults around us,
we will very likely come to be regarded as socially deviant and subversive to the empire itself.
Faced with these difficulties, I intend to argue for a policy that does not compromise
the distinctive loyalties inherent in our Christian faith. Unlike those around us, we name only
one as God, and acknowledge as our family only those who name him Father. As he alone is
the source of all benefits we receive, our fundamental obligations are to him alone, and no
other patronal relations can be allowed to supercede our loyalty to him, which is also
expressed in our family loyalties to one another. These must take precedence over all other
social obligations. Furthermore, it cannot be said that Caesar functions as the supreme
mediator of God’s beneficent relation with us: that role belongs to Jesus Christ. It is Christ
alone we acknowledge as “lord”, the one master through whom God has given us everything
we need, and consequently it is through him that we are obliged to respond to God with
gratitude and loyalty. It is to the example of Jesus, whose authority over us we acknowledge
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in calling him “lord”, that I will appeal to above all other considerations as I proceed with
my discourse on the problem of what we must do about foods that have been offered to idols.”

11.3 What are the Christological Implications?
This study has been an exercise in exegesis: my goal has been to identify the “best
reading” of 1 Cor.8:6, the reading that gives the most satisfactory explanation of the
contribution this verse has to make to the discourse in which it is found. Nevertheless, an
important part of my justification for spending so much effort on this task was the signficant
place accorded to this one verse by scholars engaged in the task of reconstructing the history
of christological development within the first century of the Christian movement. So we
might well ask what implications my study might have for that enterprise.
I am reluctant to attempt such an evaluation, prefering to leave it to those with
expertise in that field of historical reconstruction. If I succeed in pursuading others that the
text I have examined was indeed written to communicate the meanings I have identified, then
an assessment of what this implies for christological development must be undertaken by
those with a different set of competencies than I have: it requires an historian’s ability to build
a coherent picture from disparate texts and authors. My role is simply to affirm that the text is
saying something in particular, and that other readings of its original message are highly
unlikely.3
Nevertheless, it is appropriate for me to briefly express my sense of some tentative
implications. It does not seem possible that this verse asserts Christ’s agency in the creation
of the universe. Cosmology on that scale is simply not within the text’s horizon, even though
it raises the issue of various beings ε ν κο' σµω being called “gods” and “lords”. The focus of
the discourse is not on the origin of the world, but on the status of foods sacrificed to such
beings within it. This in turn is dominated by the relational questions at the heart of cultic
practice: What benefits do we currently obtain from the gods and their intermediaries, and
what obligations do we accrue by receiving such benefits? As I have demonstrated, the focus
of 1 Cor.8:6 is entirely on the Christian answer to those questions: our obligations to God are
those mediated to us through Jesus Christ, for all our benefits come through him. Whether
-----------------------------------3
Arguing that a text is framed to assert one thing normally implies that it is not asserting something else. If the
above paraphrase of 1 Cor.8:6 within its paragraph expresses the very heart of what Paul intends to
communicate to his audience in Corinth, then it follows that there may be many other ideas he might have used
similar words to express, in this or other contexts, which are simply not on the text’s horizon in the present
instance. By offering this interpretation, and by arguing that it has the status of the“best reading” in Hirsch’s
terms, I am also implying that no other interpretation has equal validity. To the extent that my case is
convincing, it necessarily rules out a number of other readings that must be seen as competing rather than
complementary. If I am wrong, this will be demonstrated by an argument examining both verse and context
more thoroughly than I have managed to do, arriving at a reading that is more comprehensive in its explanation
of the facts and more finely balanced in its judgement. It will not, however, involve conceding that competing
interpretations must be given a place alongside one another regardless of their mutual incompatibilities.
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such a focus on present benefits to the Christian community mediated through Christ can
possibly be extrapolated into a broader cosmological role including ideas of his pre-existence
and participation in God’s original creation of the world is beyond the scope of this study. I
am quite clear that it is also beyond the horizon of the text.
Relating this conclusion back to the different pictures of the historical development of
christology drawn by Martin Hengel and others such as James Dunn, I can only conclude that
anyone wanting to cite this verse as evidence for a “big-bang” model of christological
development is mistaken. 1 Cor.8:6 is not saying anything about the creation of the world,
because it is actually focused on something else entirely: the relation between God and those
who worship him through Christ, here and now.

11.4 Coda: What about the Shema’?
In my introductory chapter we saw that several recent interpreters have identified an
essential connection between 1 Cor.8:6 and Deuteronomy 6:4, the credal statement in
prominent use in first century Judaism.4
We can compare their terminology and structures by laying them out side by side.
1 Cor.8:6
α λλ η µι^ν
εις θεὸς
ο πατὴρ
ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα
καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν,
καὶ εις κυ' ριος
 Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς
δι ου τὰ πα' ντα
καὶ η µει^ς δι'' αυ του^ .

Deut 6:4
Ακουε, Ισραηλ
κυ' ριος
ο θεὸς η µω
^ν
κυ' ριος εις ε στιν
καὶ α γαπη' σεις κυ' ριον τὸν θεο' ν σου ε ξ ο« λης τη^ ς
καρδι'ας σου καὶ ε ξ ο« λης τη^ ς ψυχη^ ς σου καὶ ε ξ
ο« λης τη^ ς δυνα' µεω' ς σου.

Each formulation begins with an adjunct identifying the community of faith to which
it applies: η µι' ν and  Ισραηλ respectively. Each then specifies a name by which the
community’s sole deity is known: ο πατη' ρ and κυ' ριος , although neither of these is really a
personal name, as in each case it is used because of the relational characteristics its use
implies: The Christian community names the one God as “the Father” because it relates to
-----------------------------------4
Scholars recognizing this verse as a reference to the Shema include James D. G. Dunn, Christology in the
Making: a New Testament Inquiry Into the Origins of the Doctrine of the Incarnation (Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1980) 180; Hermann Probst, Paulus und der Brief, Wissenschaftliche Untersuchingen zum
Neun Testament, 2.Reihe 45 (Tübingen: J.C.B.Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1991) 133; N. T. Wright, The Climax of the
Covenant: Christ and the Law in Pauline Theology (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1992) 120-36; Richard B.
Hays, First Corinthians, Interpretation: A Biblical Commentary for Teaching and Preaching (Louisville: John
Knox Press, 1997) 140; Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, Sacra Pagina 7 (Collegeville: The Liturgical
Press, 1999) 315; and Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek
Text, The New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 2000) 636.
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him, and addresses him in prayer, as “Our Father”; and Israel refers to the deity in Greek as
Κυ' ριος because this is the translation of  אדוני, “lord” which is the closest they will ever come
in the first century to using the divine personal name יהוה. Each text then affirms the
relationship between the community and the deity: 1 Cor.8:6 by asserting the community’s
God-wardness (καὶ υ µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν), and Deut.6:4 by owning him as ”our God” (ο θεο' ς
η µω
^ ν). Each also contains, as the predicate of its main clause (or first main clause in the case
of 1 Cor.8:6), an affirmation of the singularity of God, as a statement of faith distinguishing
the community from its polytheistic environment. ( (εστι' ν) ει ς θεο' ς ) in 1 Cor.8:6, and (ο θεὸς
...) εις ε στι' ν) in Deut.6:4. Each finishes with a reference to the obligations arising for the
community from this relationship with its deity: και η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν ... δι’ αυ του^ in one case,
and the much fuller καὶ α γαπη' σεις κυ' ριον τὸν θεο' ν σου ε ξ ο« λης τη^ ς καρδι' ας σου καὶ ε ξ ο« λης
τη^ ς ψυχη^ ς σου καὶ ε ξ ο« λης τη^ ς δυνα' µεω' ς σου on the other.
These similarities are so strong that we must acknowledge that this is an unmistakable
case of intertextual echoing: Paul has constructed his own formulation with the venerated
scriptural text in mind. However, identifying such a link is not the same as deciding what
function it fulfills in the present text, or if it has any communicative function at all.5 Given
that I have identified Paul’s rhetorical strategy in this discourse as one in which he has
decided to use a deliberative mode of argument in which his predominant topoi will be those
drawn from Greco-Roman rather Jewish culture, in order to shift his audience towards
adopting a more Jewish, covenantal attitude to the matter on hand, I find it highly unlikely
that he would expect them to recognize this allusion to a scriptural text that above all
encapsulates the viewpoint they are resisting. Even if they were able to do so, would that be
an effective strategy, or self-defeating, putting the cart before the horse? Paul’s scriptural
formation is evident here, including the strong association between the monotheistic
affirmation in Deut.6:4 and the committment to community-building expressed in its
immediate textual context. This does not mean we can identify this echo as an integral part of
the communication, as a topos to which he could appeal. If his converts in Corinth had shared
Paul’s scripturally-based convictions, the present discourse would have been unnecessary. I
-----------------------------------5
Throughout this study I have operated on the axiom that the “best reading” of a text is that which comes closest
to capturing what the author intended to communicate to his chosen audience: this is what Hirsch labels the
meaning of the text. Other meanings may be identified as integral parts of the text’s wider signification.An
important category of such significations are those we can identify as present for the author but not part of what
is being said to the audience. We may place these on a “continuum of awareness”, ranging from a sub-conscious
set of associated ideas and terminology forming the background material from which the writer selects his
message and its expression, to what we might describe as “a note to myself”that the audience might or might not
be able to recognize. It seems most likely to me that Paul’s echoing of the Shema here falls into this latter
category: that in choosing to express his θη' σις in these terms, he is also reminding himself at the outset of this
discourse just how far he must shift his audience’s attitudes to render them compatible with the covenental
values of his own scriptural heritage. We do not have to posit that this process was conscious in order to
properly identify such significance-for-the-author. It seems to me that applying Hirsch’s distinction between
meaning and significance would help clarify some of the controversy around intertextuality, and particularly to
the identification of scriptural echoes, which should be classified either as integral to the message or merely
significant for the author.
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think that we should regard the Shema as something Paul was arguing for rather than from
with this particular audience, and that its echo here functions as a note to himself, a reminder
of what he must bring his audience to face by the end of the discourse. 6 What he was using
these words to actually communicate to them at the outset of this argumentative discourse was
something else, which constitutes the text’s meaning.7

-----------------------------------6
That is, he is defining Christian beliefs and use of language over against Greek paganism and a philosophical
monotheism, not against Jewish monotheism. He echoes the Shema in order to bring his audience closer to it,
and to the world of Jewish faith expressed by it, not in order to differentiate Christian faith from its scriptural
and Jewish roots. This sets me apart from the position taken by Wright, Climax of the Covenant, 132-35.
7

However, we might also ask whether in echoing the Shema as he has done, has Paul also modified any of its
essential affirmations: particularly in his use of
¨' the expression, εις κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς Χριστο' ς. I have already
argued, against Wright’s position, that any such modification has no place within the assertions he is presenting
to his audience. But has it happened anyway, in his use of these terms? The Shema, in its Greek form, affirms
that Κυ' ριος is one κυ'ριος; if both of these uses of the term are equivalent, a coded repitition of the divine name,
then there is indeed a clash with Paul’s assertion that the Christian community calls only one being Κυ' ριος, and
that this is Jesus Christ rather than the one they call Θεο' ς. This would be tantamount to saying that they are
applying the divine name to Jesus (which may well be what Phil.2:9 asserts, whether or not it can be seen here).
If, on the other hand, the second κυ' ριος in the Shema is equivalent to “one covenant lord”, the two texts are
much more compatible. I much prefer this second reading of the Greek form of Deut.6:4, as it makes for a much
more straightforward predicate. Whether it is a better translation of the Hebrew original is another issue, beyond
the scope of this study.

217

Bibliography of Works Consulted
Aageson, James W. Written Also For Our Sake. Paul and the Art of Biblical Interpretation. Louisville:
Westminster/John Knox Press, 1993.
Aasgaard, Reidar. “Brotherhood in Plutarch and Paul: Its Role and Character.” In Constructing Early Christian
Families: Family as Social Reality and Metaphor, edited by Halvor Moxnes, 166-82. London:
Routledge, 1997.
Ackermann, David Allen. ”Lo! I Tell You A Mystery” : Cross, Resurrection and Paraenesis in the Rhetoric of 1
Corinthians. PhD dissertation, 2000. Microform. UMI 9970559.
Alaichamy, Shalom. Discourse Structure and Hortatory Information in Colossians. MA thesis, 1999.
Microform. UDI 1395854.
Alexander, Loveday. “Paul and the Hellenistic Schools: The Evidence of Galen.” In Paul in His Hellenistic
Context, edited by Troels Engberg-Pedersen, 60-83. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1995.
Allen, David L. “The Discourse Structure of Philemon; A Study in Textlinguistics.” In Scribes and Scripture:
New Testament Essays in Honour of J. Harold Greenlee, edited by David Alan Black, 77-96. Winona
Lake IN: Eisenbrauns, 1992.
Allmen, Daniel von. La Famille de Dieu: La Symbolique Familiale dans le Paulinisme. Fribourg Suisse:
Éditions Universitaires, 1981.
Allo, E.-B. Première Épitre Aux Corinthiens. 2d ed. Études Bibliques. Paris: J.Gabalda et Cie., 1956.
Amador, J.D.H. “Interpretive Unicity: The Drive Toward Monological (Monotheistic) Rhetoric.” In The
Rhetorical Interpretation of Scripture: Essays from the 1996 Malibu Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter
and Dennis L. Stamps. JSNT Supplement Series 180, 48-62. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,
1999.
Andersen, Francis I. The Hebrew Verbless Clause in the Pentateuch. Journal of Biblical Literature Monograph
Series XIV. Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1970.
Andersen, Thomas Brian. “Patrocinium: The Concept of Personal Protection and Dependence in the Later
Roman Empire and the Early Middle Ages.” Ph.D. dissertation. New York: Fordham University, 1974.
Anderson, John M. On Case Grammar: Prolegomena to a Theory of Case Relations. Croon Helm Linguistics
Series. London: Croom Helm Ltd, 1977.
Anderson, R. Dean. Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul. Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology 18.
Leuven: Peeters, 1999.
Anderson, R. Dean Jr. Glossary of Greek Rhetorical Terms Connected to Methods of Argumentation, Figure
and Tropes from Anaximenes to Quintilian. Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology 24.
Leuven: Peeters, 2000.
Anderson, Stephen. “On the Notion of Subject in Ergative Languages.” In Subject and Topic, edited by Charles
N. Li, 1-23. New York: Academic Press, 1976.
Apollonius Dyscolus. The Syntax of Apollonius Dyscolus. Trans.& comm. F.W. Householder. Amsterdam
Studies in the Theory and History of Linguistic Science: Series III - Studies in the History of
Linguistics, vol. 23. Amsterdam: John Benjamins B.V., 1981.
Aristotle. The Basic Works of Aristotle. Edited by Richard McKeon. New York: Random House, 1941.
------. Aristotelis Ars Rhetorica. Edited by Rudolphus Kassel. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1976.
------. Aristotle On Rhetoric: A Theory of Civic Discourse. George A. Kennedy. Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1991.
Aune, David E. The New Testament in Its Literary Environment. Library of Early Christianity. Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1987.
------. “Human Nature and Ethics in Hellenistic Philosophical Traditions and Paul: Some Issues and Problems.”
In Paul in His Hellenistic Context, edited by Troels Engberg-Pedersen, 291-312. Minneapolis: Fortress
Press, 1995.
Bailey, James L, and Lyle D. van der Broek. Literary Forms in the New Testament: A Handbook. Louisville:
Westminster/John Knox, 1992.
Baird, William. “‘One Against the Other’: Intra-Church Conflict in 1 Corinthians.” In The Conversation
Continues: Studies in Paul and John in Honour of J.Louis Martyn, eds Robert T. Fortna and Beverly R.
Gaventa, 116-36. Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1990.
Balch, David L. “1 Cor 7:32-35 and Stoic Debates About Marriage, Anxiety, and Distraction.” JBL 102, no. 3
(1983): 429-39.
Banks, Robert. Paul’s Idea of Community:The Early House Churches in Their Historical Setting. Grand Rapids:
Eerdmanns, 1980.
Barclay, John M.G. Jews in the Mediterranean Diaspora from Alexander to Trajan (323 BCE - 117 CE).
Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1996.

218
Barrett, C. K. A Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans. Harper’s New Testament Commentaries. New York:
Harper & Row, 1957.
Barrett, C.K. A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians. 2nd ed. London: A.&C. Black, 1971.
Barrett, C. K. The Second Letter to the Corinthians. New York: Harper & Row, 1973.
Barr, James. The Semantics of Biblical Language. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1961.
------. Old and New in Interpretation: A Study of the Two Testaments. London: SCM Press, 1982.
------. “Paul and the LXX: A Note on Some Recent Work.” The Journal of Theological Studies 45, no. 2
(October 1994): 593-601.
Bartsch, Renate. The Grammar of Adverbials: A Study of the Semantics and Syntax of Adverbial Constructions.
Translated by Ferenc Kiefer. North-Holland Linguistic Series, no. 16. Amsterdam: North-Holland
Publishing Company, 1976.
Beker, J. Christiaan. Paul the Apostle: The Triumph of God in Life and Thought. Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1980.
------. “Echoes and Intertextuality: On the Role of Scripture in Paul’s Theology.” In Paul and the Scriptures of
Israel, eds Craig A. Evans and James A. Sanders. JSNT Supplement Series 83, 64-69. Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1993.
Berchman, Robert M. From Philo to Origen: Middle Platonism in Transition. Brown Judaic Studies, no. 61.
Chico,: Scholars Press, 1984.
Berger, Klaus. “Rhetorical Criticism, New Form Criticism and New Testament Hermeneutics.” In Rhetoric and
the New Testament: Essays from the 1992 Heidelberg Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Thomas
H. Olbricht. JSNT Supplement Series 90, 390-408. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993.
Best, Ernest. A Commentary on the First and Second Epistles to the Thessalonians. Peabody: Hendrickson
Publishers, 1988.
Betz, Hans Dieter. Galatians: A Commentary on Paul’s Letter to the Churches in Galatia. Hermeneia.
Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1979.
------. 2 Corinthians 8 and 9: A Commentary on Two Administrative Letters of the Apostle Paul. Edited by
George W.MacRae. Hermeneia. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1985.
------. “The Problem of Rhetoric and Theology According to the Apostle Paul.” In L’Apôtre Paul: Personnalité,
Style et Conception Du Ministère, edited by A. Vanhoye. BETL 73, 16-48, 1986.
Black, David Alan. Linguistics for Students of New Testament Greek: A Survey of Basic Concepts and
Applications. 2d ed. Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1995.
------. “The Discourse Structure of Philippians: A Study in Textlinguistics.” Novum Testamentum 37, no. 1
(January 1995): 16-49.
Blake, Barry J. Case. Cambridge Textbooks in Linguistics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994.
Blank, David L. Ancient Philosophy and Grammar: The Syntax of Apollonius Dyscolus. American Philological
Association: American Classical Studies, no. 10. Chico: Scholars Press, 1982.
Blass, F., and A. Debrunner. A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature.
Trans & rev. Robert W. Funk. Chicago & London: University of Chicago Press, 1961.
Blass, Regina. Relevance Relations in Discourse: A Study with Special Reference to Sissala. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1990.
Bloomfield, Leonard. Language. London: George Allen & Unwin, 1935.
Boer, Martinus C. de. “Paul’s Use of a Resurrection Tradition in 1 Cor. 15: 20-28.” In The Corinthian
Correspondence, edited by R. Bieringer. Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium
125, 639-51. Louvain: Leuven University Press, 1996.
Bolkestein, A. Machtelt. “Unreportable Linguistic Entities in Functional Grammar.” In Unity in Diversity:
Papers Presented to Simon C. Dik on His 50th Birthday, eds Harm Pinkster and Inge Genee, 13-26.
Dordrecht: Foris Publications, 1990.
Bolkestein, A.Machtelt. “General Ideas of Functionalism in Syntax.” In Syntax: An International Handbook of
Contemporary Research, eds J. Jacobs, A. von Stechow, A. Sternefeld, and T. Vennemann.
Handbücher Zur Sprach- und Kommunikations- Wissenschaft, 339-49. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter,
1993.
Borgen, Peder. “‘Yes’, ‘No’, ‘How Far?’: The Participation of Jews and Christians in Pagan Cults.” In Paul in
His Hellenistic Context, edited by Troels Engberg-Pedersen, 30-59. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1995.
Borkowski, Andrew. Textbook on Roman Law. London: Blackstone Press, 1994.
Borsley, Robert D. “Phrase Structure Grammar.” In Syntax: An International Handbook of Contemporary
Research, eds J. Jacobs, A. von Stechow, A. Sternefeld, and T. Vennemann. Handbücher Zur Sprachund Kommunikations- Wissenschaft, 570-81. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1993.
Botha, Pieter J. J. “The Verbal Art of the Pauline Letters: Rhetoric, Performance and Presence.” In Rhetoric and
the New Testament: Essays from the 1992 Heidelberg Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Thomas
H. Olbricht. JSNT Supplement Series 90, 409-28. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993.

219
Bowditch, Phebe Lowell. Horace and the Gift Economy of Patronage. Berkeley: University of California Press,
2001.
Bowersock, G.W. Greek Sophists in the Roman Empire. London: Oxford University Press, 1969.
Boyarin, Daniel. A Radical Jew: Paul and the Politics of Identity. Contraversions: Critical Studies in Jewish
Literature, Culture and Society. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1994.
Bradley, Keith. Slavery and Society at Rome. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994.
Bradley, Keith R. Discovering the Roman Family: Studies in Roman Social History. Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1991.
Braund, David. “Function and Dysfunction: Personal Patronage in Roman Imperialism.” In Patronage in
Ancient Society, edited by Andrew Wallace-Hadrill, 137-52. London: Routledge, 1989.
Brodie, T.L. “The Systematic Use of the Pentateuch in 1 Corinthians: An Exploratory Survey.” In The
Corinthian Correspondence, edited by R. Bieringer. Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum
Lovaniensium 125, 441-57. Louvain: Leuven University Press, 1996.
Brown, Gillian, and George Yule. Discourse Analysis. Cambridge Textbooks in Linguistics. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1983.
Brown, Michael Joseph. “Paul’s Use of ∆ΟΥΛΟΣ ΧΡΙΣΤΟΥ ΙΗΣΟΥ in Romans 1:1.” Journal of Biblical
Literature 120, no. 4 (2001): 723-37.
Brown, Penelope, and Stephen Levinson. Politeness: Some Universals in Language Usage. Studies in
Interactional Sociolinguistics 4. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987.
Bruce, F. F. The Acts of the Apostles. 2 ed. Leicester: Inter-Varsity Press, 1952.
Bruce, F.F. 1 & 2 Corinthians. The New Century Bible Commentary. Grand Rapids: Wm.B.Eerdmans, 1980.
Bruce, F. F. The Epistle to the Galatians: A Commentary on the Greek Text. The New International Greek
Testament Commentary. Exeter: The Paternoster Press, 1982.
Brunt, J. “Rejected, Ignored, or Misunderstood? The Fate of Paul’s Approach to the Problem of Food Offered to
Idols in Early Christianity.” New Testament Studies 31, no. 1 (January 1985): 113-24.
Buckland, W.W. The Roman Law of Slavery. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1908.
Bultmann. The Second Letter to the Corinthians. Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, 1985.
Buth, Randall. “Word Order in the Verbless Clause: A Generative-Functional Approach.” In The Verbless
Clause in Biblical Hebrew: Linguistic Approaches, edited by Cynthia L. Miller. Linguistic Studies in
Ancient West Semitic, 79-108. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1999.
Butler, Christopher S. Systemic Linguistics: Theory and Applications. London: Batsford Academic and
Educational, 1985.
Bünker, Michael. Briefformular und Rhetorische Disposition Im 1.Korintherbrief. Göttinger Theologische
Arbeiten. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1983.
Cairns, Francis. Generic Composition in Greek and Roman Poetry. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press,
1972.
Callow, John C. “Constituent Order in Copula Clauses: A Partial Study.” In Linguistics and New Testament
Interpretation: Essays on Discourse Analysis, eds David Alan Black, K. Barwell, and S.
Levinsohn, 68-89. Nashville: Broadman Press, 1992.
Callow, Kathleen. “The Disappearing ∆ε' in 1 Corinthians.” In Linguistics and New Testament Interpretation:
Essays on Discourse Analysis, eds David Alan Black, K. Barwell, and S. Levinsohn, 183-93. Nashville:
Broadman Press, 1992.
------. “Patterns of Thematic Development in 1 Corinthians 5: 1-13.” In Linguistics and New Testament
Interpretation: Essays on Discourse Analysis, eds David Alan Black, K. Barwell, and S.
Levinsohn, 194-206. Nashville: Broadman Press, 1992.
Capes, David B. Old Testament Yahweh Texts in Paul’s Christology. Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen Zum
Neuen Testament:2.Reihe 47. Tübingen: J.C.B.Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1992.
Carcopino, Jérôme. Daily Life in Ancient Rome: The People and the City at the Height of the Empire. London:
Routledge, 1941.
Carson, D.A. Exegetical Fallacies. 2d ed. Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1996.
Carson, David. “Pauline Inconsistency: Reflections on 1 Corinthians 9.19-23 and Galatians 2.11-14.”
Churchman 100, no. 1 (1986): 6-45.
Casey, Maurice. From Jewish Prophet to Gentile God. The Origins and Development of New Testament
Christology. Cambridge: James Clarke & Co., 1991.
Chafe, Wallace L. “Givenness, Contrastiveness, Definiteness, Subjects and Topics.” In Subject and Topic,
edited by Charles N. Li, 25-55. New York: Academic Press, 1976.
Champigny, Robert. “Semantic Modes and Literary Genres.” In Theories of Literary Genre, edited by Joseph P.
Strelka. Yearbook of Comparative Criticism, VIII, 94-111. University Park: The Pennsylvania State
University Press, 1978.

220
Chilton, Bruce D. A Galilean Rabbi and His Bible: Jesus’ Use of the Interpreted Scripture of His Time. Good
News Studies. Wilmington: Michael Glazier, 1984.
Chomsky, Noam. Aspects of the Theory of Syntax. Cambridge: The M.I.T.Press, 1965.
Chow, John K. Patronage and Power: A Study of Social Networks in Corinth. JSNT Supplement Series.
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992.
------. “Patronage in Roman Corinth.” In Paul and Empire: Religion and Power in Roman Imperial Society,
edited by Richard A. Horsley, 104—125. Harrisburg PA: Trinity Press International, 1997.
Clark, Donald Lemem. Rhetoric in Greco-Roman Education. New York: Columbia University Press, 1957.
Clarke, Andrew D. Secular and Christian Leadership in Corinth: A Socio-Historical and Exegetical Study of 1
Corinthians 1—6. Arbeiten Zur Geshichte Des Antiken Judentums und Des Urchristentums XVIII.
Leiden: E.J.Brill, 1993.
Classen, C. Joachim. “St Paul’s Epistles and Ancient Greek and Roman Rhetoric.” In Rhetoric and the New
Testament: Essays from the 1992 Heidelberg Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Thomas H.
Olbricht. JSNT Supplement Series 90, 265-91. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993.
Coleman, Robert. “The Assessment of Paradigm Stability: Some Indo-European Case Studies.” In Paradigms:
The Economy of Inflection, edited by Frans Plank, 197-211. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 1991.
Cole, Peter. “The Synchronic and Diachronic Status of Conversational Implicature.” In Syntax and Semantics,
Vol.3: Speech Acts, edited by Peter Cole and Jerry L. Morgan, 187-210. New York: Academic Press,
1975.
Collange, Jean-Francois. The Epistle of Saint Paul to the Philippians. A. W. Heathcote. London: Epworth Press,
1979.
Collins, John J. “Introduction: Towards the Morphology of a Genre.” In Semeia 14, 1-20. Atlanta: Society of
Biblical Literature, 1978.
------. The Apocalyptic Imagination: An Introduction to the Jewish Matrix of Christianity. New York: Crossroad
Publishing Company, 1984.
Collins, Raymond F. First Corinthians. Sacra Pagina 7. Collegeville: The Liturgical Press, 1999.
Collins, R.F. “Reflections on 1 Corinthians as a Hellenistic Letter.” In The Corinthian Correspondence, edited
by R. Bieringer. Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 125, 39-61. Louvain: Leuven
University Press, 1996.
Comrie, Bernard. Language Universals and Linguistic Typology: Syntax and Morphology. 2d ed. Oxford:
Blackwell, 1989.
------. “Form and Function in Identifying Cases.” In Paradigms: The Economy of Inflection, edited by Frans
Plank, 42-55. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 1991.
------. “Argument Structure.” In Syntax: An International Handbook of Contemporary Research, eds J Jacobs, A
von Stechow, W Sternefeld, and T Vennemann. Handbücher Zur Sprach- und KommunikationsWissenschaft, 905-14. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1993.
Conzelmann, Hans. 1 Corinthians: A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians. Translated by Leitch
James W. Hermeneia. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975.
------. Gentiles - Jews - Christians: Polemics and Apologetics in the Greco-Roman Era. 2. M. Eugene Boring.
Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1992.
Cope, Lamar. “First Corinthians 8-10: Continuity or Contradiction?” In Christ and His Communities: Essays in
Honour of Reginald H. Fuller. Anglican Theological Review, Supplementary Series, no. 11, 114-23.
Evanston, 1990.
Cotterell, Peter, and Max Turner. Linguistics and Biblical Interpretation. London: SPCK, 1989.
Cox, Cheryl Anne. Household Interests: Property, Marriage Strategies, and Family Dynamics in Ancient
Athens. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1998.
Crafton, Jeffrey A. “The Dancing of an Attitude: Burkean Rhetorical Criticism and the Biblical Interpreter.” In
Rhetoric and the New Testament: Essays from the 1992 Heidelberg Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter
and Thomas H. Olbricht. JSNT Supplement Series 90, 429-42. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,
1993.
Croft, William. Syntactic Categories and Grammatical Relations: The Cognitive Organization of Information.
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1991.
Cruse, Alan. Meaning in Language: An Introduction to Semantics and Pragmatics. Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2000.
Cullmann, Oscar. The Christology of the New Testament. Translated by S.C.Guthrie and C.A.M.Hall. London:
SCM Press, 1963.
Cuss, Dominique. Imperial Cult and Honorary Terms in the New Testament. Fribourg: The University Press,
1974.
Dahl, Nils A. “Paul and the Church at Corinth in 1 Cor. 1:10 - 4:21.” In Christian History and Interpretation:
Studies Presented to John Knox, eds W.R. Farmer, C.F.D. Moule, and R.R. Niebuhr, 313-35.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967.

221
Damon, Cynthia. The Mask of the Parasite: A Pathology of Roman Patronage. Ann Arbor: University of
Michigan, 1997.
Danove, Paul. “Verbs of Experience: Toward a Lexicon Detailing the Argument Structures Assigned by Verbs.”
In Linguistics and the New Testament: Critical Junctures, eds Stanley E. Porter and D.A. Carson. JSNT
Supplement Series 168, 144-205. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999.
Davidson, Richard M. Typology in Scripture: A Study of Hermeneutical ΤΥΠΟΣ Structures. Andrews University
Seminary Doctoral Dissertation Series, vol. 2. Berrien Springs: Andrews University Press, 1981.
Davies, W. D. Paul and Rabbinic Judaism: Some Rabbinic Elements in Pauline Theology. 4th ed. Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1980.
Davies, W.D. “Canon and Christology in Paul.” In Paul and the Scriptures of Israel, Craig A. Evans and James
A. Sanders. JSNT Supplement Series 83, 18-39. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993.
Davis, Carl Judson. The Name and Way of the Lord: Old Testament Themes, New Testament Christology. JSNT
Supplement Series, no. 129. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1996.
Davis, Casey W. “Oral Biblical Criticism: Raw Data in Philippians.” In Linguistics and the New Testament:
Critical Junctures, eds Stanley E. Porter and D.A. Carson. JSNT Supplement Series 168, 98-124.
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999.
Davis, James A. Wisdom and Spirit: An Investigation of 1 Corinthians 1.18-3.20 Against the Background of
Jewish Sapiential Traditions in the Greco-Roman Period. Lanham: University Press of America, 1984.
Davison, M.E. “New Testament Greek Word Order.” Literary and Linguistic Computing 4, no. 1 (1989): 19-28.
Davis, P.G. “Divine Agents, Mediators and New Testament Christology.” The Journal of Theological
Studies 45, no. 2 (October 1994): 497-503.
Dawes, Gregory W. “The Danger of Idolatry: First Corinthians 8: 7-13.” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 58, no. 1
(January 1996): 82-98.
de Beaugrande, Robert. Text, Discourse, and Process: Toward a Multidisciplinary Science of Texts. Advances in
Discourse Process 4. Norwood: Ablex Publishing Corporation, 1980.
------. Linguistic Theory: The Discourse of Fundamental Works. Longman Linguistics Library. London:
Longman, 1991.
de Beaugrande, Robert, and Wolfgang Ulrich Dressler. Introduction to Text Linguistics. Translated by Robert
Beaugrande, de. Longman Linguistics Library. London: Longman, 1981.
Delobel, J. “Coherence and Relevance of 1 Cor 8-10.” In The Corinthian Correspondence, edited by R.
Bieringer, 177-90. Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1996.
Deming, Will. Paul on Marriage and Celibacy: The Hellenistic Background of 1 Corinthians 7. SNTS
Monograph Series. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995.
------. “A Diatribe Pattern in 1 Cor.7:21-22: A New Perspective on Paul’s Directions to Slaves.” Novum
Testamentum 37.2 (April 1995): 130-37.
Denaux, Adelbert. “Theology and Christology in 1 Cor 8:4-6.” In The Corinthian Correspondence, edited by R.
Bieringer, 593-606. Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1996.
Denniston, J.D. Greek Prose Style. Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1952.
------. The Greek Particles. 2d ed. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1954.
DeSilva, David Arthur. Honour, Patronage, Kinship & Purity: Unlocking New Testament Culture. Downers
Grove: InterVarsity Press, 2000.
Dickey, Eleanor. Greek Forms of Address from Herodotus to Lucian. Oxford Classical Monographs. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1996.
------. Latin Forms of Address: From Plautus to Alpuleius. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002.
Dijk, Teun A., van. Text and Context: Explorations in the Semantics and Pragmatics of Discourse. Longman
Linguistics Library. London: Longman, 1977.
------. Macrostructures: An Interdisciplinary Study of Global Structures in Discourse, Interaction, and
Cognition. Hillsdale: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1980.
------. “Issues in Functional Discourse Analysis.” In Unity in Diversity: Papers Presented to Simon C. Dik on
His 50th Birthday, eds Harm Pinkster and Inge Genee, 27-46. Dordrecht: Foris Publications, 1990.
Dijk, Teun A., van, and Walter Kintsch. Strategies of Discourse Comprehension. New York: Academic Press,
1983.
Dik, Helma. “Ancient Greek Warfare: A Case Study in Constituent Ordering.” In Function and Expression in
Functional Grammar, eds Elizabeth Engberg-Pedersen, Lisbeth Falster Jakobsen, and Lone Shack
Rasmussen. Functional Grammar Series, no. 16, 197-213. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 1994.
Dik, Simon C. Coordination: Its Implications for the Theory of General Linguistics. Amsterdam: North-Holland
Publishing Company, 1972.
------. The Theory of Functional Grammar, Part 1: The Structure of the Clause. Functional Grammar Series, vol.
9. Dordrecht: Foris Publications, 1989.

222
------. “Functional Grammar.” In Syntax: An International Handbook of Contemporary Research, eds J Jacobs,
A von Stechow, W Sternefeld, and T Vennemann. Handbücher Zur Sprach- und KommunikationsWissenschaft, 368-94. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1993.
------. The Theory of Functional Grammar, Part 2: Complex and Derived Constructions. Edited by Kees
Hengeveld. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 1997.
Dillon, John. The Middle Platonists. London: Gerald Duckworth & Co, 1977.
Dixon, Suzanne. The Roman Family. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1992.
Dodd, C. H. The Epistle of Paul to the Romans. The Moffatt New Testament Commentary. London: Hodder
and Stoughton, 1932.
Doran, Robert. Birth of a Worldview: Early Christianity in Its Jewish and Pagan Context. Boulder: Westview
Press, 1995.
Doty, William G. Letters in Primitive Christianity. With a foreword by Jr. Dan O. Via. Guides to Biblical
Scholarship, New Testament Series. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1973.
------. “Linguistics and Biblical Criticism.” Journal of the American Academy of Religion 41, no. 1 (March
1973): 114-21.
Dover, K.J. Greek Word Order. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1960.
Downing, F. Gerald. “Ethical Pagan Theism and the Speeches in Acts.” New Testament Studies 27, no. 4 (July
1981): 544-63.
------. “Cynics and Christians.” New Testament Studies 30, no. 4 (October 1984): 584-93.
Dressler, Wolfgang. Einführung in die Textlinguistic. Konzepte der Sprach- und Literaturwissenschaft.
Tübingen: Max Niemeyer Verlag, 1972.
Drummond, Andrew. “Early Roman Clientes.” In Patronage in Ancient Society, edited by Andrew WallaceHadrill, 89-115. London: Routledge, 1989.
Dungan, David L. The Sayings of Jesus in the Churches of Paul: The Use of the Synoptic Tradition in the
Regulation of Early Church Life. Philadephia: Fortress Press, 1971.
Dunn, James D. G. Unity and Diversity in the New Testament: An Inquiry in the Character of Earliest
Christianity. Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1977.
------. Christology in the Making: A New Testament Inquiry Into the Origins of the Doctrine of the Incarnation.
Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1980.
------. Jesus, Paul and the Law: Studies in Mark and Galatians. London: SPCK, 1990.
Dunn, James D.G. The Partings of the Ways: Between Christianity and Judaism and Their Significance for the
Character of Christianity. London: SCM Press, 1991.
Dunn, James D. G. Romans 1-8. Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 38A. Milton Keynes: Word Publishing, 1991.
------. Romans 9-16. Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 38B. Milton Keynes: Word Publishing, 1991.
Dunn, James D.G. “How Controversial Was Paul’s Christology?” In From Jesus to John: Essays on Jesus and
New Testament Christology in Honour of Marinus de Jonge., edited by Martinus C. De Boer. JSNT
Supplement Series, vol. 84, 148-67. Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993.
------. “How New Was Paul’s Gospel? The Problem of Continuity and Discontinuity.” In Gospel in Paul:
Studies in Corinthians, Galatians and Romans for Richard L. Longenecker., eds L.Ann Jervis and
Peter Richardson. JSNT Supplement Series, 367-88. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994.
------. 1 Corinthians. New Testament Guides. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995.
------. “Christian Origins and the Question of God. Volume 1. The New Testament and the People of God. By
N.T. Wright.” Review. Journal of Theological Studies 46, no. 1 (April 1995): 242-45.
Dyk, Janet W., and Eep Talstra. “Paradigmatic and Syntagmatic Features in Identifying Subject and Predicate in
Nominal Clauses.” In The Verbless Clause in Biblical Hebrew: Linguistic Approaches, edited by
Cynthia L. Miller. Linguistic Studies in Ancient West Semitic, 133-85. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns,
1999.
Elliott, Neil. “The Anti-Imperial Message of the Cross.” In Paul and Empire: Religion and Power in Roman
Imperial Society, edited by Richard A. Horsley, 167—183. Harrisburg: Trinity Press International,
1997.
------. “Paul and the Politics of Empire: Problems and Prospects.” In Paul and Politics: Ekklesia, Israel,
Imperium, Interpretation, edited by Richard A. Horsley, 17—39. Harrisburg: Trinity Press
International, 2000.
Ellis, E. Earle. Paul’s Use of the Old Testament. Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1957.
------. “Traditions in 1 Corinthians.” New Testament Studies 32, no. 4 (October 1986): 481-502.
------. “Χριστο' ς In 1 Corinthians 10: 4, 9.” In From Jesus to John: Essays on Jesus and New Testament
Christology in Honour of Marinus de Jonge., Martinus C. De Boer. JSNT Supplement Series 84, 16873. Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993.
Engberg-Pedersen, Troels. “Stoicism in Philippians.” In Paul in His Hellenistic Context, edited by Troels
Engberg-Pedersen, 256-90. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1995.

223
------. Paul and the Stoics. Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 2000.
Engels, Donald. Roman Corinth: An Alternative Model for the Classical City. Chicago: The University of
Chicago, 1990.
Enns, Peter E. “The ‘Moveable Well’ in 1 Cor 10:4: An Extrabiblical Tradition in an Apostolic Text.” Bulletin
for Biblical Research 6 (1996): 23-38.
Eriksson, Anders. Traditions as Rhetorical Proof: Pauline Argumentation in 1 Corinthians. Coniectanea
Biblica New Testament Series 29. Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell International, 1998.
------. “Special Topics in 1 Corinthians 8-10.” In The Rhetorical Interpretation of Scripture: Essays from the
1996 Malibu Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Dennis L. Stamps. JSNT Supplement Series
180, 272-301. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999.
Esler, Philip F. “Family Imagery and Christian Identity in Gal 5:13 to 6:10.” In Constructing Early Christian
Families: Family as Social Reality and Metaphor, edited by Halvor Moxnes, 121-47. London:
Routledge, 1997.
Evans, Craig A. “Listening for Echoes of Interpreted Scripture.” In Paul and the Scriptures of Israel, eds Craig
A. Evans and James A. Sanders. JSNT Supplement Series 83, 47-51. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1993.
------. Word and Glory: On the Exegetical and Theological Background of John’s Gospel. JSNT Supplement
Series, no. 89. Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993.
Fabre, Georges. Libertus: Patrons et Affranchis À Rome. Rome: École Française de Rome, 1981.
Fanning, Buist M. Verbal Aspect in New Testament Greek. Oxford Theological Monographs. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1990.
Farla, Piet. “‘The Two Shall Become One Flesh’ Gen. 1:27 and 2:24 in the New Testament Marriage Texts.”
Translated by Richard Rosser. In Intertextuality in Biblical Writings, edited by Sipke Draisma, 67-82.
Kampen: J.H.Kok, 1989.
Fee, Gordon D. The First Epistle to the Corinthians. The New International Commentary on the New
Testament. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1987.
------. “‘Another Gospel Which You Did Not Embrace’: 2 Corinthians 11.4 and the Theology of 1 and 2
Corinthians.” In Gospel in Paul: Studies in Corinthians, Galatians and Romans for Richard L.
Longenecker., eds L.Ann Jervis and Peter Richardson. JSNT Supplement Series, 111-33. Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1994.
Ferguson, Charles A. “Historical Background of Universals Research.” In Universals of Human Language
Vol.1: Method and Theory, edited by Joseph H. Greenberg, 7-31. Stanford: Stanford University Press,
1978.
Feuillet, A. Le Christ Sagesse de Dieu d’Après les Épîtres Pauliniennes. Paris: Etudes Biblique, 1966.
Fillmore, C. J. “The Case for Case.” In Universals in Linguistic Theory, edited by E. Bach and R.T. Harms, 188. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1968.
Fiore, Benjamin. “Parenesis and Protreptic.” In The Anchor Bible Dictionary, Vol.5, 162-65. New York:
Doubleday, 1992.
Firth, J.R. Selected Papers of J.R.Firth 1952-59. Edited by F.R.Palmer. Longmans’ Linguistics Library.
London: Longmans, Green and Co, 1968.
Fishbane, Michael. Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1985.
Fitzgerald, John T. Cracks in an Earthen Vessel: An Examination of the Catalogues of Hardships in the
Corinthian Correspondence. SBL Dissertation Series, no. 99. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988.
------. “The Catalogue in Ancient Greek Literature.” In The Rhetorical Analysis of Scripture: Essays from the
1995 London Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht. JSNT Supplement Series
146, 275-93. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997.
Fowler, Alastair. Kinds of Literature: An Introduction to the Theory of Genres and Modes. Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1982.
Francis, Gill. “Labelling Discourse: An Aspect of Nominal-Group Lexical Cohesion.” In Advances in Written
Text Analysis, edited by Malcolm Coulthard, 83-101. London: Routledge, 1994.
Fraser, Bruce. “Hedged Performatives.” In Syntax and Semantics, Vol.3: Speech Acts, edited by Peter Cole and
Jerry L. Morgan, 187-210. New York: Academic Press, 1975.
Fries, Peter H. “On Theme, Rheme and Discourse Goals.” In Advances in Written Text Analysis, edited by
Malcolm Coulthard, 229-49. London: Routledge, 1994.
Fuller, Reginald.H. The Foundations of New Testament Christology. The Fontana Library of Theology and
Philosophy. Collins, 1965.
Funk, Robert W. “The Apostolic Parousia: Form and Significance.” In Christian History and Interpretation:
Studies Presented to John Knox, edited by W.R. Farmer, C.F.D. Moule, and R.R. Niebuhr, 249-68.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967.

224
Furnish, Victor Paul. The Theology of the First Letter to the Corinthians. New Testament Theology.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999.
Gadamer, Hans-Georg. Truth and Method. 2d ed. New York: Crossroad, 1975.
Gardner, Jane F. Being a Roman Citizen. London: Routledge, 1993.
------. Family and Familia in Roman Law and Life. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998.
Gardner, Jane F., and Thomas Wiedmann. The Roman Household; A Sourcebook. London: Routledge, 1991.
Gardner, Paul Douglas. The Gifts of God and the Authentication of a Christian. Lanham: University Press of
America, 1994.
Garnsey, Peter, and Greg Woolf. “Patronage of the Rural Poor in the Roman World.” In Patronage in Ancient
Society, edited by Andrew Wallace-Hadrill, 153-70. London: Routledge, 1989.
Garnsey, Peter, and Richard Saller. “Patronal Power Relations.” In Paul and Empire: Religion and Power in
Roman Imperial Society, edited by Richard A. Horsley, 96—103. Harrisburg: Trinity Press
International, 1997.
Geagan, D.J. “Roman Athens: Some Aspects of Life and Culture I. 86 B.C.—A.D.267.” In Aufstieg und
Niedergang der Römischen Welt: Geschichte und Kultur Roms Im Speigel der Neueren Forshung II,
7/1, 371—437. Berlin: De Gruyter, 1979.
Georgi, Dieter. Theocracy in Paul’s Praxis and Theology. Translated by David E.Green. Minneapolis: Fortress
Press, 1991.
------. Remembering the Poor: The History of Paul’s Collection for Jerusalem. Eng.trans. Nashville: Abingdon
Press, 1992.
Gerhart, Mary. “Generic Studies: Their Renewed Importance in Religious and Literary Interpretation.” Journal
of the American Academy of Religion 45, no. 3 (September 1977): 309-26.
------. “Genric Competence in Biblical Hermeneutics.” Semeia 43 (1988): 29 - 44.
Giblin, Charles H. “Three Monotheistic Texts in Paul.” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 37, no. 4 (October
1975): 527-47.
Gildersleeve, Basil Lanneau. Syntax of Classical Greek: From Homer to Demosthenes. New York: American
Book Company, 1900.
Given, Mark D. Paul’s True Rhetoric: Ambiguity, Cunning and Deception in Greece and Rome. Harrisburg:
Trinity Press International, 2001.
Givón, Talmy. “Topic, Pronoun and Grammatical Agreement.” In Subject and Topic, edited by Charles N.
Li, 149-88. New York: Academic Press, 1976.
------. “Negation in Language: Pragmatics, Function, Ontology.” In Syntax and Semantics, Vol.9: Pragmatics,
edited by Peter Cole, 69-112. New York: Academic Press, 1978.
------. On Understanding Grammar. Perspectives in Neurolinguistics and Psycholinguistics. New York:
Academic Press, 1979.
------. Syntax: A Functional-Typological Introduction. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing
Company, 1984.
------. Functionalism and Grammar. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company, 1995.
Glancy, Jennifer A. “Obstacles to Slaves’ Participation in the Corinthian Church.” Journal of Biblical
Literature 117.3 (Fall 1998): 481-501.
Godet, Frederick Louis. Commentary on First Corinthians. Grand Rapids: Kregel Publications, 1977.
Goetchius, Eugene Van Ness. The Language of the New Testament. New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1965.
Gooch, Paul W. “‘Conscience’ in 1 Corinthinans 8 and 10.” New Testament Studies 33, no. 2 (April 1987): 24454.
Gooch, Peter D. Dangerous Food. 1 Corinthians 8-10 in Its Context. Studies in Christianity and Judaism, no. 5.
Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 1993.
Goodwin, William Watson. Syntax of the Moods and Tenses of the Greek Verb. London: MacMillan and Co.,
1889.
Gordon, David, and George Lakoff. “Conversational Postulates.” In Syntax and Semantics, Vol.3: Speech Acts,
edited by Peter Cole and Jerry L. Morgan, 83-106. New York: Academic Press, 1975.
Gordon, Richard. “The Veil of Power.” In Paul and Empire: Religion and Power in Roman Imperial Society,
edited by Richard A. Horsley, 126-37. Harrisburg: Trinity Press International, 1997.
Grant, Frederick C. Hellenistic Religions: The Age of Syncretism. The Library of Liberal Arts. Indianapolis: The
Bobbs-Merril Co., 1953.
Grant, Robert. Gods and the One God: Christian Theology in the Graeco-Roman World. London: SPCK, 1986.
Greenberg, Joseph H. “Diachrony, Synchrony, and Language Universals.” In Universals of Human Language
Vol.1: Method and Theory, edited by Joseph H. Greenberg, 61-91. Stanford: Stanford University Press,
1978.
------. “Typology and Cross-Linguistic Generalizations.” In Universals of Human Language Vol.1: Method and
Theory, edited by Joseph H. Greenberg, 33-59. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1978.

225
Green, Georgia M. “How to Get People to Do Things with Words: The Whimperative Question.” In Syntax and
Semantics, Vol.3: Speech Acts, edited by Peter Cole and Jerry L. Morgan, 107-42. New York:
Academic Press, 1975.
Green, Samuel G. Handbook to the Grammar of the Greek Testament. London: The Religious Tract Society,
1912.
Green, William Scott. “Doing The Text’s Work For It: Richard Hays on Paul’s Use of Scripture.” In Paul and
the Scriptures of Israel, Craig A. Evans and James A. Sanders. JSNT Supplement Series 83, 58-63.
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993.
Grice, H.P. “Logic and Conversation.” In Syntax and Semantics, Vol.3: Speech Acts, edited by Peter Cole and
Jerry L. Morgan, 41-58. New York: Academic Press, 1975.
Grimes, Joseph E. The Thread of Discourse. The Hague: Mouton Publishers, 1975.
Grosheide, F.W. The First Epistle to the Corinthians. The New International Commentary on the New
Testament. Grand Rapids: Wm.B.Eerdmans, 1953.
Guthrie, George H. “Boats in the Bay: Reflections on the Use of Linguistics and Literary Analysis in Biblical
Studies.” In Linguistics and the New Testament: Critical Junctures, eds Stanley E. Porter and D.A.
Carson. JSNT Supplement Series 168, 23-35. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999.
Habermas, Jürgen. On the Pragmatics of Communication. Edited by Maeve Cooke. Studies in Contemporary
German Social Thought. Cambridge: The MIT Press, 1998.
Hadidian, D.Y. “The Septuagint and Its Place in Theological Education.” In Studies in the Septuagint: Origins,
Recensions, and Interpretations, edited by Sidney Jellicoe. Library of Biblical Studies. New York:
KTAV Publishing House, 1974.
Haegeman, Liliane. Introduction to Government and Binding Theory. 2d ed. Blackwell Textbooks in
Linguistics. Oxford: Blackwell, 1994.
Haenchen, Ernst. The Acts of the Apostles: A Commentary. Bernard Noble, Gerald Shinn, and R.McL Wilson.
Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1971.
Hahn, Ferdinand. The Titles of Jesus in Christology. H. Knight and G. Ogg. London: Lutterworth Press, 1969.
Halbertal, Moshe. “Coexisting with the Enemy: Jews and Pagans in the Mishnah.” In Tolerance and
Intolerance in Early Christianity and Judaism, edited by Graham N. Stanton and Guy G Strousma.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998.
Hall, Barbara. “All Things to All People.” In The Conversation Continues. Studies in Paul and John in Honour
of J.Louis Martyn, eds Robert T. Fortna and Beverly R.Gaventa, 137-57. Nashville: Abingdon Press,
1990.
Hall, David R. “A Disguise for the Wise: µετασχηµατιζµος In 1 Corinthians 4.6.” New Testament Studies 40,
no. 1 (January 1994): 143-49.
Halliday, M.A.K. Explorations in the Functions of Language. Explorations in Language Study. London:
Edward Arnold, 1973.
------. System and Function in Language: Selected Papers. Edited by G.R. Kress. London: Oxford University
Press, 1976.
------. An Introduction to Functional Grammar. 2d ed. London: Edward Arnold, 1994.
------. “On Grammar and Grammatics.” In Functional Descriptions: Theory in Practice, eds Raqaiya Hasan,
Carmel Cloran, and David Butt. Amsterdam Studies in the Theory and History of Linguistic Science,
vol. 121, Series IV - Current Issues in Linguistic Theory, 1-38. Amsterdam: John Benjamins
Publishing Co., 1996.
Halliday, M.A.K., and J.R.Martin, eds. Readings in Systemic Linguistics. London: Batsford Academic and
Educational Ltd, 1981.
Halliday, M.A.K., and Reqaiya Hassan. Language, Context, and Text: Aspects of Language in a Social-Semiotic
Perspective. Victoria: Deacon University, 1985.
Hannay, Mike. “A Note on Semantic Functions and Adpositional Term Predicates.” In Unity in Diversity:
Papers Presented to Simon C. Dik on His 50th Birthday, eds Harm Pinkster and Inge Genee, 93-105.
Dordrecht: Foris Publications, 1990.
Hanson, A.T. Studies in Paul’s Technique and Theology. London: SPCK, 1974.
Hanson, Paul D. The Dawn of Apocalyptic: The Historical and Sociological Roots of Jewish Apocalyptic
Eschatology. Rev. ed. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1979.
Hanson, R.P.C. Allegory and Event: A Study of the Sources and Significance of Origen’s Interpretation of
Scripture. London: SCM Press, 1959.
Harabagiu, Sandra M. WordNet-Based Inference of Textual Context, Cohesion and Coherence. PhD
dissertation, 1997. Microform. UMI 9816027.
Harrison, A.R.W. The Law of Athens: Family and Property. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968.
Harris, Z. S. Methods in Structural Linguistics. Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1951.
Harvey, A.E. Jesus and the Constraints of History. Philadephia: The Westminster Press, 1982.

226
Hatch, Edwin. The Influence of Greek Ideas and Usages Upon the Christian Church. 5th ed. Edited by
A.M.Fairburn. Peabody: Hendrickson Publishers, 1995.
Hatch, Edwin, and Henry Redpath. A Concordance to the Septuagint and the Other Greek Versions of the Old
Testament. 2d ed. Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1906.
Hays, Richard B. Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989.
------. “On the Rebound: A Response to Critiques of Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul.” In Paul and the
Scriptures of Israel, eds Craig A. Evans and James A. Sanders. JSNT Supplement Series 83, 70-96.
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993.
------. First Corinthians. Interpretation: A Biblical Commentary for Teaching and Preaching. Louisville: John
Knox Press, 1997.
Hengel, Martin. Judaism and Hellenism: Studies in Their Encounter in Palestine During the Early Hellenistic
Period. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1974.
------. The Cross of the Son of God. Translated by John Bowden. London: SCM Press, 1978.
------. The Pre-Christian Paul. In collaboration with Roland Deines, translated by John Bowden. London: SCM
Press, 1991.
Hengel, Martin, and Roland Deines. “E.P.Sanders’ ‘Common Judaism’, Jesus and the Pharisees.” Review.
Journal of Theological Studies 46, no. 1 (April 1995): 1-70.
Hengeveld, Kees. Non-Verbal Predication: Theory, Typology, Diachrony. Functional Grammar Series 15.
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 1992.
Heringer, Hans Jürgen. “Dependency Syntax: Basic Ideas and the Classical Model.” In Syntax: An International
Handbook of Contemporary Research, eds J Jacobs, A von Stechow, W Sternefeld, and T.
Vennemann. Handbücher Zur Sprach- und Kommunikations- Wissenschaft, 298-316. Berlin: Walter
de Gruyter, 1993.
Herslund, Michael, and Finn Sorensen. “A Valence Based Theory of Grammatical Relations.” In Function and
Expression in Functional Grammar, eds Elizabeth Engberg-Pedersen, Lisbeth Falster Jakobsen, and
Lone Shack Rasmussen. Functional Grammar Series, no. 16, 80-95. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 1994.
Hickling, C.J.A. “Paul’s Use of Exodus in the Corinthian Correspondence.” In The Corinthian Correspondence,
edited by R. Bieringer. Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 125, 367-76.
Louvain: Leuven University Press, 1996.
Hirsch, E.D., Jr. Validity in Interpretation. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1967.
Hock, Ronald F. The Social Context of Paul’s Ministry: Tentmaking and Apostleship. Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1980.
Hoey, Michael. On the Surface of Discourse. London: George Allen & Unwin, 1983.
------. Patterns of Lexis in Text. Describing English Language. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991.
------. “Signalling in Discourse: A Functional Analysis of a Common Discourse Pattern in Written and Spoken
English.” In Advances in Written Text Analysis, edited by Malcolm Coulthard, 26-45. London:
Routledge, 1994.
Hoftijzer, J. “The Nominal Clause Reconsidered.” Review. Vetus Testamentum 23.4 (October 1973): 446-510.
Holland, Glenn. “Paul’s Use of Irony as a Rhetorical Technique.” In The Rhetorical Analysis of Scripture:
Essays from the 1995 London Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht. JSNT
Supplement Series 146, 234-48. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997.
Holland, Glenn S. “The Self Against the Self in Romans 7:7-25.” In The Rhetorical Interpretation of Scripture:
Essays from the 1996 Malibu Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Dennis L. Stamps. JSNT
Supplement Series 180, 260-71. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999.
Hollingshead, James R. The Household of Caesar and the Body of Christ: A Political Interpretation of the
Letters from Paul. Lanham: University Press of America, 1998.
Holmberg, Bengt. Paul and Power: The Structure of Authority in the Primitive Church as Reflected in the
Pauline Epistles. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1980.
Hooker, Morna D. “Beyond the Things That Were Written? St Paul’s Use of Scripture,” 139-54. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1990.
------. “Hard Sayings: 1 Corinthians 3.2,” 103-05. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990.
Horn, Laurence R. “Presupposition and Implicature.” In The Handbook of Contemporary Semantic Theory,
edited by Shalom Lappin, 299-319. Oxford: Blackwell, 1996.
Horrell, David. “Dangerous Food. 1 Corinthians 8-10 in Its Context. By Peter D. Gooch.” Review. Journal of
Theological Studies 46, no. 1 (April 1995): 279-82.
Horrell, David G. The Social Ethos of the Corinthian Correspondence: Interests and Ideology from 1
Corinthians to 1 Clement. Studies of the New Testament and Its World. Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1996.
------. “From α δελφοι' to οικος θεου^ : Social Transformation in Pauline Christianity.” Journal of Biblical
Literature 120, no. 2 (2001): 293-311.
Horsley, R.A. “The Background of the Confessional Formula in 1 Kor 8:6.” ZNW 69 (1978): 130-35.

227
------. “Consciousness and Freedom Among the Corinthians: 1 Corinthians 8-10.” Catholic Biblical
Quarterly 40 (1978): 574-89.
------. “Gnosis in Corinth: 1 Corinthians 8.1-6.” New Testament Studies 27 (1980): 32-51.
Horsley, Richard A. “1 Corinthians: A Case Study of Paul’s Assembly as an Alternative Society.” In Paul and
Empire: Religion and Power in Roman Imperial Society, edited by Richard A. Horsley, 242-52.
Harrisburg: Trinity Press International, 1997.
------. “The Gospel of Imperial Salvation: Introduction.” In Paul and Empire: Religion and Power in Roman
Imperial Society, edited by Richard A. Horsley, 10-24. Harrisburg: Trinity Press International, 1997.
------. “Rhetoric and Empire — and 1 Corinthians.” In Paul and Politics: Ekklesia, Israel, Imperium,
Interpretation, edited by Richard A. Horsley, 72-102. Harrisburg: Trinity Press International, 2000.
Hughes, Frank W. “The Gospel and Its Rhetoric in Galatians.” In Gospel in Paul: Studies in Corinthians,
Galatians and Romans for Richard L. Longenecker., eds L.Ann Jervis and Peter Richardson. JSNT
Supplement Series, 210-21. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994.
------. “Rhetorical Criticism and the Corinthian Correspondence.” In The Rhetorical Analysis of Scripture:
Essays from the 1995 London Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht. JSNT
Supplement Series 146, 336-50. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997.
Hurd, John C. “Good News and the Integrity of 1 Corinthians.” In Gospel in Paul: Studies in Corinthians,
Galatians and Romans for Richard L. Longenecker., eds L.Ann Jervis and Peter Richardson. JSNT
Supplement Series, 38-62. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994.
Hurd, John Coolidge Jr. The Origin of 1 Corinthians. 2d ed. Macon: Mercer University Press, 1983.
Hurtado, Larry. “Greco-Roman Textuality and the Gospel of Mark: A Critical Assessment of Werner Kelber’s
The Oral and the Written Gospel.” Bulletin for Biblical Research 7 (1997): 91-106.
Hurtado, Larry W. One God, One Lord: Early Christian Devotion and Ancient Jewish Monotheism.
Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1988.
Hurtado, L.W. “Jesus as Lordly Example in Philippians 2:5-11.” In From Jesus to Paul: Studies in Honour of
Francis Wright Beare, eds Peter Richardson and John C.Hurd, 113-26. Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier
University Press, 1984.
Hutchins, W. J. The Generation of Syntactic Structures from a Semantic Base. North-Holland Linguistic Series,
no. 2. Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing Company, 1971.
Hübner, Hans. “Das Ganze und das Eine Gesetz.” Kerygma und Dogma 21, no. 4 (October/December
1975): 239-56.
Jacobs, Lambert D. “Establishing a New Value System in Corinth: 1 Corinthians 5-6 as Persuasive Argument.”
In The Rhetorical Analysis of Scripture: Essays from the 1995 London Conference, eds Stanley E.
Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht. JSNT Supplement Series 146, 376-87. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1997.
Jannaris, A. N. An Historical Greek Grammar: Chiefly of the Attic Dialect as Written and Spoken from
Classical Antiquity Down to the Present Time. London: MacMillan and Co., 1897.
Jelf, William Edward. A Grammar of the Greek Language. Vol. 2. Oxford: Parker and Co., 1881.
Johanson, Bruce C. To All the Brethren: A Text-Linguistic and Rhetorical Approach to 1 Thessalonians.
Coniectanea Biblica New Testament Series. Uppsala: Bruce C. Johanson, 1987.
Johnson, Terry, and Christopher Dandeker. “Patronage: Relation and System.” In Patronage in Ancient Society,
edited by Andrew Wallace-Hadrill, 219-42. London: Routledge, 1989.
Judge, E. A. The Social Pattern of Christian Groups in the First Century: Some Prolegomena to the Study of
New Testament Ideas of Social Obligation. London: The Tyndale Press, 1960.
Judge, Edwin A. “Individual Writers and the Rhetorical Tradition: The Rhetoric of Inscriptions.” In Handbook
of Classical Rhetoric in the Hellenistic Period, 330 B.C. - A.D. 400, edited by Stanley E. Porter, 80728. Leiden: Brill, 1997.
Juel, Donald. Messianic Exegesis: Christological Interpretation of the Old Testament in Early Christianity.
Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1992.
Kahn, Charles H. “The Greek Verb ‘to Be’ and the Concept of Being.” Foundations of Language 2
(1966): 245-65.
------. “The Verb ‘Be’.” In The Verb “Be” and Its Synonyms: Philosophical and Grammatical Studies (6) The
Verb “Be” in Ancient Greek, edited by John W.M.Verhaar. Foundations of Language Supplementary
Series, vol. 16. Dortrecht: D. Reidel Publishing Company, 1973.
Katz, Jerrold J. “Semantics in Linguistics and Philosophy: An Intensionalist Perspective.” In The Handbook of
Contemporary Semantic Theory, edited by Shalom Lappin, 599-616. Oxford: Blackwell, 1996.
Käsemann, Ernst. New Testament Questions of Today. Translated by W.J.Montague & W.F.Bunge. The New
Testament Library. London: SCM Press, 1969.
------. Commentary on Romans. Translated and edited by Geoffrey W. Bromiley. Grand Rapid: William B.
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1980.

228
Keath, Malcolm. “Rhetoric Defined: Invention.” In Handbook of Classical Rhetoric in the Hellenistic Period,
330 B.C. - A.D. 400, edited by Stanley E. Porter, 89-119. Leiden: Brill, 1997.
Keck, Leander E. “Toward the Renewal of New Testament Christology.” In From Jesus to John. Essays on
Jesus and New Testament Christology in Honour of Marinus de Jonge, edited by Martinus C.de Boer.
JSNT Supplement Series, no. 84. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993.
Keenan, Edward L. “Towards a Universal Definition of ‘Subject’.” In Subject and Topic, edited by Charles N.
Li, 303-33. New York: Academic Press, 1976.
Kennedy, George A. The Art of Persuasion in Greece. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1963.
------. New Testament Interpretation Through Rhetorical Criticism. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina,
1984.
------. “Rhetoric Defined: Historical Survey of Rhetoric.” In Handbook of Classical Rhetoric in the Hellenistic
Period, 330 B.C. - A.D. 400, edited by Stanley E. Porter, 3-41. Leiden: Brill, 1997.
------. “Rhetoric Defined: The Genres of Rhetoric.” In Handbook of Classical Rhetoric in the Hellenistic
Period, 330 B.C. - A.D. 400, edited by Stanley E. Porter, 43-50. Leiden: Brill, 1997.
Kern, Philip H. Rhetoric and Galatians: Assessing an Approach to Paul’s Epistle. Society for New Testament
Studies Monograph Series 101. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998.
Kim, Seyoon. The Origin of Paul’s Gospel. 2d ed. Wissenschäftliche Untersuchungen Zum Neuen Testament-2
Reihe. Tübungen: J.C.B.Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1984.
Klein, Wolfgang. “Ellipse.” In Syntax: An International Handbook of Contemporary Research, eds J Jacobs, A
von Stechow, W Sternefeld, and T Vennemann. Handbücher Zur Sprach- und KommunikationsWissenschaft, 763-99. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1993.
Koch, Dietrich-Alex. Die Schrift Als Zeuge Des Evangeliums: Untersuchung Zur Vervendung Nad Zum
Verständnis der Schrift bei Paulus. Beiträge Zur Historischen Theologie 69. Tübingen: J.C.B.Mohr
(Paul Siebeck), 1986.
Koenig, John. “Christ and the Hierarchies in First Corinthians.” In Christ and His Communities: Essays in
Honour of Reginald H. Fuller. Anglican Theological Review, Supplementary Series, no. 11, 99-113.
Evanstons, 1990.
Koet, B.J. “The Old Testament Background to 1 Cor. 10:7-8.” In The Corinthian Correspondence, edited by R.
Bieringer. Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 125, 607-15. Louvain: Leuven
University Press, 1996.
Koperski, V. “Knowledge of Christ and Knowledge of God in the Corinthian Correspondence.” In The
Corinthian Correspondence, edited by R. Bieringer. Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum
Lovaniensium 125, 377-96. Louvain: Leuven University Press, 1996.
Kreitzer, L. Joseph. Jesus and God in Paul’s Eschatology. Journal for the Study of the New Testament
Supplement Series, no. 19. Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1987.
Kress, G.R., ed. Halliday: System and Function in Language. Selected Papers. London: Oxford University
Press, 1976.
Kugel, James L. & Greer, Rowan A. Early Biblical Interpretation. Library of Early Christianity. Philadelphia:
The Westminster Press, 1986.
Lacey, W.K. The Family in Classical Greece. Aspects of Greek and Roman Life. London: Thames & Hudson,
1968.
------. “Patria Potestas.” In The Family in Ancient Rome, edited by Beryl Rawson, 121—144. London: Croom
Helm, 1986.
Lambrecht, Knud. Information Structure and Sentence Form: Topic, Focus, and the Mental Representations of
Discourse Referents. Cambridge Studies in Linguistics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1994.
Lanci, John R. A New Temple for Corinth: Rhetorical and Archeological Approaches to Pauline Imagery.
Studies in Biblical Literature. New York: Peter Lang, 1997.
Lang, Friedrich. Die Briefe an die Korinther. Das Neue Testament Deutsch 7. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1994.
Langkammer, P. Hugolinus. “Literarische und Theologische Einzelstücke in 1 Kor.Viii.6.” New Testament
Studies 17, no. 2 (January 1971): 193-97.
Lassen, Eva Marie. “The Roman Family: Ideal and Metaphor.” In Constructing Early Christian Families:
Family as Social Reality and Metaphor, edited by Halvor Moxnes, 103-20. London: Routledge, 1997.
Lausberg, Heinrich. Handbook of Literary Rhetoric: A Foundation for Literary Study. Eds & trans Matthew T
Bliss, Annemiek Jansen, David E Orton, and R. Dean Anderson. Leiden: Brill, 1998.
Leckie-Tarry, Helen. Language and Context: A Functional Linguistic Theory of Register. Edited by David
Birch. London: Pinter, 1995.
Leech, Geoffrey N. Explorations in Semantics and Pragmatics. Pragmatics and Beyond: An Interdisciplinary
Series of Language Studies, 5. Amsterdam: John Benjamins B.V., 1980.

229
------. Principles of Pragmatics. Longman Linguistics Library, 30. London: Longman, 1983.
Lee, John A. L. “Individual Writers and the Rhetorical Tradition: Translations of the Old Testament.” In
Handbook of Classical Rhetoric in the Hellenistic Period, 330 B.C. - A.D. 400, edited by Stanley E.
Porter, 775-91. Leiden: Brill, 1997.
Lee, Michelle V. “We Are the Parts of One Great Body”: Understanding the Community as Christ’s Body in 1
Corinthians 12 in Light of Hellenistic Moral Philosophy. PhD dissertation, 2001. Microform. UMI
3000400.
Lehmann, W. P. “Topic to Subject in Indo-European.” In Subject and Topic, edited by Charles N. Li, 445-56.
New York: Academic Press, 1976.
Levinsohn, Stephen H. “Participant Reference in Koine Greek Narrative.” In Linguistics and New Testament
Interpretation: Essays on Discourse Analysis, eds David Alan Black, Katharine Barnwell, and Stephen
Levinsohn, 31-44. Nashville: Broadman Press, 1992.
------. “A Discourse Study of Constituent Order and the Article in Philippians.” In Discourse Analysis and
Other Topics in Biblical Greek, eds Stanley E. Porter and D.A. Carson. JSNT Supplement Series
114, 60-74. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995.
------. “Some Constraints on Discourse Development in the Pastoral Epistles.” In Discourse Analysis and the
New Testament: Approaches and Results, eds Stanley E. Porter and Jeffrey T. Reed. JSNT Supplement
Series 170, 316-33. Sheffield: Sheffield University Press, 1999.
Levinson, Stephen C. Pragmatics. Cambridge Textbooks in Linguistics. Cambridge: Cambridge Univeristy
Press, 1983.
------. Presumptive Meanings: The Theory of Generalized Conversational Implicature. Language, Speech, and
Communication. Cambridge: The MIT Press, 2000.
Li, Charles N., and Sandra A. Thompson. “Subject and Topic: A New Typology of Language.” In Subject and
Topic, edited by Charles N. Li, 457-89. New York: Academic Press, 1976.
Lieb, Hans-Heinrich. “Universals and Linguistic Explanation.” In Universals of Human Language Vol.1:
Method and Theory, edited by Joseph H. Greenberg, 157-202. Stanford: Stanford University Press,
1978.
Lietzmann, Hans. An Die Korinther I.II. Handbuch Zum Neuen Testament. Tübingen: J.C.B.Mohr (Paul
Siebeck), 1949.
Lim, Timothy H. “’Not in Persuasive Words of Wisdom but in the Demonstration of the Spirit and Power’.”
Novum Testamentum 29.2 (April 1987): 137-49.
Litfin, Duane. St Paul’s Theology of Proclamation: 1 Corinthians 1-4 and Greco-Roman Rhetoric. Society for
New Testament Studies Monograph Series. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994.
Longacre, Robert E. The Grammar of Discourse. 2d ed. Topics in Language and Linguistics. New York:
Plenum Press, 1996.
Longenecker, Richard. Biblical Exegesis in the Apostolic Period. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans
Publishing Company, 1975.
Longenecker, Richard N. The Christology of Early Jewish Christianity. Grand Rapids: Baker Book House,
1970.
------. “The Nature of Paul’s Early Eschatology.” New Testament Studies 31, no. 1 (January 1985): 85-95.
Louw, J. P. “Linguistic Theory and the Greek Case System.” Acta Classica 9 (1966): 73-88.
------. Semantics of New Testament Greek. The Society of Biblical Literature Semeia Studies. Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1982.
------. “Reading a Text as Discourse.” In Linguistics and New Testament Interpretation: Essays on Discourse
Analysis, eds David Alan Black, Katharine Barnwell, and Stephen Levinsohn, 17-30. Nashville:
Broadman Press, 1992.
Lowery, Kirk E. “Relative Definiteness and the Verbless Clause.” In The Verbless Clause in Biblical Hebrew:
Linguistic Approaches, edited by Cynthia L. Miller. Linguistic Studies in Ancient West Semitic, 25172. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1999.
Lumsden, Michael. Existential Sentences: Their Structure and Meaning. London: Routledge, 1990.
Luraghi, Silvia. “Paradigm Size, Possible Syncretism, and the Use of Adpositions with Cases in Flective
Languages.” In Paradigms: The Economy of Inflection, edited by Frans Plank, 57-74. Berlin: Mouton
de Gruyter, 1991.
Lyall, Francis. Slaves, Citizens, Sons: Legal Metaphors in the Epistles. Grand Rapids: Acadamic Books, 1984.
Lyons, Christopher. Definiteness. Cambridge Textbooks in Linguistics. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1999.
Lyons, John. Introduction to Theoretical Linguistics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1968.
------. Semantics, 2 Vols. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977.
Mack, Burton L. “Decoding the Scripture: Philo and the Rules of Rhetoric.” In Nourished With Peace: Studies
in Hellenistic Judaism in Memory of Samuel Sandmel, eds E.Hilgert F.E.Greenspan, B.L.Mack.
Scholars Press Homage Series, 81-116. Chico: Scholars Press, 1984.

230
------. Rhetoric and the New Testament. Guides to Biblical Scholarship. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1990.
Macquarrie, John. Jesus Christ in Modern Thought. London: SCM Press, 1990.
Makuta, Marzena H. A Computational Model of Cohesion Analysis and Its Application to the Evaluation of
Text Coherence. Ph. D. Diss., 1997. UMI digital copy. National Library of Canada, 0-612-30625-9.
Malherbe, Abraham J. Moral Exhortation: A Greco-Roman Sourcebook. Edited by Wayne A.Meeks. Library of
Early Christianity. Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1986.
------. Paul and the Popular Philosophers. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1989.
------. “Determinism and Free Will in Paul: The Argument of 1 Corinthians 8 and 9.” In Paul in His Hellenistic
Context, edited by Troels Engberg-Pedersen, 231-55. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1995.
Malina, Bruce J. The New Testament World: Insights from Cultural Anthropology. Atlanta: John Knox Press,
1981.
Marrou, H.I. A History of Education in Antiquity. Translated by George Lamb. London: Sheed and Ward, 1956.
Marshall, Peter. Enmity in Corinth: Social Conventions in Paul’s Relations with the Corinthians.
Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen Zum Neuen Testament 2.Reihe 23. Tübingen: J.C.B.Mohr (Paul
Siebeck), 1987.
Martin-Ascensio, Gustavo. Transitivity-Based Foregrounding in the Acts of the Apostles: A FunctionalGrammatical Approach to the Lukan Perspective. JSNT Supplement Series 202: Studies in New
Testament Greek 8. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000.
Martin-Asensio, Gustavo. “Hallidayan Functional Grammar as Heir to New Testament Rhetorical Criticism.” In
The Rhetorical Interpretation of Scripture: Essays from the 1996 Malibu Conference, eds Stanley E.
Porter and Dennis L. Stamps. JSNT Supplement Series 180, 84-107. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1999.
Martin, Dale B. Slavery as Salvation: The Metaphor of Slavery in Pauline Christianity. New Haven & London:
Yale University Press, 1990.
------. “Slavery and the Ancient Jewish Family.” In The Jewish Family in Antiquity, edited by S.J.D. Cohen.
Brown Judaic Studies 289, 113—129. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993.
------. “Review Essay: Justin J. Meggitt, Paul, Poverty and Survival.” Journal for the Study of the New
Testament, no. 84 (December 2001): 51-64.
Martin, J.R. “Metalinguistic Diversity: The Case from Case.” In Functional Descriptions: Theory in Practice,
eds Raqaiya Hasan, Carmel Cloran, and David Butt. Amsterdam Studies in the Theory and History of
Linguistic Science, vol. 121, Series IV - Current Issues in Linguistic Theory, 325-74. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins Publishing Co., 1996.
Matlock, R.Barry. Unveiling the Apocalyptic Paul: Paul’s Interpreters and the Rhetoric of Criticism. JSNT
Supplement Series. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1996.
Matthews, P.H. Syntax. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981.
------. “Central Concepts of Syntax.” In Syntax: An International Handbook of Contemporary Research, eds J.
Jacobs, A. von Stechow, W. Sternefeld, and T. Vennemann. Handbücher Zur Sprach- und
Kommunikations- Wissenschaft, 89-117. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1993.
Matthiessen, Christian, and Christopher Nesbitt. “On the Idea of Theory-Neutral Descriptions.” In Functional
Descriptions: Theory in Practice, eds Raqaiya Hasan, Carmel Cloran, and David Butt. Amsterdam
Studies in the Theory and History of Linguistic Science, vol. 121, Series IV - Current Issues in
Linguistic Theory, 39-83. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Co., 1996.
Mauser, Ulrich. Christ in the Wilderness: The Wilderness Theme in the Second Gospel and Its Basis in the
Biblical Tradition. Studies in Biblical Theology. London: SCM Press, 1963.
McKnight, Edgar V. Post-Modern Use of the Bible: The Emergence of Reader-Oriented Criticism. Nashville:
Abingdon Press, 1988.
McKnight, Scot. A Light Among the Gentiles: Jewish Missionary Activity in the Second Temple Period.
Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1991.
Meeks, Wayne A. “‘And Rose Up to Play’: Midrash and Paraenesis in 1 Cor. 10:1-22.” Journal for the Study of
the New Testament 16 (1982): 64-78.
------. The First Urban Christians: The Social World of the Apostle Paul. New Haven: Yale University Press,
1983.
------. The Moral World of the First Christians. Library of Early Christianity. Philadelphia: The Westminster
Press, 1986.
Meggitt, Justin J. Paul, Poverty and Survival. Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1988.
------. “Response to Martin and Theissen.” Journal for the Study of the New Testament, no. 84 (December
2001): 85-94.
Metzger, Bruce M. The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration. 2d ed. New
York: Oxford University Press, 1968.
------. A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament. London: United Bible Societies, 1971.

231
Miller, Cynthia L. “Pivotal Issues in Analyzing the Verbless Clause.” In The Verbless Clause in Biblical
Hebrew: Linguistic Approaches, edited by Cynthia L. Miller. Linguistic Studies in Ancient West
Semitic, 3-17. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1999.
Millett, Paul. “Patronage and Its Avoidance in Classical Athens.” In Patronage in Ancient Society, edited by
Andrew Wallace-Hadrill, 15-47. London: Routledge, 1989.
Mitchell, Margaret M. “Concerning ΠΕΡΙ ∆Ε in 1 Corinthians.” Novum Testamentum 31.3 (July 1989): 229-56.
------. Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation: An Exegetical Investigation of the Language and Composition of
1 Corinthians. Louisville: John Knox Press, 1991.
------. “Rhetorical Shorthand in Pauline Argumentation: The Functions of ‘The Gospel’ in the Corinthian
Correspondence.” In Gospel in Paul: Studies in Corinthians, Galatians and Romans for Richard L.
Longenecker., eds L.Ann Jervis and Peter Richardson. JSNT Supplement Series, vol. 108, 63-88.
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994.
Monaghan, James. The Neo-Firthian Tradition and Its Contribution to General Linguistics. Linguistische
Arbeiten. Tübingen: Max Niemeyer Verlag, 1979.
Moody Smith, D. “The Pauline Literature.” In It Is Written: Scripture Citing Scripture. Essays in Honour of
Barnabas Lindars, edited by D.A Carson and H.G.M. Williamson, 265-91. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1988.
Morgan, J.L. “Two Types of Convention in Indirect Speech Acts.” In Syntax and Semantics, Vol.9: Pragmatics,
edited by Peter Cole, 261-80. New York: Academic Press, 1978.
Moshavi, Adina. The Pragmatics of Word Order in Biblical Hebrew: A Statistical Analysis. PhD dissertation,
2000. Microform. UMI 9987418.
Moulton, James Hope. “New Testament Greek in the Light of Modern Discovery.” In The Language of the New
Testament: Classic Essays, Stanley E. Porter. JSNT Supplement Series 60, 60-97. Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1909.
Moulton, James Hope, and Nigel Turner. A Grammar of New Testament Greek. <4 vols.>. Edinburgh: T.& T.
Clark Ltd, 1908.
Moxnes, Halvor, ed. Constructing Early Christian Families: Family as Social Reality and Metaphor. London:
Routlege, 1997.
------. “What is Family? Problems in Constructing Early Christian Families.” In Consturucting Early Christian
Families: Family as Social Reality and Metaphor, edited by Halvor Moxnes, 13-41. London:
Routledge, 1997.
Munck, Johannes. “1 Thess. 1:9-10 and the Missionary Preaching of Paul.” New Testament Studies 9
(1963): 95-110.
Murphy-O’Connor, Jerome. “1 Cor., VIII,6: Cosmology or Soteriology?” Revue Biblique 85 (1978): 253-67.
------. “Freedom or the Ghetto (1 Cor., VIII,1-13; X,23-XI,1).” Revue Biblique 4 (1978): 543-74.
------. “Food and Spiritual Gifts in 1 Cor.8:8.” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 41, no. 2 (1979): 292-98.
------. St. Paul’s Corinth: Texts and Archaeology. Wilmington: Michael Glazier, 1983.
Müller, Mogens. The First Bible of the Church: A Plea for the Septuagint. JSOT Supplement Series. Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1996.
Nasuti, Harry P. “The Dynamics of 1 Corinthians 9.” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 50, no. 2 (April 1988): 24664.
Neusner, Jacob. Jews and Christians: The Myth of a Common Tradition. London: SCM Press, 1991.
Neyrey, Jerome H. Paul in Other Words: A Cultural Reading of His Letters. Louisville: Westminster/John
Knox Press, 1990.
Niccacci, Alviero. “Types and Functions of the Nominal Sentence.” In The Verbless Clause in Biblical Hebrew:
Linguistic Approaches, edited by Cynthia L. Miller. Linguistic Studies in Ancient West Semitic, 21548. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1999.
Nicholson, G.C. “Houses for Hospitality: 1 Cor.11:17-34.” Colloquium 19, no. 1 (October 1986): 1-6.
Nida, Eugene A. “The Role of Context in the Understanding of Discourse.” In Discourse Analysis and the New
Testament: Approaches and Results, eds Stanley E. Porter and Jeffrey T. Reed. JSNT Supplement
Series 170, 20-27. Sheffield: Sheffield University Press, 1999.
Nida, Eugene A., and Johannes P. Louw. Lexical Semantics of the New Testament. Society of Biblical
Literature Resources for Biblical Study 25. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992.
Norden, E. Agnostos Theos: Untersuchung Zur Formengeschichte Religiöser Rede. 4th ed. Darmstadt, 1956.
Nörr, D. “Zur Herrschaftsstruktur de Römischen Reiches: Die Städte Des Ostens und das Imperium.” In
Aufstieg und Niedergang der Römischen Welt: Geschichte und Kultur Roms Im Speigel der Neueren
Forschung II, 7/1, 3—20. Berlin: De Gruyter, 1979.
O’Brien, Peter Thomas. Introductory Thanksgivings in the Letters of Paul. Supplements to Novum
Testamentum. Leiden: E.J.Brill, 1977.

232
O’Day, Gail R. “Jeremiah 9:22-23 and 1 Corinthians 1:26-31: A Study in Intertextuality.” Journal of Biblical
Literature 109, no. 2 (Summer 1990): 259-67.
O’Donnell, Matthew Brook. “Linguistic Fingerprints or Style by Numbers? The Use of Statistics in the
Discussion of Authorship of New Testament Documents.” In Linguistics and the New Testament:
Critical Junctures, eds Stanley E. Porter and D.A. Carson. JSNT Supplement Series 168, 206-62.
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999.
------. “The Use of Annotated Corpora for New Testament Discourse Analysis: A Survey of Current Practice
and Future Prospects.” In Discourse Analysis and the New Testament: Approaches and Results, eds
Stanley E. Porter and Jeffrey T. Reed. JSNT Supplement Series 170, 71-117. Sheffield: Sheffield
University Press, 1999.
Odell-Scott, David W. “Paul’s Sceptical Critique of a Primitive Metaphysical Theology.” Encounter 56, no. 2
(Spring 1995): 127-46.
Oirsouw, Robert R, van. “Coordination.” In Syntax: An International Handbook of Contemporary Research,
eds J Jacobs, A von Stechow, W Sternefeld, and T Vennemann. Handbücher Zur Sprach- und
Kommunikations- Wissenschaft, 748-63. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1993.
Olbricht, Thomas H. “The Flowering of Rhetorical Criticism in America.” In The Rhetorical Analysis of
Scripture: Essays from the 1995 London Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht.
JSNT Supplement Series 146, 79-102. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997.
------. “Classical Rhetorical Criticism and Historical Reconstructions: A Critique.” In The Rhetorical
Interpretation of Scripture: Essays from the 1996 Malibu Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and
Dennis L. Stamps. JSNT Supplement Series 180, 108-24. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999.
Olson, Stanley N. “Epistolary Uses of Expressions of Self-Confidence.” Journal of Biblical Literature 103.4
(December 1984): 585-97.
Olsson, Birger. “First John: Discourse Analyses and Interpretations.” In Discourse Analysis and the New
Testament: Approaches and Results, eds Stanley E. Porter and Jeffrey T. Reed. JSNT Supplement
Series 170, 369-91. Sheffield: Sheffield University Press, 1999.
Oropeza, B.J. “Laying to Rest the Midrash: Paul’s Message on Meat Sacrificed to Idols in Light of the
Deuteronomic Tradition.” Biblica 79 (1998): 57-68.
Orr, William F., and James Arthur Walther. 1 Corinthians: A New Translation. The Anchor Bible, vol. 32. New
York: Doubleday & Company, 1976.
Palmer, Michael. “How Do we Know a Phrase is a Phrase? A Plea for Procedural Clarity in the Application of
Linguistics to Biblical Greek.” In Biblical Greek Language and Linguistics: Open Questions in
Current Research, Stanley E. Porter and D.A. Carson. JSNT Supplement Series 80, 152-86. Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1993.
Palmer, Michael W. Levels of Constituent Structure in New Testament Greek. Studies in Biblical Greek. New
York: Peter Lang, 1995.
Partee, Barbara H. “The Development of Formal Semantics in Linguistic Theory.” In The Handbook of
Contemporary Semantic Theory, edited by Shalom Lappin, 11-38. Oxford: Blackwell, 1996.
Parunak, H. Van Dyke. “Dimensions of Discourse Structure: A Multidimensional Analysis of the Components
and Transitions of Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians.” In Linguistics and New Testament Interpretation:
Essays on Discourse Analysis, eds David Alan Black, K. Barwell, and S. Levinsohn, 207-39.
Nashville: Broadman Press, 1992.
Patrick, Dale, and Allen Scult. “Rhetoric and Ideology: A Debate Within Biblical Scholarship Over the Import
of Persuasion.” In The Rhetorical Interpretation of Scripture: Essays from the 1996 Malibu
Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Dennis L. Stamps. JSNT Supplement Series 180, 63-83.
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999.
Patte, Daniel. Paul’s Faith and the Power of the Gospel: A Structural Introduction to the Pauline Letters.
Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983.
Paul, Hermann. Principles of the History of Language. Translated by H.A.Strong. London: Swan Sonnenschein,
Lowrey, & Co., 1888.
Pearson, Birger Albert. The Pneumatikos-Psychikos Terminology: A Study in the Theology of the Corinthian
Opponents of Paul and Its Relation to Gnosticism. SBL Dissertation Series, no. 12. Missoula: Society
of Biblical Literature, 1973.
Penna, Romano. “L’Évolution de l’Attitude de Paul Envers les Juifs.” In L’Apôtre Paul: Personnalité, Style et
Conception Du Ministère, edited by A.Vanhoye. BETL 73, 390-421. Leuven: Leuven University
Press, 1986.
Perelman, C., and L. Olbrechts-Tyteca. The New Rhetoric: A Treatise on Argumentation. Translated by John
Wilkinson and Purcell Weaver. Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1971.
Peskowitz, Miriam. “’Family/Ies’ in Antiquity: Evidence from Tannaitic Literature and Roman Galilean
Architecture.” In The Jewish Family in Antiquity, edited by S.J.D. Cohen. Brown Judaic Studies
289, 9—38. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993.

233
Pogoloff, Stephen M. Logos and Sophia: The Rhetorical Situation of 1 Corinthians. SBL Dissertation Series.
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992.
Pomeroy, Sarah B. Families in Classical and Hellenistic Greece: Representations and Realities. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1997.
Porter, Stanley E. “Studying Ancient Languages from a Modern Linguistic Perspective: Essential Terms and
Terminology.” Filologia Neotestamentaria II (November 1989): 147-72.
------. “The Argument of Romans 5: Can a Rhetorical Question Make a Difference?” Journal of Biblical
Literature 110, no. 4 (Winter 1991): 655-77.
------. “Keeping up with Recent Studies 17: Greek Language and Linguistics.” The Expository Times 103, no. 7
(April 1992): 202-08.
------. “The Theoretical Justification for Application of Rhetorical Categories to Pauline Epistolary Literature.”
In Rhetoric and the New Testament: Essays from the 1992 Heidelberg Conference, eds Stanley E.
Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht. JSNT Supplement Series 90, 100-22. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1993.
------. “Word Order and Clause Structure in New Testament Greek: An Unexplored Area of Greek Linguistics
Using Philippians as a Test Case.” Filologia Neotestamentaria VI (November 1993): 177-206.
------. Idioms of the Greek New Testament. 2d ed. Biblical Languages: Greek 2. Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1994.
------. “Discourse Analysis and New Testament Studies: An Introductory Survey.” In Discourse Analysis and
Other Topics in Biblical Greek, Stanley E. Porter and D.A. Carson. JSNT Supplement Series 114, 1435. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995.
------. “Ancient Rhetorical Analysis and Discourse Analysis of the Pauline Corpus.” In The Rhetorical Analysis
of Scripture: Essays from the 1995 London Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht.
JSNT Supplement Series 146, 249-74. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997.
------. “Individual Writers and the Rhetorical Tradition: Paul of Tarsus and His Letters.” In Handbook of
Classical Rhetoric in the Hellenistic Period, 330 B.C. - A.D. 400, edited by Stanley E. Porter, 533-85.
Leiden: Brill, 1997.
------. “Linguistics and Rhetorical Criticism.” In Linguistics and the New Testament: Critical Junctures, eds
Stanley E. Porter and D.A. Carson. JSNT Supplement Series 168, 63-92. Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1999.
------. “Paul as Epistolographer And Rhetorician?” In The Rhetorical Interpretation of Scripture: Essays from
the 1996 Malibu Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Dennis L. Stamps. JSNT Supplement Series
180, 222-48. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999.
Porter, Stanley E., and Jeffrey T. Reed. “Greek Grammar Since BDF: A Retrospective and Prospective
Analysis.” Filologia Neotestamentaria IV (November 1991): 143-64.
Powell, Charles Edward. The Semantic Relationship Between the Protasis and the Apodosis of New Testament
Conditional Constructions. PhD dissertation, 2000. Microform. UMI 9976776.
Price, S.R.F. Rituals and Power: The Roman Imperial Cult in Asia Minor. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1984.
------. “Rituals and Power.” In Paul and Empire: Religion and Power in Roman Imperial Society, edited by
Richard A. Horsley, 47—71. Harrisburg: Trinity Press International, 1997.
Primus, Beatrice. “Syntactic Relations.” In Syntax: An International Handbook of Contemporary Research, eds
J Jacobs, A von Stechow, W Sternefeld, and T Vennemann. Handbücher Zur Sprach- und
Kommunikations- Wissenschaft, 686-705. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1993.
------. “Word Order and Information Structure: A Performance-Based Account of Topic Positions and Focus
Positions.” In Syntax: An International Handbook of Contemporary Research, eds J Jacobs, A von
Stechow, W Sternefeld, and T Vennemann. Handbücher Zur Sprach- und KommunikationsWissenschaft, 880-96. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1993.
Probst, Hermann. Paulus und der Brief. Wissenschaftliche Untersuchingen Zum Neun Testament, 2.Reihe 45.
Tübingen: J.C.B.Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1991.
Rainbow, Paul A. “Jewish Monotheism as the Matrix for New Testament Christology: A Review Article.”
Novum Testamentum 33, no. 1 (January 1991): 78-91.
Ramsaran, Rollin A. “More Than an Opinion: Paul’s Rhetorical Maxim in First Corinthians 7:25-26.” Catholic
Biblical Quarterly 57.3 (July 1995): 531-41.
------. Liberating Words: Paul’s Use of Rhetorical Maxims in 1 Corinthians 1-10. Valley Forge: Trinity Press
International, 1996.
Rawson, Beryl. “The Roman Family.” In The Family in Ancient Rome, edited by Beryl Rawson, 1—57.
London: Croom Helm, 1986.
Recanati, François. Meaning and Force: The Pragmatics of Performative Utterances. Cambridge Studies in
Philosophy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987.

234
Redmond, Calvin David. The New Testament Predication of Christ as the Agent of Creation. PhD dissertation,
1997. Microform. UMI 9908457.
Reed, Jeffrey T. “The Infinitive with Two Substantival Accusatives: An Ambiguous Construction?” Novum
Testamentum 33.1 (January 1991): 1-27.
------. “Using Ancient Rhetorical Categories to Interpret Paul’s Letters: A Question of Genre.” In Rhetoric and
the New Testament: Essays from the 1992 Heidelberg Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Thomas
H. Olbricht. JSNT Supplement Series 90, 292-324. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993.
------. “Identifying Theme in the New Testament: Insights from Discourse Analysis.” In Discourse Analysis and
Other Topics in Biblical Greek, eds Stanley E. Porter and D.A. Carson. JSNT Supplement Series
114, 75-106. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995.
------. “Philippians 3:1 and the Epistolary Hesitation Formulas: The Literary Integrity of Philippians, Again.”
Journal of Biblical Literature 115.1 (Spring 1996): 63-90.
------. A Discourse Analysis of Philippians: Method and Rhetoric in the Debate Over Literary Integrity. JSNT
Supplementary Series 136. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997.
------. “Rhetoric in Practice: The Epistle.” In Handbook of Classical Rhetoric in the Hellenistic Period, 330 B.C.
- A.D. 400, edited by Stanley E. Porter, 171-93. Leiden: Brill, 1997.
------. “The Cohesiveness of Discourse: Towards a Model of Linguistic Criteria for Analyzing New Testament
Discourse.” In Discourse Analysis and the New Testament: Approaches and Results, eds Stanley E.
Porter and Jeffrey T. Reed. JSNT Supplement Series 170, 28-46. Sheffield: Sheffield University Press,
1999.
------. “Modern Linguistics and Historical Criticism: Using the Former for Doing the Latter.” In Linguistics and
the New Testament: Critical Junctures, eds Stanley E. Porter and D.A. Carson. JSNT Supplement
Series 168, 36-62. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999.
Regt, Lénart J., de. “Macrosyntactic Functions of Nominal Clauses Referring to Participants.” In The Verbless
Clause in Biblical Hebrew: Linguistic Approaches, edited by Cynthia L. Miller. Linguistic Studies in
Ancient West Semitic, 273-96. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1999.
Reichert, John. “More Than Kin and Less Than Kind: The Limits of Genre Theory.” In Theories of Literary
Genre, edited by Joseph P. Strelka. Yearbook of Comparative Criticism, VIII, 57-79. University Park:
The Pennsylvania State University Press, 1978.
Reinhartz, Adele. “Parents and Children: A Philonic Perspective.” In The Jewish Family in Antiquity, edited by
S.J.D. Cohen. Brown Judaic Studies 289, 61—88. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993.
Reumann, John. “Philippians 3: 20-21 - A Hymnic Fragment?” New Testament Studies 30 (1984): 593-609.
Revell, E.J. “Thematic Continuity and the Conditioning of Word Order in Verbless Clauses.” In The Verbless
Clause in Biblical Hebrew: Linguistic Approaches, edited by Cynthia L. Miller. Linguistic Studies in
Ancient West Semitic, 297-319. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1999.
Richardson, Neil. Paul’s Language About God. JSNT Supplement Series, no. 99. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1994.
Richardson, Peter. “Temples, Altars and Living from the Gospel (1 Cor.9.12b-18).” In Gospel in Paul: Studies
in Corinthians, Galatians and Romans for Richard L. Longenecker., eds L.Ann Jervis and Peter
Richardson. JSNT Supplement Series, 89-110. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994.
Rich, John. “Patronage and Interstate Relations in the Roman Republic.” In Patronage in Ancient Society,
edited by Andrew Wallace-Hadrill, 117-35. London: Routledge, 1989.
Ricketts, Ernie Clarence, Jr. Discourse Functions of Tense, Aspect and Mood in Ancient Greek Hortortary
Epistles. PhD dissertation, 1999. Microform. UMI 9948011.
Ricoeur, Paul. Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences. John B. Thompson. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1981.
Risselada, Rodie. Imperatives and Other Directive Expressions in Latin: A Study in the Pragmatics of a Dead
Language. Amsterdam Studies in Classical Philology, 2. Amsterdam: J.C.Gieben, 1993.
Robbins, Charles J. “Rhetorical Structure of Philippians 2:6-11.” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 42, no. 1 (January
1980): 73-82.
Robbins, Vernon K. “Rhetoric and Culture: Exploring Types of Cultural Rhetoric in a Text.” In Rhetoric and
the New Testament: Essays from the 1992 Heidelberg Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Thomas
H. Olbricht. JSNT Supplement Series 90, 443-63. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993.
------. “The Present and Future of Rhetorical Analysis.” In The Rhetorical Analysis of Scripture: Essays from
the 1995 London Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht. JSNT Supplement Series
146, 24-52. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997.
Robertson, Archibald, and Alfred Plummer. A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the First Epistle of St
Paul to the Corinthians. The International Critical Commentary. Edinburgh: T.& T.Clark, 1911.
Robertson, A.T. A Grammar of the Greek New Testament. 4th ed. Nashville: Broadman Press, 1934.

235
Roetzel, Calvin J. Judgement in the Community: A Study in the Relationship Between Eschatology and
Ecclesiology in Paul. Leiden: E.J.Brill, 1972.
------. The Letters of Paul: Conversations in Context. 2d ed. London: SCM Press Ltd, 1982.
Rosner, Brian S. “‘Stronger Than He?’ The Strength of 1 Corinthians 10:22b.” Tyndale Bulletin 43, no. 1
(1992): 171-79.
------. Paul, Scripture and Ethics. A Study of 1 Corinthians 5-7. Arbeiten Zur Gescichte Des Antiken Judentums
und Des Urchristentums, no. 22. Leiden: E.J.Brill, 1994.
------. “The Function of Scripture in 1 Cor. 5,13B and 6,16.” In The Corinthian Correspondence, edited by R.
Bieringer. Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 125, 513-18. Louvain: Leuven
University Press, 1996.
Rowe, Galen O. “Rhetoric Defined: Style.” In Handbook of Classical Rhetoric in the Hellenistic Period, 330
B.C. - A.D. 400, edited by Stanley E. Porter, 121-57. Leiden: Brill, 1997.
Ruef, John. Paul’s First Letter to Corinth. Westminster Pelican Commentaries. Philadelphia: The Westminster
Press, 1977.
Ruijgh, C. J. “Rapport Critique: Ch. H. Kahn, The Verb ‘Be’ in Ancient Greek.” Lingua 48 (1979): 43-83.
------. “Sur la Valeur Fondamentale de ειναι: Une Réplique.” Mnemosyne 37 (1984): 264-70.
Russell, D. A. Criticism in Antiquity. Classical Life and Letters. London: Duckworth, 1981.
Russell, D.S. The Method and Message of Jewish Apocalyptic: 200 BC - AD 100. The Old Testament Library.
Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1964.
Rydbeck, Lars. “On the Question of Linguistic Levels and the Place of the New Testament in the Contemporary
Language Mileau.” In The Language of the New Testament: Classic Essays, edited by Stanley E.
Porter. JSNT Supplement Series 60, 191-204. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1967.
------. “What Happened to New Testament Greek After Albert Debrunner?” New Testament Studies 21.3 (April
1975): 424-27.
Sadock, Jerrold M. “On Testing for Conversational Implicature.” In Syntax and Semantics, Vol.9: Pragmatics,
edited by Peter Cole, 281-97. New York: Academic Press, 1978.
Ste. Croix, G.E.M. The Class Struggle in the Ancient Greek World: From the Archaic Age to the Arab
Conquests. London: Duckworth, 1981.
Saller, Richard. “Patronage and Friendship in Early Imperial Rome: Drawing the Distinction.” In Patronage in
Ancient Society, edited by Andrew Wallace-Hadrill, 49-62. London: Routledge, 1989.
Saller, Richard P. Personal Patronage Under the Early Empire. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982.
------. Patriarchy, Property and Death in the Roman Family. Cambridge Studies in Population, Economy and
Society in Past Time 25. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994.
Sampley, J.Paul. Pauline Partnership in Christ: Christian Community and Commitment in Light of Roman Law.
Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1980.
Sanders, E.P. Paul and Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of Patterns of Religion. Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1977.
------. Paul, the Law and the Jewish People. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1985.
------. Judaism: Practice and Belief, 63BCE-66CE. London: SCM Press, 1992.
Sanders, James A. “Paul and Theological History.” In Paul and the Scriptures of Israel, Craig A. Evans and
James A. Sanders. JSNT Supplement Series 83, 52-57. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993.
Sandmann, Manfred. Subject and Predicate: A Contribution to the Theory of Syntax. Edinburgh: The Edinburgh
University Press, 1954.
Sandmel, Samuel. The Genius of Paul: A Study in History. 3d ed. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1979.
------. Philo of Alexandria: An Introduction. New York: Oxford University Press, 1979.
Sandnes, Karl Olaf. A New Family: Conversion and Ecclesiology in the Early Church with Cross-Cultural
Comparisons. Studien Zur Interkulturellen Geschichte Des Christentums. Bern: Peter Lang, 1994.
Sandnes, Karl Olav. “Equality Within Patriarchal Structures: Some New Testament Perspectives on the
Christian Fellowship as a Brother- or Sisterhood and a Family.” In Constructing Early Christian
Families: Family as Social Reality and Metaphor, edited by Halvor Moxnes, 150-65. London:
Routledge, 1997.
Sasse, Hans-Jürgen. “Syntactic Categories and Subcategories.” In Syntax: An International Handbook of
Contemporary Research, eds J Jacobs, A von Stechow, W Sternefeld, and T Vennemann. Handbücher
Zur Sprach- und Kommunikations- Wissenschaft, 646-86. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1993.
Schank, Roger and Abelson, Robert. Scripts, Plans, Goals and Understanding: An Inquiry Into Human
Knowledge Structures. The Artificial Intelligence Series. Hillsdale: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
1977.
Schmeller, Thomas. Paulus und die “Diatribe”: Eine Vergleichende Stilinterpretation. Neutestamentliche
Abhandlungen Neue Folge 19. Münster: Aschendorffsche Verlagsbuchhandlung GmbH & Co., 1987.

236
Schmithals, Walter. Gnosticism in Corinth: An Investigation of the Letters to the Corinthians. Translated by
John E. Steely. Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1971.
Schoeps, H.J. Paul: The Theology of the Apostle in the Light of Jewish Religious History. Translated by Harold
Knight. Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1961.
Schrage, Wolfgang. Der Este Brief an die Korinther Vol.1. Evangelisch—Katholischer Kommentar Zum Neuen
Testament VII. Zurich & Neukirchen—Vluyn / Solothurn: Benziger & Neukirchener, 1991.
------. Der Este Brief an die Korinther Vol.2. Evangelisch—Katholischer Kommentar Zum Neuen Testament
VII. Zurich & Neukirchen—Vluyn / Solothurn: Benziger & Neukirchener, 1995.
Schürer, Emil. The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ. Ed. & rev. Fergus Millar &
Matthew Black Geza Vermes. Edinburgh: T.&T.Clark, 1973.
------. The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ. Ed. & rev. Fergus Millar & Matthew Black
Geza Vermes. Edinburgh: T.&T.Clark, 1979.
------. The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ. Ed. & rev. Fergus Millar & Matthew Black
Geza Vermes. Edinburgh: T.&T.Clark, 1986.
Schweizer, Eduard. “Jesus, the Lord of His Church.” Australian Biblical Review 19 (October 1971): 52-67.
Scott, J.M. “Adoption, Sonship.” In Dictionary of Paul and His Letters, G.F. Hawthorne, R.P. Martin, and
Reid, D.G., 15-18. Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1993.
Segal, Alan F. Paul the Convert: The Apostolate and Apostasy of Saul the Pharisee. New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1990.
------. “Universalism in Judaism and Christianity.” In Paul in His Hellenistic Context, edited by Troels EngbergPedersen, 1-29. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1995.
Selby, Gary S. “Paul, the Seer: The Rhetorical Persona in 1 Corinthians 2:1-6.” In The Rhetorical Analysis of
Scripture: Essays from the 1995 London Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht.
JSNT Supplement Series 146, 351-73. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997.
Senft, Christophe. La Première Épitre de Saint Paul Aux Corinthiens. Commentaire Du Nouveau Testament,
Deuxième Série. Paris: Deachaux & Niestlé, 1979.
Sevenster, J.N. Paul and Seneca. Supplements to Novum Testamentum. Leiden: E.J.Brill, 1961.
Shiro, Martha. “Inferences in Discourse Comprehension.” In Advances in Written Text Analysis, edited by
Malcolm Coulthard, 167-78. London: Routledge, 1994.
Sibinga, Joost Smit. “The Composition of 1 Cor.9 and Its Context.” Novum Testamentum 40.2 (April
1998): 136-63.
Siebenmann, Paul Charles. The Question of Slogans in 1 Corinthians. PhD dissertation, 1997. Microform. UMI
9803472.
Siegert, Folker. Argumentation bei Paulus; Gezeigt an Röm 9-11. Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen Zum
Neun Testament, 34. Tübingen: J.C.B.Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1985.
Siewierska, Anna. Functional Grammar. Linguistic Theory Guides. London: Routledge, 1991.
Silva, Moisés. “Bilingualism and the Character of Palestinian Greek.” In The Language of the New Testament:
Classic Essays, edited by Stanley E. Porter. JSNT Supplement Series 60, 205-26. Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1991.
------. Biblical Words and Their Meaning: An Introduction to Lexical Semantics. Revised and expanded ed.
Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1994.
------. “Discourse Analysis and Philippians.” In Discourse Analysis and Other Topics in Biblical Greek, eds
Stanley E. Porter and D.A. Carson. JSNT Supplement Series, 102-06. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1995.
Sinclair, Cameron. “Are Nominal Clauses a Distinct Clausal Type?” In The Verbless Clause in Biblical
Hebrew: Linguistic Approaches, edited by Cynthia L. Miller. Linguistic Studies in Ancient West
Semitic, 51-75. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1999.
Smith, Henry. Restrictiveness in Case Theory. Cambridge Studies in Linguistics 78. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1996.
Smith, Robert W. The Art of Rhetoric in Alexandria: Its Theory and Practice in the Ancient World. The Hague:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1974.
Smit, J. “The Genre of 1 Corinthians 13 in the Light of Classical Rhetoric.” Novum Testamentum 33, no. 3 (July
1991): 193-216.
------. “1 Cor 8:1-6: A Rhetorical Partitio: A Contribution to the Coherence of 1 Cor 8:1 - 11:1.” In The
Corinthian Correspondence, edited by R. Bieringer. Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum
Lovaniensium 125, 577-91. Louvain: Leuven University Press, 1996.
------. “‘Do Not Be Idolaters’: Paul’s Rhetoric in First Corinthians 10:1-22.” Novum Testamentum 39.1 (January
1997): 40-53.
------. “The Rhetorical Disposition of First Corinthians 8:7 - 9:27.” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 59.3 (July
1997): 476-91.

237
Smyth, Herbert Weir. Greek Grammar. 2. Gordon M. Messing. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1956.
Snyder, Harlow Gregory. Teachers, Texts and Students: Textual Performance and Patterns of Authority in
Greco-Roman Schools. PhD dissertation, 1998. Microform. UMI 9929748.
Somers, H.L. Valency and Case in Computational Linguistics. Edinburgh Information Technology Series.
Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1987.
Sommer, Benjamin D. “Exegesis, Allusion and Intertextuality in the Hebrew Bible: A Response to Lyle
Eslinger.” Vetus Testamentum 46, no. 4 (October 1996): 479-89.
Song, Bong-Mo. The Pauline Concept of “Weakness” in 1 Corinthians and Its Usage Within the Context of
Paul’s Resolution of the Opposition Between the Strong and the Weak in 1 Cor 8:7-13. PhD.
dissertation, 1997. Microform. UMI 9735180.
Sperber, Dan, and Deirdre Wilson. Relevance: Communication and Cognition. 2d ed. Oxford: Blackwell, 1995.
Stalnaker, Robert C. Context and Content: Essays on Intentionality in Speech and Thought. Oxford Cognitive
Science Series. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999.
Stamps, Dennis L. “Rethinking the Rhetorical Situation: The Entextualization of the Situation in New
Testament Epistles.” In Rhetoric and the New Testament: Essays from the 1992 Heidelberg
Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht. JSNT Supplement Series 90, 193-210.
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993.
------. “Interpreting the Language of St Paul: Grammar, Modern Linguistics and Translation Theory.” In
Discourse Analysis and Other Topics in Biblical Greek, eds Stanley E. Porter and D.A. Carson. JSNT
Supplement Series 114, 131-39. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995.
------. “The Theological Rhetoric of the Pauline Epistles: Prolegomenon.” In The Rhetorical Interpretation of
Scripture: Essays from the 1996 Malibu Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Dennis L. Stamps.
JSNT Supplement Series 180, 249-59. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999.
Standaert, B. “La Rhétorique Ancienne dans Saint Paul.” In L’Apôtre Paul: Personnalité, Style et Conception
Du Ministère, edited by A.Vanhoye. BETL 73, 78-92. Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1986.
Stanley, Christopher D. Paul and the Language of Scripture: Citation Technique in the Pauline Epistles and
Contemporary Literature. SNTS Monograph Series. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992.
Stanley, David. “Imitation in Paul’s Letters: Its Significance for His Relationship to Jesus and to His Own
Christian Foundations.” In From Jesus to Paul: Studies in Honour of Francis Wright Beare, eds Peter
Richardson and John C.Hurd, 127-41. Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 1984.
Stassen, Leon. Intransitive Predication. Oxford Studies in Typology and Linguistic Theory. Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1997.
Sterling, Gregory E. “’Wisdom Among the Perfect’: Creation Traditions in Alexandrian Judaism and Corinthian
Christianity.” Novum Testamentum 37.4 (September 1995): 355-84.
Stowers, Stanley K. “Social Status, Public Speaking and Private Teaching: The Circumstances of Paul’s
Preaching Activity.” Novum Testamentum XXVI, no. 1 (January 1984): 59-82.
------. Letter Writing in Greco-Roman Antiquity. Library of Early Christianity. Philadelphia: The Westminster
Press, 1986.
------. “Greek and Latin Letters.” In Anchor Bible Dictionary, IV, 290b-293b. New York: Doubleday, 1992.
Strawson, P. F. Subject and Predicate in Logic and Grammar. London: Methuen & Co., 1974.
Swete, H.B. An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek. 2d ed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1914.
Taber, Charles R. “Translation as Interpretation.” Interpretation 32.2 (April 1980): 130-43.
Tadros, Angele. “Predictive Categories in Expository Text.” In Advances in Written Text Analysis, edited by
Malcolm Coulthard, 69-82. London: Routledge, 1994.
Talbert, C.H. “Once Again: Gospel Genre.” Semeia 43 (1988): 53-73.
Talbert, Charles H. Reading Corinthians: A Literary and Theological Commentary on 1 and 2 Corinthians.
New York: Crossroad Publishing Company, 1987.
Taylor, Vincent. The Text of the New Testament: A Short Introduction. 2d ed. London: MacMillan & Co, 1963.
------. The Gospel According to St Mark: The Greek Text with Introduction, Notes and Indexes, Edn.2.
Thornapple Commentaries. Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1966.
Terry, Ralph Bruce. A Discourse Analysis of First Corinthians. Publications in Linguistics, 120. Arlington:
Summer Institute of Linguistics, 1995.
Theissen, Gerd. The Social Setting of Pauline Christianity: Essays on Corinth. Translated by John H. Schutz.
Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1982.
------. “The Social Structure of Pauline Communities: Some Critical Remarks on J.J. Meggitt, Paul, Poverty and
Survival.” Journal for the Study of the New Testament, no. 84 (December 2001): 65-84.
Thiselton, Anthony C. New Horizons in Hermeneutics: The Theory and Practice of Transforming Bible
Reading. London: Harper Collins, 1992.

238
------. The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text. The New International Greek
Testament Commentary. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2000.
Thomas, J.A.C. Textbook of Roman Law. Amsterdam: North-Holand Publishing Co., 1976.
Thrall, Margaret E. Greek Particles in the New Testament: Linguistic and Exegetical Studies. New Testament
Tools and Studies, 3. Leiden: E.J.Brill, 1962.
------. I and II Corinthians. The Cambridge Biblical Commentary on the New English Bible. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1965.
Thurén, Lauri. “On Studying Ethical Argumentation and Persuasion in the New Testament.” In Rhetoric and
the New Testament: Essays from the 1992 Heidelberg Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Thomas
H. Olbricht. JSNT Supplement Series 90, 464-78. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993.
------. “Individual Writers and the Rhetorical Tradition: The General New Testament Writings.” In Handbook of
Classical Rhetoric in the Hellenistic Period, 330 B.C. - A.D. 400, edited by Stanley E. Porter, 557-607.
Leiden: Brill, 1997.
------. “Was Paul Angry? Derhetorizing Galatians.” In The Rhetorical Interpretation of Scripture: Essays from
the 1996 Malibu Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Dennis L. Stamps. JSNT Supplement Series
180, 302-20. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999.
Thüsing, Wilhelm. Per Christum in Deum. 3d ed. Neutestamentliche Abhandlungen. Münster: Aschendorff,
1986.
Tidball, D.J. “Social Setting of Mission Churches.” In Dictionary of Paul and His Letters, eds G.F. Hawthorne
and R.P Martin, 883—892. Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1993.
Titrud, Kermit. “The Function of Και' in the Greek New Testament.” In Linguistics and New Testament
Interpretation: Essays on Discourse Analysis, eds David Alan Black, K. Barwell, and S.
Levinsohn, 207-39. Nashville: Broadman Press, 1992.
Todd, S.C. The Shape of Athenian Law. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993.
Togeby, Ole. “Speech Acts and Information Structure in Functional Grammar.” In Function and Expression in
Functional Grammar, eds Elizabeth Engberg-Pedersen, Lisbeth Falster Jakobsen, and Lone Shack
Rasmussen. Functional Grammar Series, no. 16, 183-95. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 1994.
Tomson, Peter J. Paul and the Jewish Law: Halakha in the Letters of the Apostle to the Gentiles. Compendia
Rerum Iudaicarum Ad Novum Testamenum 3: Jewish Traditions in Early Christian Literature 1.
Assen/Minneapolis: Van Gorcum / Fortress Press, 1990.
------. “La Première Épître Aux Corinthiens comme Document de la Tradition Apostolique de Halakha.” In The
Corinthian Correspondence, edited by R. Bieringer. Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum
Lovaniensium 125, 459-70. Louvain: Leuven University Press, 1996.
Tuckett, Christopher M. “The Corinthians Who Say, ‘There is no Resurrection of the Dead’ (1 Cor. 15:12).” In
The Corinthian Correspondence, edited by R. Bieringer. Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum
Lovaniensium 125, 247—275. Louvain: Leuven University Press, 1996.
Tuggy, John C. “Semantic Paragraph Patterns: A Fundamental Communication Concept and Interpretive Tool.”
In Linguistics and New Testament Interpretation: Essays on Discourse Analysis, eds David Alan
Black, K. Barwell, and S. Levinsohn, 45-67. Nashville: Broadman Press, 1992.
Veijola, Timo. “Höre Israel! Der Sinn und Hintergrund von Deuteronomium VI 4-9.” Vetus Testamentum 42.4
(October 1992): 528-42.
Vermes, G. Scripture and Tradition in Judaism. Studia Post-Biblica, vol. 4. Leiden: E.J.Brill, 1973.
Veyne, Paul. Bread and Circuses: Historical Sociology and Political Pluralism. (Abr.&int.) O. Murray and
(trans.) B.Pearce. London: Penguin Press, 1990.
Voelz, James. “Multiple Signs and Double Texts: Elements of Intertextuality.” In Intertextuality in Biblical
Writings, edited by Sipke Draisma, 27-34. Kampen: J.H.Kok, 1989.
Wallace-Hadrill, Andrew. “Patronage in Roman Society: From Republic to Empire.” In Patronage in Ancient
Society, edited by Andrew Wallace-Hadrill, 63-87. London: Routledge, 1989.
Waltke, B. K., and M. O’Connor. An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1990.
Wanamaker, Charles A. The Epistles to the Thessalonians: A Commentary on the Greek Text. New
International Greek Testament Commentary. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 1990.
Watson, Alan. Roman Slave Law. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1987.
Watson, Duane F. “1 Corinthians 10:23-11:1 in the Light of Greco-Roman Rhetoric: The Role of Rhetorical
Questions.” Journal of Biblical Literature 108, no. 2 (1989): 301-18.
------. “The Contributions and Limitations of Greco-Roman Rhetorical Theory for Constructing the Rhetorical
and Historical Situations for a Pauline Epistle.” In The Rhetorical Interpretation of Scripture: Essays
from the 1996 Malibu Conference, eds Stanley E. Porter and Dennis L. Stamps. JSNT Supplement
Series 180, 125-51. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999.

239
Watson, Francis. Paul, Judaism and the Gentiles: A Sociological Approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1989.
Weaver, P.R.C. Familia Caesaris: A Social Study of the Emperor’s Freedmen and Slaves. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1972.
Weil, Henri. The Order of Words in the Ancient Languages Compared with That of the Modern Languages.
Edited by A.Scaglione. Translated by C.W. Soper. Amsterdam Studies in the Theory and History of
Linguistic Science: Series I Vol 14. Amsterdam: John Benjamins B.V., 1978.
Westermann, William L. The Slave Systems of Greek and Roman Antiquity. Philadelphia: The Amercan
Philosophical Society, 1955.
White, John L. The Apostle of God: Paul and Promise of Abraham. Peabody: Hendrickson, 1999.
White, John Lee. The Form and Function of the Body of the Greek Letter: A Study of the Letter-Body in the
Non-Literary Papyri and in Paul the Apostle. 2d ed. Society of Biblical Literature Dissertation Series,
no.2. Missoula: Scholars Press, 1972.
Wierzbicka, Anna. Cross-Cultural Pragmatics: The Semantics of Human Interaction. Trends in Linguistics:
Studies and Monographs, 53. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 1991.
Wilder, Amos N. Early Christian Rhetoric: The Language of the Gospel. Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1971.
Wilensky, Robert. Planning and Understanding: A Computational Approach to Human Reasoning. The
Addison-Wesley Series in Artificial Intelligence. Reading: Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., 1983.
Williamson, Ronald. Jews in the Hellenistic World: Philo. Cambridge Commentaries on Writings of the Jewish
and Christian World, 200BC to AD200, vol. 1. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989.
Willis, Wendell. “An Apostolic Apologia? The Form and Function of 1 Corinthians 9.” Journal for the Study of
the New Testament 24 (1985): 33-48.
Willis, Wendell Lee. Idol Meat in Corinth: The Pauline Argument in 1 Corinthians 8 and 10. SBL Dissertation
Series. Chico: Scholars Press, 1985.
Wills, Lawrence. “The Form of the Sermon in Hellenistic Judaism and Early Christianity.” Harvard
Theological Review 77, no. 3-4 (1984): 277-99.
Wilson, Andrew. “The Pragmatics of Politeness and Pauline Epistolography: A Case Study of the Letter to
Philemon.” In New Testament Backgrounds: A Sheffield Reader, Craig A. Evans and Stanley E. Porter.
The Biblical Seminar 43, 284-95. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997.
Winer, G.B. A Treatise on the Grammar of New Testament Greek Regarded as A Sure Basis for New Testament
Exegesis. Translated by W.F.Moulton. Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1877.
Winger, Michael. “Unreal Conditions in the Letters of Paul.” Journal of Biblical Literature 105, no. 1 (March
1986): 110-12.
Winner, Thomas G. “Structural and Semiotic Genre Theory.” In Theories of Literary Genre. Strelka, Joseph
P.<ed>. Yearbook of Comparative Criticism, VIII, 254-68. University Park: The Pennsylvania State
University Press, 1978.
Winston, David. “Hellenistic Jewish Philosophy.” In History of Jewish Philosophy, eds Daniel H Frank and
Oliver Leaman. Routledge History of World Philosophies, vol. 2. London: Routledge, 1997.
Winter, Bruce W. After Paul Left Corinth: The Influence of Secular Ethics and Social Change. Grand Rapids:
Wm. B.Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2001.
Winter, E.O. Towards a Contextual Grammar of English: The Clause and Its Place in the Definition of
Sentence. London: George Allen & Unwin, 1982.
------. “Clause Relations as Information Structure: Two Basic Text Structures in English.” In Advances in
Written Text Analysis, edited by Malcolm Coulthard, 46-68. London: Routledge, 1994.
Wire, Antoinette Clark. The Corinthian Women Prophets: A Reconstruction Through Paul’s Rhetoric.
Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1990.
Wiseman, J. The Land of the Ancient Corinthians. Studies in Mediterranean Archeology Vol.L. Göteborg: Paul
Aströms Förlag, 1978.
------. “Corinth and Rome I: 228 B.C. – A.D. 267.” In Aufstieg und Niedergang der Römischen Welt:
Geschichte und Kultur Roms Im Speigel der Neueren Forschung II, 7/1, 438—548. Berlin: De Gruyter,
1979.
Witherington, Ben III. Jesus the Sage. The Pilgrimage of Wisdom. Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1994.
------. Conflict and Community in Corinth: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary on 1 and 2 Corinthians. Grand
Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1995.
Wolde, Ellen, van. “Trendy Intertextuality?” In Intertextuality in Biblical Writings, edited by Sipke
Draisma, 43-49. Kampen: J.H.Kok, 1989.
------. “The Verbless Clause and Its Textual Function.” In The Verbless Clause in Biblical Hebrew: Linguistic
Approaches, edited by Cynthia L. Miller. Linguistic Studies in Ancient West Semitic, 321-36. Winona
Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1999.

240
Wolff, Christian. Der Erste Brief Des Paulus an die Korinther. Theologischer Handkommentar Zum Neuen
Testament 7. Leipzig: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1996.
Wolfson, Harray Austryn. Philo. 2 vols. Structure and Growth of Philosophic Systems from Plato to Spinoza,
no. 2. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1947.
Wong, Simon S.M. A Classification of Semantic Case-Relations in the Pauline Epistles. New York: Peter Lang,
1997.
Wright, C.J.H. “Family.” In The Anchor Bible Dictionary, II, 761-69. New York: Doubleday, 1992.
Wright, N.T. “One God, One Lord, One People: Incarnational Christology for a Church in a Pagan
Environment.” Ex Auditu 7 (1991): 45-58.
Wright, N. T. The Climax of the Covenant: Christ and the Law in Pauline Theology. Minneapolis: Fortress
Press, 1992.
------. The New Testament and the People of God. Christian Origins and the Question of God, vol. 1. London:
SPCK, 1992.
Wright, N.T. “Paul’s Gospel and Caesar’s Empire.” In Paul and Politics: Ekklesia, Israel, Imperium,
Interpretation, edited by Richard A. Horsley, 160—183. Harrisburg: Trinity Press International, 2000.
Wuellner, Wilhelm. “Paul’s Rhetoric of Argumentation in Romans: An Alternative to the Donfried-Karris
Debate Over Romans.” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 38, no. 3 (July 1976): 330-51.
------. “Paul as Pastor: The Function of Rhetorical Questions in First Corinthians.” In L’Apôtre Paul:
Personnalité, Style et Conception Du Ministère, edited by A.Vanhoye. BETL 73, 49-77. Leuven:
Leuven University Press, 1986.
------. “Where is Rhetorical Criticism Taking Us?” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 49, no. 3 (July 1987): 448-63.
------. “Biblical Exegesis in the Light of the History and Historicity of Rhetoric and the Nature of the Rhetoric
of Religion.” In Rhetoric and the New Testament: Essays from the 1992 Heidelberg Conference, eds
Stanley E. Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht. JSNT Supplement Series 90, 492-513. Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1993.
------. “Rhetoric Defined: Arrangement.” In Handbook of Classical Rhetoric in the Hellenistic Period, 330 B.C.
- A.D. 400, edited by Stanley E. Porter, 51-87. Leiden: Brill, 1997.
Yavetz, Zvi. Slaves and Slavery in Ancient Rome. New Brunswick: Transaction Publishers, 1988.
Yeo, Khiok-Khng. Rhetorical Interaction in 1 Corinthians 8 and 10: A Formal Analysis with Preliminary
Suggestions for a Chinese, Cross-Cultural Hermeneutic. Leiden: E.J.Brill, 1995.
Zanker, Paul. “The Power of Images.” In Paul and Empire: Religion and Power in Roman Imperial Society,
edited by Richard A. Horsley, 72—86. Harrisburg: Trinity Press International, 1997.
Zerwick, Maximilian. Biblical Greek: Illustrated by Examples. 4. Translated by Joseph Smith. Scripta Pontificii
Instituti Biblici. Rome: Editrice Pontifico Instituto Biblico, 1963.

241

APPENDIX A
Verbless Predication in 1 Corinthians
(Section 7.2.2)
Note: I have omitted elliptical epistolary formulae, and all participles and infinitives used as predicates,
although these are syntactically nominals. The exemplary clause is underlined in each case, with the core
predicate (minus negative, adjuncts, etc.) in bold type.

Verbless Clauses
1:9

πιστὸς ο θεὸς δι ου ε κλη' θητε ει ς κοινωνι'αν του^ υιου^ αυ του^  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ του^ κυρι'ου η µω
^ ν.

1:20

που^ σοφο' ς; που^ γραµµατευ' ς; που^ συζητητὴς του^ αι ω
^ νος του' του; ου χὶ ε µω' ρανεν ο θεὸς τὴν σοφι'αν του^
κο' σµου;

1:25

^ν
ο« τι τὸ µωρὸν του^ θεου^ σοφω' τερον τω
^ ν α νθρω' πων ε στὶν καὶ τὸ α σθενὲς του^ θεου^ ι σχυρο' τερον τω
α νθρω' πων.

1:26

Βλε' πετε γὰρ τὴν κλη^ σιν υ µω
^ ν, α δελφοι', ο« τι ου πολλοὶ σοφοὶ κατὰ σα' ρκα, ου πολλοὶ δυνατοι', ου
πολλοὶ ευ γενει^ς·

2:4

καὶ ο λο' γος µου καὶ τὸ κη' ρυγµα' µου ου κ ε ν πειθοι^[σ] σοφι' ας [λο' γοις] α λλ ε ν α ποδει' ξει πνευ' µατος
καὶ δυνα' µεως,

3:3

ετι γὰρ σαρκικοι' ε στε. ο« που γὰρ ε ν υ µι^ν ζη^ λος καὶ ερις, ου χὶ σαρκικοι' ε στε καὶ κατὰ ανθρωπον
περιπατει^τε;

4:10

η µει^ς µωροὶ διὰ Χριστο' ν, υ µει^ς δὲ φρο' νιµοι ε ν Χριστω
^, · η µει^ς α σθενει^ς, υ µει^ς δὲ ι σχυροι' · υ µει^ς
ενδοξοι, η µει^ς δὲ ατιµοι.

4:20

ου γὰρ ε ν λο' γω η βασιλει'α του^ θεου^ α λλ ε ν δυνα' µει.

5:1

«Ολως α κου' εται ε ν υ µι^ν πορνει'α, καὶ τοιαυ' τη πορνει'α η« τις ου δὲ ε ν τοι^ς εθνεσιν, ω
« στε γυναι^κα' τινα του^
πατρὸς εχειν.

5:6

Ου καλὸν τὸ καυ' χηµα υ µω
^ ν. ου κ οιδατε ο« τι µικρὰ ζυ' µη ο« λον τὸ φυ' ραµα ζυµοι^;

6:5

πρὸς ε ντροπὴν υ µι^ν λε' γω. ου« τως ου κ ενι ε ν υ µι^ν ου δεὶς σοφὸς ος δυνη' σεται διακρι^ναι α νὰ µε' σον του^
α δελφου^ αυ του^ ;

6:13

τὰ βρω' µατα τη^ κοιλι' α καὶ η κοιλι'α τοι^ς βρω' µασιν, ο δὲ θεὸς καὶ ταυ' την καὶ ταυ^ τα καταργη' σει. τὸ δὲ
^ κυρι' ω, καὶ ο κυ' ριος τω
^ σω' µατι·
σω
^ µα ου τη^ πορνει' α α λλὰ τω

8:4

Περὶ τη^ ς βρω' σεως ουν τω
^ ν ει δωλοθυ' των, οιδαµεν ο« τι ου δὲν ειδωλον ε ν κο' σµω, καὶ ο« τι ου δεὶς θεὸς ει
µὴ εις.

8:6

α λλ η µι^ν εις θεὸς ο πατὴρ ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν, καὶ εις κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς δι ου τὰ
πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς δι'' αυ του^ .

8:7

^ σις· τινὲς δὲ τη^, συνηθει'α, ε«ως αρτι του^ ει δω' λου ω ς ει δωλο' θυτον ε σθι'ουσιν, καὶ
Αλλ ου κ ε ν πα^ σιν η γνω
η συνει'δησις αυ τω
^ ν α σθενὴς ουσα µολυ' νεται.

10:13b ... πιστὸς δὲ ο θεο' ς, ος ου κ ε α' σει υ µα^ ς πειρασθη^ ναι υ πὲρ ο δυ' νασθε ...
10:26

του^ κυρι' ου γὰρ η γη^ καὶ τὸ πλη' ρωµα αυ τη^ ς.

11:3

θε' λω δὲ υ µα^ ς ει δε' ναι ο« τι παντὸς α νδρὸς η κεφαλὴ ο Χριστο' ς ε στιν, κεφαλὴ δὲ γυναικὸς ο α νη' ρ,
κεφαλὴ δὲ του^ Χριστου^ ο θεο' ς.
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11:8

ου γα' ρ ε στιν α νὴρ ε κ γυναικὸς α λλὰ γυνὴ ε ξ α νδρο' ς·

11:11

πλὴν ουτε γυνὴ χωρὶς α νδρὸς ουτε α νὴρ χωρὶς γυναικὸς ε ν κυρι'ω, ·

11:12

ω
« σπερ γὰρ η γυνὴ ε κ του^ α νδρο' ς, ου« τως καὶ ο α νὴρ διὰ τη^ ς γυναικο' ς· τὰ δὲ πα' ντα ε κ του^ θεου^ .

11:30

διὰ του^ το ε ν υ µι^ν πολλοὶ α σθενει^ς καὶ αρρωστοι καὶ κοιµω
^ νται ικανοι'.

12:3

διὸ γνωρι'ζω υ µι^ν ο« τι ου δεὶς ε ν πνευ' µατι θεου^ λαλω
^ ν λε' γει, Ανα' θεµα  Ιησου^ ς, καὶ ου δεὶς δυ' ναται
ει πει^ν, Κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς, ει µὴ ε ν πνευ' µατι α γι'ω, .

12:4

∆ιαιρε' σεις δὲ χαρισµα' των ει σι'ν, τὸ δὲ αυ τὸ πνευ^ µα·

12:5

καὶ διαιρε' σεις διακονιω^ ν ει σιν, καὶ ο αυ τὸς κυ' ριος·

12:6

καὶ διαιρε' σεις ε νεργηµα' των ει σι'ν, ο δὲ αυ τὸς θεὸς ο ε νεργω
^ ν τὰ πα' ντα ε ν πα^ σιν.

12:12

Καθα' περ γὰρ τὸ σω
^ µα ε«ν ε στιν καὶ µε' λη πολλὰ εχει, πα' ντα δὲ τὰ µε' λη του^ σω' µατος πολλὰ οντα ε«ν
ε στιν σω
^ µα, ουτως καὶ ο Χριστο' ς·

12:17

ει ολον τὸ σω
^ µα ο φθαλµο' ς, που^ η α κοη' ; ει ολον α κοη' , που^ η οσφρησις;

12:20

νυ^ ν δὲ πολλὰ µὲν µε' λη, εν δὲ σω
^ µα.

12:29

µὴ πα' ντες α πο' στολοι; µὴ πα' ντες προφη^ ται; µὴ πα' ντες διδα' σκαλοι; µὴ πα' ντες δυνα' µεις;

13:13

νυνὶ δὲ µε' νει πι'στις, ε λπι'ς, α γα' πη, τὰ τρι'α ταυ^ τα· µει' ζων δὲ του' των η α γα' πη.

14:22

ω
^ σσαι ει ς σηµει^ο' ν ει σιν ου τοι^ς πιστευ' ουσιν α λλὰ τοι^ς α πι'στοις, η δὲ προφητει'α ου τοι^ς
« στε αι γλω
α πι' στοις α λλὰ τοι^ς πιστευ' ουσιν. (ει ς σηµει^ο' ν carried forward from preceding predicate)

14:33

ου γα' ρ ε στιν α καταστασι'ας ο θεὸς α λλὰ ει ρη' νης. (subject carried forward from previous clause)

15:14

ει δὲ Χριστὸς ου κ ε γη' γερται, κενὸν αρα [καὶ] τὸ κη' ρυγµα η µω
^ ν, κενὴ καὶ η πι'στις υ µω
^ ν·

15:17

ει δὲ Χριστὸς ου κ ε γη' γερται, µαται' α η πι'στις υ µω
^ ν, ετι ε στὲ ε ν ται^ς α µαρτι'αις υ µω
^ ν,

15:21

ε πειδὴ γὰρ δι α νθρω' που θα' νατος, καὶ δι α νθρω' που α να' στασις νεκρω
^ ν.

15:24

ειτα τὸ τε' λος, ο« ταν παραδιδω
^, τὴν βασιλει'αν τω
^, θεω
^, καὶ πατρι' ...

15:39

ου πα^ σα σὰρξ η αυ τὴ σὰρξ α λλὰ αλλη µὲν α νθρω' πων, αλλη δὲ σὰρξ κτηνω
^ ν, αλλη δὲ σὰρξ πτηνω
^ ν,
αλλη δὲ ι χθυ' ων.

15:40

καὶ σω' µατα ε πουρα' νια, καὶ σω' µατα ε πι' γεια· α λλὰ ε τε' ρα µὲν η τω
^ ν ε πουρανι' ων δο' ξα, ε τε' ρα δὲ η τω
^ν
ε πιγει' ων.

15:41

αλλη δο' ξα η λι' ου, καὶ αλλη δο' ξα σελη' νης, καὶ αλλη δο' ξα α στε' ρων· α στὴρ γὰρ α στε' ρος διαφε' ρει ε ν
δο' ξη, .

15:42

Ουτως καὶ η α να' στασις τω
, ε γει'ρεται ε ν α φθαρσι'α, ·
^ ν νεκρω
^ ν. σπει'ρεται ε ν φθορα^,

15:46

α λλ ου πρω
^ τον τὸ πνευµατικὸν α λλὰ τὸ ψυχικο' ν, επειτα τὸ πνευµατικο' ν.

15:47

ο πρω
^ τος ανθρωπος ε κ γη^ ς χοϊκο' ς, ο δευ' τερος ανθρωπος ε ξ ου ρανου^ .

15:48

οιος ο χοϊκο' ς, τοιου^ τοι καὶ οι χοϊκοι', καὶ οιος ο ε πουρα' νιος, τοιου^ τοι καὶ οι ε πουρα' νιοι·

15:56

τὸ δὲ κε' ντρον του^ θανα' του η α µαρτι' α, η δὲ δυ' ναµις τη^ ς α µαρτι'ας ο νο' µος·

16:9

θυ' ρα γα' ρ µοι α νε' ω, γεν µεγα' λη καὶ ε νεργη' ς, καὶ α ντικει'µενοι πολλοι' .
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Nominal Predications with the Copula
1:18

Ο λο' γος γὰρ ο του^ σταυρου^ τοι^ς µὲν α πολλυµε' νοις µωρι' α ε στι'ν, τοι^ς δὲ σω, ζοµε' νοις η µι^ν δυ' ναµις
θεου^ ε στιν.

1:25

ο« τι τὸ µωρὸν του^ θεου^ σοφω' τερον τω
^ ν α νθρω' πων ε στὶν καὶ τὸ α σθενὲς του^ θεου^ ι σχυρο' τερον τω
^ν
α νθρω' πων.

3:8

ο φυτευ' ων δὲ καὶ ο ποτι'ζων εν ει σιν, ε«καστος δὲ τὸν ιδιον µισθὸν λη' µψεται κατὰ τὸν ιδιον κο' πον·

3:17

ει τις τὸν ναὸν του^ θεου^ φθει'ρει, φθερει^ του^ τον ο θεο' ς· ο γὰρ ναὸς του^ θεου^ αγιο' ς ε στιν, οιτινε' ς ε στε
υ µει^ς.

3:19a

^ θεω
^ ε στιν.
η γὰρ σοφι'α του^ κο' σµου του' του µωρι' α παρὰ τω

3:21

ω
^ ν ε στιν,
« στε µηδεὶς καυχα' σθω ε ν α νθρω' ποις· πα' ντα γὰρ υ µω

4:4

ου δὲν γὰρ ε µαυτω
^, συ' νοιδα, α λλ ου κ ε ν του' τω, δεδικαι'ωµαι, ο δὲ α νακρι'νων µε κυ' ριο' ς ε στιν.

4:17a

διὰ του^ το επεµψα υ µι^ν Τιµο' θεον, ο« ς ε στι'ν µου τε' κνον α γαπητὸν καὶ πιστὸν ε ν κυρι' ω,

6:7a

ηδη µὲν [ουν] ολως ηττηµα υ µι^ν ε στιν ο« τι κρι'µατα εχετε µεθ ε αυτω
^ ν.

6:15a

ου κ οιδατε ο« τι τὰ σω' µατα υ µω
^ ν µε' λη Χριστου^ ε στιν;

6:16a

[η] ου κ οιδατε ο« τι ο κολλω' µενος τη^, πο' ρνη, εν σω
^ µα' ε στιν;

6:17

ο δὲ κολλω' µενος τω
^, κυρι'ω, εν πνευ^ µα' ε στιν.

6:18

φευ' γετε τὴν πορνει'αν. πα^ ν α µα' ρτηµα ο ε ὰν ποιη' ση, ανθρωπος ε κτὸς του^ σω' µατο' ς ε στιν· ο δὲ
πορνευ' ων ει ς τὸ ιδιον σω
^ µα α µαρτα' νει.

6:19

η ου κ οιδατε ο« τι τὸ σω
^ µα υ µω
^ ν ναὸς του^ ε ν υ µι^ν α γι' ου πνευ' µατο' ς ε στιν ου εχετε α πὸ θεου^ , καὶ ου κ
ε στὲ ε αυτω
^ ν;

7:9

ει δὲ ου κ ε γκρατευ' ονται, γαµησα' τωσαν, κρει^ττον γα' ρ ε στιν γαµη^ σαι η πυρου^ σθαι.

7:14

η γι'ασται γὰρ ο α νὴρ ο απιστος ε ν τη^, γυναικὶ καὶ η γι'ασται η γυνὴ η απιστος ε ν τω
^, α δελφω
^, · ε πεὶ αρα τὰ
τε' κνα υ µω
^ ν α κα' θαρτα' ε στιν, νυ^ ν δὲ αγια' ε στιν.

7:19

η περιτοµὴ ου δε' ν ε στιν καὶ η α κροβυστι'α ου δε' ν ε στιν, α λλὰ τη' ρησις ε ντολω
^ ν θεου^ .

7:29a

του^ το δε' φηµι, α δελφοι', ο καιρὸς συνεσταλµε' νος ε στι'ν·

7:39b

ε ὰν δὲ κοιµηθη^, ο α νη' ρ, ε λευθε' ρα ε στὶν ω, θε' λει γαµηθη^ ναι, µο' νον ε ν κυρι'ω, .

7:40a

µακαριωτε' ρα δε' ε στιν ε ὰν ου« τως µει'νη, , κατὰ τὴν ε µὴν γνω' µην·

9:2b

η γὰρ σφραγι' ς µου τη^ ς α ποστολη^ ς υ µει^ς ε στε ε ν κυρι'ω, .

9:3

 Η ε µὴ α πολογι' α τοι^ς ε µὲ α νακρι' νουσι' ν ε στιν αυ« τη.

9:16

ε ὰν γὰρ ευ αγγελι'ζωµαι, ου κ εστιν µοι καυ' χηµα· α να' γκη γα' ρ µοι ε πι'κειται· ου αὶ γα' ρ µοι' ε στιν ε ὰν µὴ
ευ αγγελι'σωµαι.

9:18a

τι' ς ουν µου' ε στιν ο µισθο' ς;

10:16

τὸ ποτη' ριον τη^ ς ευ λογι'ας ο ευ λογου^ µεν, ου χὶ κοινωνι' α ε στὶν του^ αιµατος του^ Χριστου^ ; τὸν αρτον ον
κλω
^ µεν, ου χὶ κοινωνι' α του^ σω' µατος του^ Χριστου^ ε στιν;
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10:18

βλε' πετε τὸν  Ισραὴλ κατὰ σα' ρκα· ου χ οι ε σθι' οντες τὰς θυσι' ας κοινωνοὶ του^ θυσιαστηρι'ου ει σι'ν;

10:19

τι' ουν φηµι; ο« τι ει δωλο' θυτο' ν τι' ε στιν η ο« τι ειδωλο' ν τι' ε στιν;

10:28a ε ὰν δε' τις υ µι^ν ειπη, , Του^ το ι ερο' θυτο' ν ε στιν, µὴ ε σθι'ετε ...
11:3

θε' λω δὲ υ µα^ ς ει δε' ναι ο« τι παντὸς α νδρὸς η κεφαλὴ ο Χριστο' ς ε στιν, κεφαλὴ δὲ γυναικὸς ο α νη' ρ,
κεφαλὴ δὲ του^ Χριστου^ ο θεο' ς.

11:5

πα^ σα δὲ γυνὴ προσευχοµε' νη η προφητευ' ουσα α κατακαλυ' πτω, τη^, κεφαλη^, καταισχυ' νει τὴν κεφαλὴν
αυ τη^ ς· εν γα' ρ ε στιν καὶ τὸ αυ τὸ τη^, ε ξυρηµε' νη, .

11:7b

η γυνὴ δὲ δο' ξα α νδρο' ς ε στιν.

11:8

ου γα' ρ ε στιν α νὴρ ε κ γυναικὸς α λλὰ γυνὴ ε ξ α νδρο' ς·

11:13

ε ν υ µι^ν αυ τοι^ς κρι'νατε· πρε' πον ε στὶν γυναι^κα α κατακα' λυπτον τω
^, θεω
^, προσευ' χεσθαι;

11:14

ου δὲ η φυ' σις αυ τὴ διδα' σκει υ µα^ ς ο« τι α νὴρ µὲν ε ὰν κοµα^, α τιµι' α αυ τω
^, ε στιν,

11:15a γυνὴ δὲ ε ὰν κοµα^, δο' ξα αυ τη^, ε στιν; ...
11:24a καὶ ευ χαριστη' σας εκλασεν καὶ ειπεν, Του^ το' µου' ε στιν τὸ σω
^ µα τὸ υ πὲρ υ µω
^ ν· ...
11:25a ω σαυ' τως καὶ τὸ ποτη' ριον µετὰ τὸ δειπνη^ σαι λε' γων, Του^ το τὸ ποτη' ριον η καινὴ διαθη' κη ε στὶν ε ν τω
^
^ αιµατι
ε µω
12:4

∆ιαιρε' σεις δὲ χαρισµα' των ει σι'ν, τὸ δὲ αυ τὸ πνευ^ µα·

12:5

καὶ διαιρε' σεις διακονιω^ ν ει σιν, καὶ ο αυ τὸς κυ' ριος·

12:6

καὶ διαιρε' σεις ε νεργηµα' των ει σι'ν, ο δὲ αυ τὸς θεὸς ο ε νεργω
^ ν τὰ πα' ντα ε ν πα^ σιν.

12:12

Καθα' περ γὰρ τὸ σω
^ µα εν ε στιν καὶ µε' λη πολλὰ εχει, πα' ντα δὲ τὰ µε' λη του^ σω' µατος πολλὰ οντα εν
ε στιν σω
^ µα, ου« τως καὶ ο Χριστο' ς·

12:22

α λλὰ πολλω^, µα^ λλον τὰ δοκου^ ντα µε' λη του^ σω' µατος α σθενε' στερα υ πα' ρχειν α ναγκαι^α' ε στιν,

12:27

^ µα Χριστου^ καὶ µε' λη ε κ µε' ρους.
 Υµει^ς δε' ε στε σω

14:14

ε ὰν [γὰρ] προσευ' χωµαι γλω' σση, , τὸ πνευ^ µα' µου προσευ' χεται, ο δὲ νου^ ς µου ακαρπο' ς ε στιν.

14:22

ω
^ σσαι ει ς σηµει^ο' ν ει σιν ου τοι^ς πιστευ' ουσιν α λλὰ τοι^ς α πι' στοις, η δὲ προφητει'α ου τοι^ς
« στε αι γλω
α πι'στοις α λλὰ τοι^ς πιστευ' ουσιν.

14:25b καὶ ου« τως πεσὼν ε πὶ προ' σωπον προσκυνη' σει τω
^, θεω
^, α παγγε' λλων ο« τι Οντως ο θεὸς ε ν υ µι^ν ε στιν.
14:33

ου γα' ρ ε στιν α καταστασι' ας ο θεὸς α λλὰ ει ρη' νης.

15:58

^, εργω, του^ κυρι'ου
« Ωστε, α δελφοι' µου α γαπητοι', ε δραι^οι γι'νεσθε, α µετακι'νητοι, περισσευ' οντες ε ν τω
πα' ντοτε, ει δο' τες ο« τι ο κο' πος υ µω
^ ν ου κ εστιν κενὸς ε ν κυρι' ω.
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APPENDIX B
Anaphoric Ellipsis in 1 Cor.1:10-11:1
(Section 7.3.1)
Gapping
2:10b τὸ γὰρ πνευ^ µα πα' ντα ε ραυνα^ , καὶ (ε ραυνα^)τὰ
βα' θη του^ θεου^ .
,
Logical form: both A and B.
2:12a η µει^ς δὲ ου τὸ πνευ^ µα του^ κο' σµου ε λα' βοµεν α λλὰ τὸ πνευ^ µα τὸ ε κ του^ θεου^ (ε λα' βοµεν) ...
Logical form: not A but B.
6:1
Τολµα^, τις υ µω
^ ν πρα^ γµα εχων πρὸς τὸν ε«τερον κρι' νεσθαι ε πὶ τω
^ ν α δι'κων καὶ ου χὶ (κρι'νεσθαι)ε πὶ τω
^ν
α γι'ων;
Logical form: if A, why not rather B? = B is better than A
6:3
ου κ οιδατε ο« τι α γγε' λους κρινου^ µεν, µη' τιγε βιωτικα' (κρινου^ µεν);
Logical form: if A then B.
9:20-21 καὶ ε γενο' µην τοι^ς  Ιουδαι'οις ω ς  Ιουδαι^ος, «ινα  Ιουδαι'ους κερδη' σω· (ε γενο' µην)τοι^ς υ πὸ νο' µον ω ς υ πὸ
νο' µον, µὴ ων αυ τὸς υ πὸ νο' µον, «ινα τοὺς υ πὸ νο' µον κερδη' σω· (ε γενο' µην) τοι^ς α νο' µοις ω ς ανοµος, µὴ ων
ανοµος θεου^ α λλ εννοµος Χριστου^ , «ινα κερδα' νω τοὺς α νο' µους·
Logical Form: A (=B) and likewise C.

Sluicing
1:17a ου γὰρ α πε' στειλε' ν µε Χριστὸς βαπτι'ζειν α λλὰ (α πε' στειλε' ν µε Χριστὸς ) ευ αγγελι'ζεσθαι, ...
Logical form: not A but B.
3:1
Κα γω' , α δελφοι', ου κ η δυνη' θην λαλη^ σαι υ µι^ν ω ς πνευµατικοι^ς α λλ (η δυνη' θην λαλη^ σαι υ µι^ν)ω ς
σαρκι'νοις, ω ς νηπι'οις ε ν Χριστω
^, .
Logical form: not A but B.
4:14
Ου κ ε ντρε' πων υ µα^ ς γρα' φω ταυ^ τα α λλ ω ς τε' κνα µου α γαπητὰ νουθετω
^ [ν](γρα' φω ταυ^ τα)
Logical form: not A but B.
4:15a ε ὰν γὰρ µυρι'ους παιδαγωγοὺς εχητε ε ν Χριστω
^ α λλ ου πολλοὺς πατε' ρας (εχητε ε ν Χριστω
^, )
Logical form: although A, not B.
7:3
τη^, γυναικὶ ο α νὴρ τὴν ο φειλὴν α ποδιδο' τω, ο µοι'ως δὲ καὶ η γυνὴ τω
^, α νδρι' (τὴν ο φειλὴν α ποδιδο' τω).
Logical form: Both A and B.
7:4
η γυνὴ του^ ι δι' ου σω' µατος ου κ ε ξουσια' ζει α λλὰ ο α νη' ρ (ε ξουσια' ζει το' σω
^ µα τη^ ς γυναικο' ς), ο µοι'ως δὲ
καὶ ο α νὴρ του^ ι δι'ου σω' µατος ου κ ε ξουσια' ζει α λλὰ η γυνη' (ε ξουσια' ζει το' σω
^ µα του' ανδρο' ς).
Logical form: not A but B and likewise not C but D.
9:5
µὴ ου κ εχοµεν ε ξουσι' αν α δελφὴν γυναι^κα περια' γειν ω ς καὶ οι λοιποὶ α πο' στολοι καὶ οι α δελφοὶ του^
κυρι'ου καὶ Κηφα^ ς; (εχουσεν ε ξουσι'αν α δελφαι' γυναι^και περια' γειν)
Logical form: A is like B / if B then A
9:12a ει αλλοι τη^ ς υ µω
^ ν ε ξουσι' ας µετε' χουσιν, ου µα^ λλον η µει^ς (τη^ ς υ µω
^ ν ε ξουσι'ας µετε' χουµεν);
Logical form: if A then B.
9:25
πα^ ς δὲ ο α γωνιζο' µενος πα' ντα ε γκρατευ' εται, ε κει^νοι µὲν ουν (πα' ντα ε γκρατευ' εται) «ινα φθαρτὸν
στε' φανον λα' βωσιν, η µει^ς δὲ αφθαρτον.
Logical form: A because of B.
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Appendix C
ε κ Θεου' and ε' κ Χρι' στου in Paul’s Letters
(Section 8.1.1)
1 Corinthians
1:30

ε ξ αυ του^ δὲ υ µει^ς ε στε ε ν Χριστω
^,  Ιησου^ , ος ε γενη' θη σοφι'α η µι^ν α πὸ θεου^ , δικαιοσυ' νη τε καὶ α γιασµὸς
καὶ α πολυ' τρωσις,

2:12

η µει^ς δὲ ου τὸ πνευ^ µα του^ κο' σµου ε λα' βοµεν α λλὰ τὸ πνευ^ µα τὸ ε κ του^ θεου^ , «ινα ει δω
^ µεν τὰ υ πὸ του^
θεου^ χαρισθε' ντα η µι^ν·

7:7

θε' λω δὲ πα' ντας α νθρω' πους ειναι ω ς καὶ ε µαυτο' ν· α λλὰ ε«καστος ιδιον εχει χα' ρισµα ε κ θεου^ , ο µὲν
ου« τως, ο δὲ ου« τως.

8:6

α λλ η µι^ν εις θεὸς ο πατὴρ ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν, καὶ εις κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς δι
ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς δι αυ του^ .

11:12

ω
« σπερ γὰρ η γυνὴ ε κ του^ α νδρο' ς, ου« τως καὶ ο α νὴρ διὰ τη^ ς γυναικο' ς· τὰ δὲ πα' ντα ε κ του^ θεου^ .

2 Corinthians
2:17

ου γα' ρ ε σµεν ω ς οι πολλοὶ καπηλευ' οντες τὸν λο' γον του^ θεου^ , α λλ ω ς ε ξ ει λικρινει'ας, α λλ ω ς ε κ θεου^
κατε' ναντι θεου^ ε ν Χριστω
^, λαλου^ µεν.

3:5

ου χ ο« τι α φ ε αυτω
^ ν ικανοι' ε σµεν λογι'σασθαι' τι ω ς ε ξ ε αυτω
^ ν, α λλ η ικανο' της η µω
^ ν ε κ του^ θεου^ ,

4:7

Εχοµεν δὲ τὸν θησαυρὸν του^ τον ε ν ο στρακι'νοις σκευ' εσιν, «ινα η υ περβολὴ τη^ ς δυνα' µεως η, του^ θεου^
καὶ µὴ ε ξ η µω
^ ν·

5:1

Οιδαµεν γὰρ ο« τι ε ὰν η ε πι'γειος η µω
^ ν οι κι'α του^ σκη' νους καταλυθη^, , οι κοδοµὴν ε κ θεου^ εχοµεν, οι κι'αν
α χειροποι'ητον αι ω' νιον ε ν τοι^ς ου ρανοι^ς.

5:18

τὰ δὲ πα' ντα ε κ του^ θεου^ του^ καταλλα' ξαντος η µα^ ς ε αυτω
^, διὰ Χριστου^ καὶ δο' ντος η µι^ν τὴν διακονι'αν
τη^ ς καταλλαγη^ ς,

13:4

καὶ γὰρ ε σταυρω' θη ε ξ α σθενει'ας, α λλὰ ζη^, ε κ δυνα' µεως θεου^ . καὶ γὰρ η µει^ς α σθενου^ µεν ε ν αυ τω
^, , α λλὰ
ζη' σοµεν σὺν αυ τω
^, ε κ δυνα' µεως θεου^ ει ς υ µα^ ς.

Philippians
3:9

καὶ ευ ρεθω
^ ε ν αυ τω
^, , µὴ εχων ε µὴν δικαιοσυ' νην τὴν ε κ νο' µου α λλὰ τὴν διὰ πι'στεως Χριστου^ , τὴν ε κ
θεου^ δικαιοσυ' νην ε πὶ τη^, πι'στει,

Galatians
5:8

η πεισµονὴ ου κ ε κ του^ καλου^ ντος υ µα^ ς.

Romans
2:29

α λλ ο ε ν τω
^, κρυπτω^,  Ιουδαι^ος, καὶ περιτοµὴ καρδι'ας ε ν πνευ' µατι ου γρα' µµατι, ου ο επαινος ου κ ε ξ
α νθρω' πων α λλ ε κ του^ θεου^ .

3:26

ε ν τη^, α νοχη^, του^ θεου^ , πρὸς τὴν ενδειξιν τη^ ς δικαιοσυ' νης αυ του^ ε ν τω
^, νυ^ ν καιρω
^, , ει ς τὸ ειναι αυ τὸν
δι'καιον καὶ δικαιου^ ντα τὸν ε κ πι'στεως  Ιησου^

11:36

ο« τι ε ξ αυ του^ καὶ δι αυ του^ καὶ ει ς αυ τὸν τὰ πα' ντα· αυ τω
^, η δο' ξα ει ς τοὺς αι ω
^ νας, α µη' ν.
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Appendix D
The Substantive (Τὰ) Πα' ντα in 1 Corinthians
(Section 8.1.2)
2:10

η µι^ν δὲ α πεκα' λυψεν ο θεὸς διὰ του^ πνευ' µατος· τὸ γὰρ πνευ^ µα πα' ντα ε ραυνα^,
, καὶ τὰ βα' θη του^ θεου^ .

2:15

ο δὲ πνευµατικὸς α νακρι'νει [τὰ] πα' ντα, αυ τὸς δὲ υ π ου δενὸς α νακρι'νεται.

3:21

ω
^ ν ε στιν,
« στε µηδεὶς καυχα' σθω ε ν α νθρω' ποις· πα' ντα γὰρ υ µω

3:22

ειτε Παυ^ λος ειτε Απολλω^ ς ειτε Κηφα^ ς, ειτε κο' σµος ειτε ζωὴ ειτε θα' νατος, ειτε ε νεστω
^ τα ειτε
µε' λλοντα· πα' ντα υ µω
^ ν,

6:12

Πα' ντα µοι εξεστιν α λλ ου πα' ντα συµφε' ρει. πα' ντα µοι εξεστιν α λλ ου κ ε γὼ
ε ξουσιασθη' σοµαι υ πο' τινος.

8:6

α λλ η µι^ν εις θεὸς ο πατὴρ ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν, καὶ εις κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς δι ου τὰ
πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς δι αυ του^ .

9:12b

^ µεν τω
^,
Αλλ ου κ ε χρησα' µεθα τη^, ε ξουσι'α, ταυ' τη, , α λλὰ πα' ντα στε' γοµεν, «ινα µη' τινα ε γκοπὴν δω
ευ αγγελι'ω, του^ Χριστου^ .

9:22

ε γενο' µην τοι^ς α σθενε' σιν α σθενη' ς, «ινα τοὺς α σθενει^ς κερδη' σω· τοι^ς πα^ σιν γε' γονα πα' ντα, «ινα πα' ντως
τινὰς σω' σω.

9:23

πα' ντα δὲ ποιω
^ διὰ τὸ ευ αγγε' λιον, «ινα συγκοινωνὸς αυ του^ γε' νωµαι.

9:25

πα^ ς δὲ ο α γωνιζο' µενος πα' ντα ε γκρατευ' εται, ε κει^νοι µὲν ουν «ινα φθαρτὸν στε' φανον λα' βωσιν, η µει^ς δὲ
αφθαρτον.

10:23

Πα' ντα εξεστιν α λλ ου πα' ντα συµφε' ρει· πα' ντα εξεστιν α λλ ου πα' ντα οι κοδοµει^.

10:31

ειτε ουν ε σθι'ετε ειτε πι'νετε ειτε τι ποιει^τε, πα' ντα ει ς δο' ξαν θεου^ ποιει^τε.

10:33

καθὼς κα γὼ πα' ντα πα^ σιν α ρε' σκω µὴ ζητω
^ ν τὸ ε µαυτου^ συ' µφορον α λλὰ τὸ τω
^ ν πολλω^ ν, «ινα σωθω
^ σιν.

11:2

^ δὲ υ µα^ ς ο« τι πα' ντα µου µε' µνησθε και', καθὼς παρε' δωκα υ µι^ν, τὰς παραδο' σεις κατε' χετε.
 Επαινω

11:12

ω
« σπερ γὰρ η γυνὴ ε κ του^ α νδρο' ς, ου« τως καὶ ο α νὴρ διὰ τη^ ς γυναικο' ς· τὰ δὲ πα' ντα ε κ του^ θεου^ .

12:6

καὶ διαιρε' σεις ε νεργηµα' των ει σι'ν, ο δὲ αυ τὸς θεὸς ο ε νεργω
^ ν τὰ πα' ντα ε ν πα^ σιν.

12:19

ει δὲ ην τὰ πα' ντα εν µε' λος, που^ τὸ σω
^ µα;

13:7

πα' ντα στε' γει, πα' ντα πιστευ' ει, πα' ντα ε λπι'ζει, πα' ντα υ ποµε' νει.

14:26

Τι' ουν ε στιν, α δελφοι'; ο« ταν συνε' ρχησθε, ε«καστος ψαλµὸν εχει, διδαχὴν εχει, α ποκα' λυψιν εχει,
γλω
^ σσαν εχει, ε ρµηνει'αν εχει· πα' ντα πρὸς οι κοδοµὴν γινε' σθω.

14:40

πα' ντα δὲ ευ σχηµο' νως καὶ κατὰ τα' ξιν γινε' σθω.

15:27

πα' ντα γὰρ υ πε' ταξεν υ πὸ τοὺς πο' δας αυ του^ . ο« ταν δὲ ειπη, ο« τι πα' ντα υ ποτε' τακται, δη^ λον ο« τι ε κτὸς του^
υ ποτα' ξαντος αυ τω
^, τὰ πα' ντα.

15:28

ο« ταν δὲ υ ποταγη^, αυ τω
^, τὰ πα' ντα, το' τε [καὶ] αυ τὸς ο υιὸς υ ποταγη' σεται τω
^, υ ποτα' ξαντι αυ τω
^, τὰ πα' ντα,
«ινα η, ο θεὸς [τὰ] πα' ντα ε ν πα^ σιν.

16:14

πα' ντα υ µω
^ ν ε ν α γα' πη, γινε' σθω.
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Appendix E
εις θεο' ν and εις Χρι' στον in Paul’s Letters
(Section 8.2)
1 Corinthians
8:6

α λλ η µι^ν εις θεὸς ο πατὴρ ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν, καὶ εις κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς δι
ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς δι αυ του^ .

10:31

ειτε ουν ε σθι'ετε ειτε πι'νετε ειτε τι ποιει^τε, πα' ντα ει ς δο' ξαν θεου^ ποιει^τε.

8:12

ου« τως δὲ α µαρτα' νοντες ει ς τοὺς α δελφοὺς καὶ τυ' πτοντες αυ τω
^ ν τὴν συνει'δησιν α σθενου^ σαν ει ς
Χριστὸν α µαρτα' νετε.

2 Corinthians
4:15

τὰ γὰρ πα' ντα δι υ µα^ ς, «ινα η χα' ρις πλεονα' σασα διὰ τω
^ ν πλειο' νων τὴν ευ χαριστι'αν περισσευ' ση, ει ς τὴν
δο' ξαν του^ θεου^ .

Galatians
2:17

ει δο' τες [δὲ] ο« τι ου δικαιου^ ται ανθρωπος ε ξ εργων νο' µου ε ὰν µὴ διὰ πι'στεως  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ , καὶ η µει^ς
ει ς Χριστὸν  Ιησου^ ν ε πιστευ' σαµεν, «ινα δικαιωθω
^ µεν ε κ πι'στεως Χριστου^ καὶ ου κ ε ξ εργων νο' µου, ο« τι
ε ξ εργων νο' µου ου δικαιωθη' σεται πα^ σα σα' ρξ.

3:27

ο« σοι γὰρ ει ς Χριστὸν ε βαπτι'σθητε, Χριστὸν ε νεδυ' σασθε.

Romans
3:7

ει δὲ η α λη' θεια του^ θεου^ ε ν τω
^, ε µω
^, ψευ' σµατι ε περι'σσευσεν ει ς τὴν δο' ξαν αυ του^ , τι' ετι κα γὼ ω ς
α µαρτωλὸς κρι'νοµαι;

6:3

η α γνοει^τε ο« τι, ο« σοι ε βαπτι'σθηµεν ει ς Χριστὸν  Ιησου^ ν, ει ς τὸν θα' νατον αυ του^ ε βαπτι'σθηµεν;

8:7

διο' τι τὸ φρο' νηµα τη^ ς σαρκὸς εχθρα ει ς θεο' ν, τω
^, γὰρ νο' µω, του^ θεου^ ου χ υ ποτα' σσεται, ου δὲ γὰρ
δυ' ναται·

11:36

ο« τι ε ξ αυ του^ καὶ δι αυ του^ καὶ ει ς αυ τὸν τὰ πα' ντα· αυ τω
^, η δο' ξα ει ς τοὺς αι ω
^ νας, α µη' ν.

15:7

∆ιὸ προσλαµβα' νεσθε α λλη' λους, καθὼς καὶ ο Χριστὸς προσελα' βετο υ µα^ ς ει ς δο' ξαν του^ θεου^ .

16:5

καὶ τὴν κατ οικον αυ τω
^ ν ε κκλησι'αν. α σπα' σασθε  Επαι'νετον τὸν α γαπητο' ν µου, ο« ς ε στιν α παρχὴ τη^ ς
Ασι'ας ει ς Χριστο' ν.

Philemon
1:6

ο« πως η κοινωνι'α τη^ ς πι'στεω' ς σου ε νεργὴς γε' νηται ε ν ε πιγνω' σει παντὸς α γαθου^ του^ ε ν η µι^ν ει ς
Χριστο' ν.
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Appendix F
 Ηµει^ς in the Pre-Text
(Section 8.2.1)
η µει^ς Including the Audience
1:2

τη^, ε κκλησι'α, του^ θεου^ τη^, ουση, ε ν Κορι'νθω, , η γιασµε' νοις ε ν Χριστω
^,  Ιησου^ , κλητοι^ς α γι'οις, σὺν πα^ σιν
τοι^ς ε πικαλουµε' νοις τὸ ονοµα του^ κυρι'ου η µω
^ ν  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ ε ν παντὶ το' πω, , αυ τω
^ ν καὶ η µω
^ ν·

1:3

χα' ρις υ µι^ν καὶ ει ρη' νη α πὸ θεου^ πατρὸς καὶ κυρι'ου  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ .

1:7

ω
^ν
« στε υ µα^ ς µὴ υ στερει^σθαι ε ν µηδενὶ χαρι'σµατι α πεκδεχοµε' νους τὴν α ποκα' λυψιν του^ κυρι'ου η µω
 Ιησου^ Χριστου^ ·

1:8

ος καὶ βεβαιω' σει υ µα^ ς ε«ως τε' λους α νεγκλη' τους ε ν τη^, η µε' ρα, του^ κυρι'ου η µω
^ ν  Ιησου^ [Χριστου^ ].

1:10a

Παρακαλω^ δὲ υ µα^ ς, α δελφοι', διὰ του^ ο νο' µατος του^ κυρι'ου η µω
^ ν  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ , ...

1:18

Ο λο' γος γὰρ ο του^ σταυρου^ τοι^ς µὲν α πολλυµε' νοις µωρι'α ε στι'ν, τοι^ς δὲ σω, ζοµε' νοις η µι^ν δυ' ναµις θεου^
ε στιν.

1:30

ε ξ αυ του^ δὲ υ µει^ς ε στε ε ν Χριστω
^,  Ιησου^ , ος ε γενη' θη σοφι'α η µι^ν α πὸ θεου^ , δικαιοσυ' νη τε καὶ α γιασµὸς
καὶ α πολυ' τρωσις,

2:10

η µι^ν δὲ α πεκα' λυψεν ο θεὸς διὰ του^ πνευ' µατος· τὸ γὰρ πνευ^ µα πα' ντα ε ραυνα^,
, καὶ τὰ βα' θη του^ θεου^ .

2:12

η µει^ς δὲ ου τὸ πνευ^ µα του^ κο' σµου ε λα' βοµεν α λλὰ τὸ πνευ^ µα τὸ ε κ του^ θεου^ , «ινα ει δω
^ µεν τὰ υ πὸ του^
θεου^ χαρισθε' ντα η µι^ν·

5:4

ε ν τω
^, ο νο' µατι του^ κυρι'ου [η µω
^ ν]  Ιησου^ συναχθε' ντων υ µω
^ ν καὶ του^ ε µου^ πνευ' µατος σὺν τη^, δυνα' µει
του^ κυρι'ου η µω
^ ν  Ιησου^ ,

5:7

ε κκαθα' ρατε τὴν παλαιὰν ζυ' µην, «ινα ητε νε' ον φυ' ραµα, καθω' ς ε στε αζυµοι· καὶ γὰρ τὸ πα' σχα η µω
^ν
ε τυ' θη Χριστο' ς.

6:14

ο δὲ θεὸς καὶ τὸν κυ' ριον ηγειρεν καὶ η µα^ ς ε ξεγερει^ διὰ τη^ ς δυνα' µεως αυ του^ .

( Post-text Discourse )
8:8

βρω
^ µα δὲ η µα^ ς ου παραστη' σει τω
^, θεω
^, · ουτε ε ὰν µὴ φα' γωµεν υ στερου' µεθα, ουτε ε ὰν φα' γωµεν
περισσευ' οµεν.

9:1

Ου κ ει µὶ ε λευ' θερος; ου κ ει µὶ α πο' στολος; ου χὶ  Ιησου^ ν τὸν κυ' ριον η µω
^ ν ε ω' ρακα; ου τὸ εργον µου υ µει^ς
ε στε ε ν κυρι'ω, ;

9:10

η δι η µα^ ς πα' ντως λε' γει; δι η µα^ ς γὰρ ε γρα' φη ο« τι ο φει'λει ε π ε λπι'δι ο α ροτριω
^ ν α ροτρια^ ν καὶ ο α λοω
^ν
ε π ε λπι'δι του^ µετε' χειν.

9:25

πα^ ς δὲ ο α γωνιζο' µενος πα' ντα ε γκρατευ' εται, ε κει^νοι µὲν ουν «ινα φθαρτὸν στε' φανον λα' βωσιν, η µει^ς δὲ
αφθαρτον.

10:1

Ου θε' λω γὰρ υ µα^ ς α γνοει^ν, α δελφοι', ο« τι οι πατε' ρες η µω
^ ν πα' ντες υ πὸ τὴν νεφε' λην ησαν καὶ πα' ντες διὰ
τη^ ς θαλα' σσης διη^ λθον

10:6

ταυ^ τα δὲ τυ' ποι η µω
^ ν ε γενη' θησαν, ει ς τὸ µὴ ειναι η µα^ ς ε πιθυµητὰς κακω
^ ν, καθὼς κα κει^νοι
ε πεθυ' µησαν.
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η µει^ς Excluding the Audience and υ µει^ς Distancing the Writer
1:10b-12 ... «ινα τὸ αυ τὸ λε' γητε πα' ντες καὶ µὴ η, ε ν υ µι^ν σχι'σµατα, ητε δὲ κατηρτισµε' νοι ε ν τω
^, αυ τω
^, νοϊ` καὶ ε ν
τη^, αυ τη^, γνω' µη, . ε δηλω' θη γα' ρ µοι περὶ υ µω
^ ν, α δελφοι' µου, υ πὸ τω
^ ν Χλο' ης ο« τι εριδες ε ν υ µι^ν ει σιν.
λε' γω δὲ του^ το, ο« τι ε«καστος υ µω
^ ν λε' γει,  Εγὼ µε' ν ει µι Παυ' λου,  Εγὼ δὲ Απολλω^ ,  Εγὼ δὲ Κηφα^ ,  Εγὼ δὲ
Χριστου^ .
1:23

η µει^ς δὲ κηρυ' σσοµεν Χριστὸν ε σταυρωµε' νον,  Ιουδαι'οις µὲν σκα' νδαλον, εθνεσιν δὲ µωρι'αν,

2:16b

η µει^ς δὲ νου^ ν Χριστου^ εχοµεν.

3:1-3

Κα γω' , α δελφοι', ου κ η δυνη' θην λαλη^ σαι υ µι^ν ω ς πνευµατικοι^ς α λλ ω ς σαρκι'νοις, ω ς νηπι'οις ε ν Χριστω
^, .
γα' λα υ µα^ ς ε πο' τισα, ου βρω
^ µα, ουπω γὰρ ε δυ' νασθε. α λλ ου δὲ ετι νυ^ ν δυ' νασθε, ετι γὰρ σαρκικοι' ε στε.
ο« που γὰρ ε ν υ µι^ν ζη^ λος καὶ ερις, ου χὶ σαρκικοι' ε στε καὶ κατὰ ανθρωπον περιπατει^τε;

4:1

Ου« τως η µα^ ς λογιζε' σθω ανθρωπος ω ς υ πηρε' τας Χριστου^ καὶ οι κονο' µους µυστηρι'ων θεου^ .

4:3

ε µοὶ δὲ ει ς ε λα' χιστο' ν ε στιν, «ινα υ φ υ µω
^ ν α νακριθω
^ η υ πὸ α νθρωπι'νης η µε' ρας· α λλ ου δὲ ε µαυτὸν
α νακρι'νω.

4:6

Ταυ^ τα δε' , α δελφοι', µετεσχηµα' τισα ει ς ε µαυτὸν καὶ Απολλω^ ν δι υ µα^ ς, «ινα ε ν η µι^ν µα' θητε τὸ Μὴ υ πὲρ
α γε' γραπται, «ινα µὴ εις υ πὲρ του^ ε νὸς φυσιου^ σθε κατὰ του^ ε τε' ρου.

4:8-10 ηδη κεκορεσµε' νοι ε στε' , ηδη ε πλουτη' σατε, χωρὶς η µω
^ ν ε βασιλευ' σατε· καὶ οφελο' ν γε ε βασιλευ' σατε, «ινα
καὶ η µει^ς υ µι^ν συµβασιλευ' σωµεν. δοκω^ γα' ρ, ο θεὸς η µα^ ς τοὺς α ποστο' λους ε σχα' τους α πε' δειξεν ω ς
ε πιθανατι'ους, ο« τι θε' ατρον ε γενη' θηµεν τω
^, κο' σµω, καὶ α γγε' λοις καὶ α νθρω' ποις. η µει^ς µωροὶ διὰ
Χριστο' ν, υ µει^ς δὲ φρο' νιµοι ε ν Χριστω
^, · η µει^ς α σθενει^ς, υ µει^ς δὲ ι σχυροι'· υ µει^ς ενδοξοι, η µει^ς δὲ
ατιµοι.
5:1-2

 λως α κου' εται ε ν υ µι^ν πορνει'α, καὶ τοιαυ' τη πορνει'α η« τις ου δὲ ε ν τοι^ς εθνεσιν, ω
«Ο
« στε γυναι^κα' τινα του^
πατρὸς εχειν. καὶ υ µει^ς πεφυσιωµε' νοι ε στὲ καὶ ου χὶ µα^ λλον ε πενθη' σατε, «ινα α ρθη^, ε κ µε' σου υ µω
^ ν ο τὸ
εργον του^ το πρα' ξας;

6:1

Τολµα^, τις υ µω
^ ν πρα^ γµα εχων πρὸς τὸν ε«τερον κρι'νεσθαι ε πὶ τω
^ ν α δι'κων καὶ ου χὶ ε πὶ τω
^ ν α γι'ων;

6:5

πρὸς ε ντροπὴν υ µι^ν λε' γω. ου« τως ου κ ενι ε ν υ µι^ν ου δεὶς σοφὸς ος δυνη' σεται διακρι^ναι α νὰ µε' σον του^
α δελφου^ αυ του^ ;

6:7-8

ηδη µὲν [ουν] ο« λως η« ττηµα υ µι^ν ε στιν ο« τι κρι'µατα εχετε µεθ ε αυτω
^ ν. διὰ τι' ου χὶ µα^ λλον α δικει^σθε; διὰ
τι' ου χὶ µα^ λλον α ποστερει^σθε; α λλὰ υ µει^ς α δικει^τε καὶ α ποστερει^τε, καὶ του^ το α δελφου' ς.

( Post-text Discourse )
7:9

βλε' πετε δὲ µη' πως η ε ξουσι'α υ µω
^ ν αυ« τη προ' σκοµµα γε' νηται τοι^ς α σθενε' σιν.

9:11-12 ει η µει^ς υ µι^ν τὰ πνευµατικὰ ε σπει'ραµεν, µε' γα ει η µει^ς υ µω
^ ν τὰ σαρκικὰ θερι'σοµεν; ει αλλοι τη^ ς υ µω
^ν
ε ξουσι'ας µετε' χουσιν, ου µα^ λλον η µει^ς;
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Appendix G
δι' α Χρι' στου in Paul’s Letters
(Section 8.3)
1 Corinthians
1:10

Παρακαλω^ δὲ υ µα^ ς, α δελφοι', διὰ του^ ο νο' µατος του^ κυρι'ου η µω
^ ν  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ , «ινα τὸ αυ τὸ λε' γητε
πα' ντες καὶ µὴ η, ε ν υ µι^ν σχι'σµατα, ητε δὲ κατηρτισµε' νοι ε ν τω
^, αυ τω
^, νοϊ` καὶ ε ν τη^, αυ τη^, γνω' µη, .

8:6

α λλ η µι^ν εις θεὸς ο πατὴρ ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν, καὶ εις κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς δι
ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς δι αυ του^ .

15:21

ε πειδὴ γὰρ δι α νθρω' που θα' νατος, καὶ δι α νθρω' που α να' στασις νεκρω
^ ν.

15:57

τω
^ ν  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ .
^, δὲ θεω
^, χα' ρις τω
^, διδο' ντι η µι^ν τὸ νι^κος διὰ του^ κυρι'ου η µω

2 Corinthians
1:5

ο« τι καθὼς περισσευ' ει τὰ παθη' µατα του^ Χριστου^ ει ς η µα^ ς, ου« τως διὰ του^ Χριστου^ περισσευ' ει καὶ η
παρα' κλησις η µω
^ ν.

1:19-20 ο του^ θεου^ γὰρ υιὸς  Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς ... διὸ καὶ δι αυ του^ τὸ Αµὴν τω
^, θεω
^, πρὸς δο' ξαν δι η µω
^ ν.
3:4

Πεποι'θησιν δὲ τοιαυ' την εχοµεν διὰ του^ Χριστου^ πρὸς τὸν θεο' ν.

5:18

τὰ δὲ πα' ντα ε κ του^ θεου^ του^ καταλλα' ξαντος η µα^ ς ε αυτω
^, διὰ Χριστου^ καὶ δο' ντος η µι^ν τὴν διακονι'αν
τη^ ς καταλλαγη^ ς,

1 Thessalonians
4:2

οιδατε γὰρ τι'νας παραγγελι'ας ε δω' καµεν υ µι^ν διὰ του^ κυρι'ου  Ιησου^ .

4:14

ει γὰρ πιστευ' οµεν ο« τι  Ιησου^ ς α πε' θανεν καὶ α νε' στη, ου« τως καὶ ο θεὸς τοὺς κοιµηθε' ντας διὰ του^  Ιησου^
αξει σὺν αυ τω
^, .

5:9

ο« τι ου κ εθετο η µα^ ς ο θεὸς ει ς ο ργὴν α λλὰ ει ς περιποι'ησιν σωτηρι'ας διὰ του^ κυρι'ου η µω
^ ν  Ιησου^
Χριστου^

Philippians
1:11

πεπληρωµε' νοι καρπὸν δικαιοσυ' νης τὸν διὰ  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ ει ς δο' ξαν καὶ επαινον θεου^ .

3:9

καὶ ευ ρεθω
^ ε ν αυ τω
^, , µὴ εχων ε µὴν δικαιοσυ' νην τὴν ε κ νο' µου α λλὰ τὴν διὰ πι'στεως Χριστου^ , τὴν ε κ
θεου^ δικαιοσυ' νην ε πὶ τη^, πι'στει,

Galatians
1:1

Παυ^ λος α πο' στολος ου κ α π α νθρω' πων ου δὲ δι α νθρω' που α λλὰ διὰ  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ καὶ θεου^ πατρὸς
του^ ε γει'ραντος αυ τὸν ε κ νεκρω
^ ν,

1:12

ου δὲ γὰρ ε γὼ παρὰ α νθρω' που παρε' λαβον αυ τὸ ουτε ε διδα' χθην α λλὰ δι α ποκαλυ' ψεως  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ .

2:16

ει δο' τες [δὲ] ο« τι ου δικαιου^ ται ανθρωπος ε ξ εργων νο' µου ε ὰν µὴ διὰ πι'στεως  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ , ...

3:26

Πα' ντες γὰρ υιοὶ θεου^ ε στε διὰ τη^ ς πι'στεως ε ν Χριστω
^,  Ιησου^ ·
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6:14

ε µοὶ δὲ µὴ γε' νοιτο καυχα^ σθαι ει µὴ ε ν τω
^, σταυρω^, του^ κυρι'ου η µω
^ ν  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ , δι ου ε µοὶ κο' σµος
ε σταυ' ρωται κα γὼ κο' σµω, .

Romans
1: 4b-5 ...  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ του^ κυρι'ου η µω
^ ν,δι ου ε λα' βοµεν χα' ριν καὶ α ποστολὴν ει ς υ πακοὴν πι'στεως ε ν πα^ σιν
τοι^ς εθνεσιν υ πὲρ του^ ο νο' µατος αυ του^ ,
1:8

Πρω
^ ν ο« τι η πι'στις υ µω
^ν
^ τον µὲν ευ χαριστω^ τω
^, θεω
^, µου διὰ  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ περὶ πα' ντων υ µω
καταγγε' λλεται ε ν ο« λω, τω
^, κο' σµω, .

2:16

ε ν η µε' ρα, ο« τε κρι'νει ο θεὸς τὰ κρυπτὰ τω
^ ν α νθρω' πων κατὰ τὸ ευ αγγε' λιο' ν µου διὰ Χριστου^  Ιησου^ .

3:22

δικαιοσυ' νη δὲ θεου^ διὰ πι'στεως  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ ει ς πα' ντας τοὺς πιστευ' οντας ...

3:24

δικαιου' µενοι δωρεὰν τη^, αυ του^ χα' ριτι διὰ τη^ ς α πολυτρω' σεως τη^ ς ε ν Χριστω
^,  Ιησου^ ·

5:1-2

∆ικαιωθε' ντες ουν ε κ πι'στεως ει ρη' νην εχοµεν πρὸς τὸν θεὸν διὰ του^ κυρι'ου η µω
^ ν  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ , δι
ου καὶ τὴν προσαγωγὴν ε σχη' καµεν [τη^, πι'στει] ει ς τὴν χα' ριν ταυ' την ε ν η, ε στη' καµεν καὶ καυχω' µεθα ε π
ε λπι'δι τη^ ς δο' ξης του^ θεου^ .

5:9

πολλω^, ουν µα^ λλον δικαιωθε' ντες νυ^ ν ε ν τω
^, αι«µατι αυ του^ σωθησο' µεθα δι αυ του^ α πὸ τη^ ς ο ργη^ ς.

5:10

ει γὰρ ε χθροὶ οντες κατηλλα' γηµεν τω
^, διὰ του^ θανα' του του^ υιου^ αυ του^ , πολλω^, µα^ λλον
^, θεω
καταλλαγε' ντες σωθησο' µεθα ε ν τη^, ζωη^, αυ του^ ·

5:11

ου µο' νον δε' , α λλὰ καὶ καυχω' µενοι ε ν τω
^ ν  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ δι ου νυ^ ν τὴν
^, θεω
^, διὰ του^ κυρι'ου η µω
καταλλαγὴν ε λα' βοµεν.

5:17

ει γὰρ τω
^, του^ ε νὸς παραπτω' µατι ο θα' νατος ε βασι'λευσεν διὰ του^ ε νο' ς, πολλω^, µα^ λλον οι τὴν περισσει'αν
τη^ ς χα' ριτος καὶ τη^ ς δωρεα^ ς τη^ ς δικαιοσυ' νης λαµβα' νοντες ε ν ζωη^, βασιλευ' σουσιν διὰ του^ ε νὸς  Ιησου^
Χριστου^ .

5:18

Αρα ουν ω ς δι ε νὸς παραπτω' µατος ει ς πα' ντας α νθρω' πους ει ς κατα' κριµα, ου« τως καὶ δι ε νὸς
δικαιω' µατος ει ς πα' ντας α νθρω' πους ει ς δικαι'ωσιν ζωη^ ς·

5:19

ω
« σπερ γὰρ διὰ τη^ ς παρακοη^ ς του^ ε νὸς α νθρω' που α µαρτωλοὶ κατεστα' θησαν οι πολλοι', ου« τως καὶ διὰ
τη^ ς υ πακοη^ ς του^ ε νὸς δι'καιοι κατασταθη' σονται οι πολλοι'.

5:21

^, θανα' τω, , ου« τως καὶ η χα' ρις βασιλευ' ση, διὰ δικαιοσυ' νης ει ς
«ινα ω
« σπερ ε βασι'λευσεν η α µαρτι'α ε ν τω
ζωὴν αι ω' νιον διὰ  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ του^ κυρι'ου η µω
^ ν.

7:4

ω
^, νο' µω, διὰ του^ σω' µατος του^ Χριστου^ , ει ς τὸ γενε' σθαι
« στε, α δελφοι' µου, καὶ υ µει^ς ε θανατω' θητε τω
υ µα^ ς ε τε' ρω, , τω
^, ε κ νεκρω
^ ν ε γερθε' ντι, «ινα καρποφορη' σωµεν τω
^, θεω
^, .

7:25a

χα' ρις δὲ τω
^ ν.
^, θεω
^, διὰ  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ του^ κυρι'ου η µω

10:17

αρα η πι'στις ε ξ α κοη^ ς, η δὲ α κοὴ διὰ ρ η' µατος Χριστου^ .

15:30

Παρακαλω^ δὲ υ µα^ ς [, α δελφοι',] διὰ του^ κυρι'ου η µω
^ ν  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ καὶ διὰ τη^ ς α γα' πης του^
πνευ' µατος συναγωνι'σασθαι' µοι ε ν ται^ς προσευχαι^ς υ πὲρ ε µου^ πρὸς τὸν θεο' ν,

16:27

... µο' νω, σοφω
^ νας, α µη' ν.
^, θεω
^, διὰ  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ , ω, η δο' ξα ει ς τοὺς αι ω
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APPENDIX H
Κυ' ριος in 1 Corinthians 1–10
(Section 9.4.1)

A ... Κυ' ριος in the Pre-text
A 1. Quotation from Scripture
2:16
τι'ς γὰρ εγνω νου^ ν κυρι' ου, ος συµβιβα' σει αυ το' ν; η µει^ς δὲ νου^ ν Χριστου^ εχοµεν. ο« που γὰρ ε ν υ µι^ν
ζη^ λος καὶ ερις, ου χὶ σαρκικοι' ε στε καὶ κατὰ ανθρωπον περιπατει^τε;
3:20

καὶ πα' λιν, Κυ' ριος γινω' σκει τοὺς διαλογισµοὺς τω
^ ν σοφω
^ ν ο« τι ει σὶν µα' ταιοι.

A 2. Used as a Relational Term
1:2
τη^, ε κκλησι'α, του^ θεου^ τη^, ουση, ε ν Κορι'νθω, , η γιασµε' νοις ε ν Χριστω
^,  Ιησου^ , κλητοι^ς α γι'οις, σὺν πα^ σιν
τοι^ς ε πικαλουµε' νοις τὸ ονοµα του^ κυρι' ου η µω
^ ν  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ ε ν παντὶ το' πω, , αυ τω
^ ν καὶ η µω
^ ν·
1:3

χα' ρις υ µι^ν καὶ ει ρη' νη α πὸ θεου^ πατρὸς η µω
^ ν καὶ κυρι' ου  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ .

1:7
ω
^ν
« στε υ µα^ ς µὴ υ στερει^σθαι ε ν µηδενὶ χαρι'σµατι α πεκδεχοµε' νους τὴν α ποκα' λυψιν του^ κυρι' ου η µω
 Ιησου^ Χριστου^ ·
1:8

ος καὶ βεβαιω' σει υ µα^ ς ε«ως τε' λους α νεγκλη' τους ε ν τη^, η µε' ρα, του^ κυρι' ου η µω
^ ν  Ιησου^ [Χριστου^ ].

1:9

πιστὸς ο θεὸς δι ου ε κλη' θητε ει ς κοινωνι'αν του^ υιου^ αυ του^  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ του^ κυρι' ου η µω
^ ν.

1:10
Παρακαλω^ δὲ υ µα^ ς, α δελφοι', διὰ του^ ο νο' µατος του^ κυρι' ου η µω
^ ν  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ , «ινα τὸ αυ τὸ λε' γητε
πα' ντες καὶ µὴ η, ε ν υ µι^ν σχι'σµατα, ητε δὲ κατηρτισµε' νοι ε ν τω
^, αυ τω
^, νοϊ` καὶ ε ν τη^, αυ τη^, γνω' µη, .
Dubiously Relational
2:8
ην ου δεὶς τω
^ ν α ρχο' ντων του^ αι ω
^ νος του' του εγνωκεν, ει γὰρ εγνωσαν, ου κ αν τὸν κυ' ριον τη^ ς δο' ξης
ε σταυ' ρωσαν.

A 3. “In the Lord” : ε ν κυρι' ω
4:17
διὰ του^ το επεµψα υ µι^ν Τιµο' θεον, ο« ς ε στι'ν µου τε' κνον α γαπητὸν καὶ πιστὸν ε ν κυρι' ω, ος υ µα^ ς
α ναµνη' σει τὰς ο δου' ς µου τὰς ε ν Χριστω
^, [Ι
 ησου^ ], καθὼς πανταχου^ ε ν πα' ση, ε κκλησι'α, διδα' σκω.
7:22(a) ο γὰρ ε ν κυρι' ω κληθεὶς δου^ λος α πελευ' θερος κυρι'ου ε στι'ν, ο µοι'ως ο ε λευ' θερος κληθεὶς δου^ λο' ς ε στιν
Χριστου^ .
7:39
Γυνὴ δε' δεται ε φ ο« σον χρο' νον ζη^, ο α νὴρ αυ τη^ ς· ε ὰν δὲ κοιµηθη^, ο α νη' ρ, ε λευθε' ρα ε στὶν ω, θε' λει
γαµηθη^ ναι, µο' νον ε ν κυρι' ω.

A 4. “Master / Owner” Function
3:5
τι' ουν ε στιν Απολλω^ ς; τι' δε' ε στιν Παυ^ λος; δια' κονοι δι ω ν ε πιστευ' σατε, καὶ ε κα' στω, ω ς ο κυ' ριος
εδωκεν. γε' γραπται γα' ρ, Ο δρασσο' µενος τοὺς σοφοὺς ε ν τη^, πανουργι'α, αυ τω
^ ν·
4:4

ου δὲν γὰρ ε µαυτω
^, συ' νοιδα, α λλ ου κ ε ν του' τω, δεδικαι'ωµαι, ο δὲ α νακρι'νων µε κυ' ριο' ς ε στιν.
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7:10
τοι^ς δὲ γεγαµηκο' σιν παραγγε' λλω, ου κ ε γὼ α λλὰ ο κυ' ριος, γυναι^κα α πὸ α νδρὸς µὴ χωρισθη^ ναι
- ε ὰν δὲ καὶ χωρισθη^, , µενε' τω αγαµος η τω
^, α νδρὶ καταλλαγη' τω, - καὶ ανδρα γυναι^κα µὴ α φιε' ναι.
7:12
Τοι^ς δὲ λοιποι^ς λε' γω ε γὼ ου χ ο κυ' ριος· ει τις α δελφὸς γυναι^κα εχει απιστον καὶ αυ« τη συνευδοκει^
οι κει^ν µετ αυ του^ , µὴ α φιε' τω αυ τη' ν·
6:17

ο δὲ κολλω' µενος τω
^, κυρι' ω εν πνευ^ µα' ε στιν.

7:10
τοι^ς δὲ γεγαµηκο' σιν παραγγε' λλω, ου κ ε γὼ α λλὰ ο κυ' ριος, γυναι^κα α πὸ α νδρὸς µὴ χωρισθη^ ναι
- ε ὰν δὲ καὶ χωρισθη^, , µενε' τω αγαµος η τω
^, α νδρὶ καταλλαγη' τω, - καὶ ανδρα γυναι^κα µὴ α φιε' ναι.
7:12a Τοι^ς δὲ λοιποι^ς λε' γω ε γὼ ου χ ο κυ' ριος· ει τις α δελφὸς γυναι^κα εχει απιστον καὶ αυ« τη συνευδοκει^
οι κει^ν µετ αυ του^ , µὴ α φιε' τω αυ τη' ν·
7:17
Ει µὴ ε κα' στω, ω ς ε µε' ρισεν ο κυ' ριος, ε«καστον ω ς κε' κληκεν ο θεο' ς, ου« τως περιπατει'τω. καὶ ου« τως ε ν
ται^ς ε κκλησι'αις πα' σαις διατα' σσοµαι.
7:22(b) ο γὰρ ε ν κυρι'ω, κληθεὶς δου^ λος α πελευ' θερος κυρι' ου ε στι'ν, ο µοι'ως ο ε λευ' θερος κληθεὶς δου^ λο' ς ε στιν
Χριστου^ .
7:25
ειναι.

Περὶ δὲ τω
^ ν παρθε' νων ε πιταγὴν κυρι' ου ου κ εχω, γνω' µην δὲ δι'δωµι ω ς η λεηµε' νος υ πὸ κυρι' ου πιστὸς

^ κυρι' ω· ο δὲ γαµη' σας µεριµνα^, τὰ του^ κο' σµου, πω
7:32-35 ο αγαµος µεριµνα^, τὰ του^ κυρι' ου, πω
^ ς α ρε' ση, τω
^ς
α ρε' ση, τη^, γυναικι', καὶ µεµε' ρισται. καὶ η γυνὴ η αγαµος καὶ η παρθε' νος µεριµνα^, τὰ του^ κυρι' ου, «ινα η, α γι'α καὶ
τω
^, σω' µατι καὶ τω
^, πνευ' µατι· η δὲ γαµη' σασα µεριµνα^, τὰ του^ κο' σµου, πω
^ ς α ρε' ση, τω
^, α νδρι'.του^ το δὲ πρὸς τὸ υ µω
^ν
αυ τω
^ κυρι' ω
^ ν συ' µφορον λε' γω, ου χ «ινα βρο' χον υ µι^ν ε πιβα' λω α λλὰ πρὸς τὸ ευσχηµον καὶ ευ πα' ρεδρον τω
α περισπα' στως.
Dubious “Master / Owner” Function
6:13-14 τὰ βρω' µατα τη^, κοιλι'α, καὶ η κοιλι'α τοι^ς βρω' µασιν, ο δὲ θεὸς καὶ ταυ' την καὶ ταυ^ τα καταργη' σει. τὸ δὲ
σω
^ κυρι' ω, καὶ ο κυ' ριος τω
^ µα ου τη^, πορνει'α, α λλὰ τω
^, σω' µατι· ο δὲ θεὸς καὶ τὸν κυ' ριον ηγειρεν καὶ η µα^ ς
ε ξεγερει^ διὰ τη^ ς δυνα' µεως αυ του^ .
6:17

ο δὲ κολλω' µενος τω
^ κυρι' ω εν πνευ^ µα' ε στιν.

A 5. Judging Function
4:5
ω
« στε µὴ πρὸ καιρου^ τι κρι'νετε ε«ως αν ελθη, ο κυ' ριος, ος καὶ φωτι'σει τὰ κρυπτὰ του^ σκο' τους καὶ
φανερω' σει τὰς βουλὰς τω
^ ν καρδιω
^ ν· καὶ το' τε ο επαινος γενη' σεται ε κα' στω, α πὸ του^ θεου^ .
4:19
ε λευ' σοµαι δὲ ταχε' ως πρὸς υ µα^ ς, ε ὰν ο κυ' ριος θελη' ση, , καὶ γνω' σοµαι ου τὸν λο' γον τω
^ ν πεφυσιωµε' νων
α λλὰ τὴν δυ' ναµιν·
5:4-5 ε ν τω
^, ο νο' µατι του^ κυρι' ου [η µω
^ ν]  Ιησου^ συναχθε' ντων υ µω
^ ν καὶ του^ ε µου^ πνευ' µατος σὺν τη^, δυνα' µει
του^ κυρι' ου η µω
^ ν  Ιησου^ , παραδου^ ναι τὸν τοιου^ τον τω
^, Σατανα^, ει ς ολεθρον τη^ ς σαρκο' ς, «ινα τὸ πνευ^ µα σωθη^, ε ν
τη^, η µε' ρα, του^ κυρι' ου.
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B. Κυ' ριος in the Ει' δωλο' θυτα Discourse
The Text: 1 Corinthians 8: 5 – 6
καὶ γὰρ ειπερ ει σὶν λεγο' µενοι θεοὶ ειτε ε ν ου ρανω
^, ειτε ε πὶ γη^ ς, ω
« σπερ ει σὶν θεοὶ πολλοὶ καὶ κυ' ριοι πολλοι' ,
α λλ η µι^ν εις θεὸς ο πατὴρ ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν, καὶ εις κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς δι ου τὰ πα' ντα
καὶ η µει^ς δι αυ του^ .

Post-Text Discourse
B 1. Quotation from Scripture
10:26

του^ κυρι' ου γὰρ η γη^ καὶ τὸ πλη' ρωµα αυ τη^ ς.

B 2. “In the Lord” : ε ν κυρι' ω
9:1
Ου κ ει µὶ ε λευ' θερος; ου κ ει µὶ α πο' στολος; ου χὶ  Ιησου^ ν τὸν κυ' ριον η µω
^ ν ε ω' ρακα; ου τὸ εργον µου υ µει^ς
ε στε ε ν κυρι' ω;
9:2
ει αλλοις ου κ ει µὶ α πο' στολος, α λλα' γε υ µι^ν ει µι· η γὰρ σφραγι'ς µου τη^ ς α ποστολη^ ς υ µει^ς ε στε ε ν
κυρι' ω.

B3. A Relational Term
9:1(a) Ου κ ει µὶ ε λευ' θερος; ου κ ει µὶ α πο' στολος; ου χὶ  Ιησου^ ν τὸν κυ' ριον η µω
^ ν ε ω' ρακα; ου τὸ εργον µου
υ µει^ς ε στε ε ν κυρι'ω, ;
9:5
µὴ ου κ εχοµεν ε ξουσι'αν α δελφὴν γυναι^κα περια' γειν ω ς καὶ οι λοιποὶ α πο' στολοι καὶ οι α δελφοὶ του^
κυρι' ου καὶ Κηφα^ ς;

B 4. “ Master / Owner” Function
10:21 ου δυ' νασθε ποτη' ριον κυρι' ου πι'νειν καὶ ποτη' ριον δαιµονι'ων, ου δυ' νασθε τραπε' ζης κυρι' ου µετε' χειν
καὶ τραπε' ζης δαιµονι'ων.
10:22

η παραζηλου^ µεν τὸν κυ' ριον; µὴ ι σχυρο' τεροι αυ του^ ε σµεν;
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APPENDIX I
πατη' ρ / πατρὸς in the Pauline Corpus
(Section 10.1.1)
1 Cor 8:6
α λλ η µι^ν εις θεὸς ο πατὴρ ε ξ ου τὰ πα' ντα καὶ η µει^ς ει ς αυ το' ν, καὶ εις κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς δι ου τὰ πα' ντα
καὶ η µει^ς δι αυ του^ .

A1. “Father” = God; Relation with Plural Second Argument
1 Cor.1:3
χα' ρις υ µι^ν καὶ ει ρη' νη α πὸ θεου^ πατρὸς η µω
^ ν καὶ κυρι'ου  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ .
2 Cor. 1:2
χα' ρις υ µι^ν καὶ ει ρη' νη α πὸ θεου^ πατρὸς η µω
^ ν καὶ κυρι'ου  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ .
2 Cor. 1:3a
Ευ λογητὸς ο θεὸς καὶ πατὴρ του^ κυρι'ου η µω
^ ν  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ ,
2 Cor. 1:3b
...ο πατὴρ τω
^ ν οι κτιρµω
^ ν καὶ θεὸς πα' σης παρακλη' σεως,
2 Cor. 6:18
καὶ εσοµαι υ µι^ν ει ς πατε' ρα καὶ υ µει^ς εσεσθε' µοι ει ς υι οὺς καὶ θυγατε' ρας, λε' γει κυ' ριος παντοκρα' τωρ.
1 Thess. 1:3
µνηµονευ' οντες υ µω
^ ν του^ εργου τη^ ς πι'στεως καὶ του^ κο' που τη^ ς α γα' πης καὶ τη^ ς υ ποµονη^ ς τη^ ς ε λπι'δος του^
κυρι'ου η µω
^ ν  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ εµπροσθεν του^ θεου^ καὶ πατρὸς η µω
^ ν,
1 Thess. 3:11
Αυ τὸς δὲ ο θεὸς καὶ πατὴρ η µω
^ ν καὶ ο κυ' ριος η µω
^ ν  Ιησου^ ς κατευθυ' ναι τὴν ο δὸν η µω
^ ν πρὸς υ µα^ ς·
1 Thess 3:13
ει ς τὸ στηρι'ξαι υ µω
^ ν τὰς καρδι'ας α µε' µπτους ε ν α γιωσυ' νη, εµπροσθεν του^ θεου^ καὶ πατρὸς η µω
^ ν ε ν τη^, παρουσι'α,
του^ κυρι'ου η µω
^ ν  Ιησου^ µετὰ πα' ντων τω
^ ν α γι'ων αυ του^ , [α µη' ν].
Gal. 1:3
χα' ρις υ µι^ν καὶ ει ρη' νη α πὸ θεου^ πατρὸς η µω
^ ν καὶ κυρι'ου  Ιησου^ Χριστου^
Gal. 1:4
του^ δο' ντος ε αυτὸν υ πὲρ τω
^ ν α µαρτιω
^ ν η µω
^ ν, ο« πως ε ξε' ληται η µα^ ς ε κ του^ αι ω
^ νος του^ ε νεστω
^ τος πονηρου^ κατὰ
τὸ θε' ληµα του^ θεου^ καὶ πατρὸς η µω
^ ν,
Phmn. 3
χα' ρις υ µι^ν καὶ ει ρη' νη α πὸ θεου^ πατρὸς η µω
^ ν καὶ κυρι'ου  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ .
Phil. 1:2
χα' ρις υ µι^ν καὶ ει ρη' νη α πὸ θεου^ πατρὸς η µω
^ ν καὶ κυρι'ου  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ .
Phil 4:20
τω
^, δὲ θεω
^, καὶ πατρὶ η µω
^ ν η δο' ξα ει ς τοὺς αι ω
^ νας τω
^ ν αι ω' νων, α µη' ν.
Rom. 1:7
πα^ σιν τοι^ς ουσιν ε ν  Ρω' µη, α γαπητοι^ς θεου^ , κλητοι^ς α γι'οις, χα' ρις υ µι^ν καὶ ει ρη' νη α πὸ θεου^ πατρὸς η µω
^ ν καὶ
κυρι'ου  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ .
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A2. “Father” = God; Relation with Singular Second Argument
2 Cor. 11:31
ο θεὸς καὶ πατὴρ του^ κυρι'ου  Ιησου^ οιδεν, ο ων ευ λογητὸς ει ς τοὺς αι ω
^ νας, ο« τι ου ψευ' δοµαι.
Rom. 15:6
^ ν  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ .
«ινα ο µοθυµαδὸν ε ν ε νὶ στο' µατι δοξα' ζητε τὸν θεὸν καὶ πατε' ρα του^ κυρι'ου η µω

A3. “Father” = God; No Explicit Relation
1 Cor. 15:24
ειτα τὸ τε' λος, ο« ταν παραδιδω
^, τὴν βασιλει'αν τω
^, θεω
^, καὶ πατρι' , ο« ταν καταργη' ση, πα^ σαν α ρχὴν καὶ πα^ σαν
ε ξουσι'αν καὶ δυ' ναµιν.
1 Thess. 1:1
Παυ^ λος καὶ Σιλουανὸς καὶ Τιµο' θεος τη^, ε κκλησι'α, Θεσσαλονικε' ων ε ν θεω
^, πατρὶ καὶ κυρι'ω,  Ιησου^ Χριστω
^, , χα' ρις
υ µι^ν καὶ ει ρη' νη.
Gal. 1:1
Παυ^ λος α πο' στολος ου κ α π α νθρω' πων ου δὲ δι α νθρω' που α λλὰ διὰ  Ιησου^ Χριστου^ καὶ θεου^ πατρὸς του^
ε γει'ραντος αυ τὸν ε κ νεκρω
^ ν,
Gal. 4:6
^ ν κρα^ ζον, Αββα ο πατη' ρ.
«Οτι δε' ε στε υιοι', ε ξαπε' στειλεν ο θεὸς τὸ πνευ^ µα του^ υιου^ αυ του^ ει ς τὰς καρδι'ας η µω
Phil. 2:11
καὶ πα^ σα γλω
^ σσα ε ξοµολογη' σηται ο« τι κυ' ριος  Ιησου^ ς Χριστὸς ει ς δο' ξαν θεου^ πατρο' ς.
Rom. 6:4
συνετα' φηµεν ουν αυ τω
^, διὰ του^ βαπτι'σµατος ει ς τὸν θα' νατον, «ινα ω
^ ν διὰ τη^ ς
« σπερ η γε' ρθη Χριστὸς ε κ νεκρω
δο' ξης του^ πατρο' ς, ου« τως καὶ η µει^ς ε ν καινο' τητι ζωη^ ς περιπατη' σωµεν.
Rom 8:15
ου γὰρ ε λα' βετε πνευ^ µα δουλει'ας πα' λιν ει ς φο' βον α λλὰ ε λα' βετε πνευ^ µα υιοθεσι'ας ε ν ω, κρα' ζοµεν, Αββα ο
πατη' ρ.

B1. “Father” not= God; Relation with Plural Second Argument
1 Cor.4:15
ε ὰν γὰρ µυρι'ους παιδαγωγοὺς εχητε ε ν Χριστω
^, α λλ ου πολλοὺς πατε' ρας· ε ν γὰρ Χριστω
^,  Ιησου^ διὰ του^
ευ αγγελι'ου ε γὼ υ µα^ ς ε γε' ννησα.
1 Cor 10:1
Ου θε' λω γὰρ υ µα^ ς α γνοει^ν, α δελφοι', ο« τι οι πατε' ρες η µω
^ ν πα' ντες υ πὸ τὴν νεφε' λην ησαν καὶ πα' ντες διὰ τη^ ς
θαλα' σσης διη^ λθον
1 Thess. 2:11
καθα' περ οιδατε, ω ς ε«να ε«καστον υ µω
^ ν ω ς πατὴρ τε' κνα ε αυτου^
Rom. 4:11
καὶ σηµει^ον ελαβεν περιτοµη^ ς σφραγι^δα τη^ ς δικαιοσυ' νης τη^ ς πι'στεως τη^ ς ε ν τη^, α κροβυστι'α, , ει ς τὸ ειναι αυ τὸν
πατε' ρα πα' ντων τω
^ ν πιστευο' ντων δι α κροβυστι'ας, ει ς τὸ λογισθη^ ναι [καὶ] αυ τοι^ς [τὴν] δικαιοσυ' νην,
Rom 4:12a
καὶ πατε' ρα περιτοµη^ ς ...
Rom 4:12b
...τοι^ς ου κ ε κ περιτοµη^ ς µο' νον α λλὰ καὶ τοι^ς στοιχου^ σιν τοι^ς ιχνεσιν τη^ ς ε ν α κροβυστι'α, πι'στεως του^ πατρὸς
η µω
^ ν Αβραα' µ.
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Rom. 4:16
διὰ του^ το ε κ πι'στεως, «ινα κατὰ χα' ριν, ει ς τὸ ειναι βεβαι'αν τὴν ε παγγελι'αν παντὶ τω
^, σπε' ρµατι, ου τω
^, ε κ του^
νο' µου µο' νον α λλὰ καὶ τω
^, ε κ πι'στεως Αβραα' µ, ο« ς ε στιν πατὴρ πα' ντων η µω
^ ν,
Rom 4:17
καθὼς γε' γραπται ο« τι Πατε' ρα πολλω^ ν ε θνω
^ ν τε' θεικα' σε, κατε' ναντι ου ε πι'στευσεν θεου^ του^ ζω, οποιου^ ντος τοὺς
νεκροὺς καὶ καλου^ ντος τὰ µὴ οντα ω ς οντα·
Rom 4:18
ος παρ ε λπι'δα ε π ε λπι'δι ε πι'στευσεν ει ς τὸ γενε' σθαι αυ τὸν πατε' ρα πολλω^ ν ε θνω
^ ν κατὰ τὸ ει ρηµε' νον· Ουτως
εσται τὸ σπε' ρµα σου,
Rom 9:5
ω ν οι πατε' ρες καὶ ε ξ ω ν ο Χριστὸς τὸ κατὰ σα' ρκα· ο ων ε πὶ πα' ντων θεὸς ευ λογητὸς ει ς τοὺς αι ω
^ νας, α µη' ν.
Rom 9:10
ου µο' νον δε' , α λλὰ καὶ  Ρεβε' κκα ε ξ ε νὸς κοι'την εχουσα,  Ισαὰκ του^ πατρὸς η µω
^ ν·
Rom 11:28
κατὰ µὲν τὸ ευ αγγε' λιον ε χθροὶ δι υ µα^ ς, κατὰ δὲ τὴν ε κλογὴν α γαπητοὶ διὰ τοὺς πατε' ρας·
Rom 15:8
λε' γω γὰρ Χριστὸν δια' κονον γεγενη^ σθαι περιτοµη^ ς υ πὲρ α ληθει'ας θεου^ , ει ς τὸ βεβαιω^ σαι τὰς ε παγγελι'ας τω
^ν
πατε' ρων,

B2. “Father not= God; Relation with Singular Second Referrent
1 Cor.4:15
ε ὰν γὰρ µυρι'ους παιδαγωγοὺς εχητε ε ν Χριστω
^, α λλ ου πολλοὺς πατε' ρας· ε ν γὰρ Χριστω
^,  Ιησου^ διὰ του^
ευ αγγελι'ου ε γὼ υ µα^ ς ε γε' ννησα.
Gal. 1:14
καὶ προε' κοπτον ε ν τω
^,  Ιουδαϊσµω
^, υ πὲρ πολλοὺς συνηλικιω' τας ε ν τω
^, γε' νει µου, περισσοτε' ρως ζηλωτὴς υ πα' ρχων
τω
^ ν µου παραδο' σεων.
^ ν πατρικω
Gal. 4:2
α λλὰ υ πὸ ε πιτρο' πους ε στὶν καὶ οι κονο' µους αχρι τη^ ς προθεσµι'ας του^ πατρο' ς.
Phil. 2:22
τὴν δὲ δοκιµὴν αυ του^ γινω' σκετε, ο« τι ω ς πατρὶ τε' κνον σὺν ε µοὶ ε δου' λευσεν ει ς τὸ ευ αγγε' λιον.

B3. “Father not= God; No Explicit Relation
No instances.

