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Introduction

The New-Testament author Paul is often seen as a key figure at a crucial time. He is
considered to be the founder of Christianity, or, at the very least, one of the most influential
thinkers of this new religion. It is clear from his letters that Paul himself also believed he was
playing a vital role at a significant moment in history, albeit in a very different way. Paul was
convinced that the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ marked the end of the world as it
had been, and the beginning of a new era. In this new era, which was already present for
those who lived ‘in Christ’, God would no longer distinguish between Jew and gentile. Paul
was thus not concerned to found a new religion, but rather to make people aware of the
imminent end, and the consequences that this end would have for them.

This study will examine Paul’s declaration that ‘there is neither Jew nor Greek,
neither slave nor free, nor male and female’ (Galatians 3:28) as an expression of his
eschatological expectations; an expression which reflects the importance of cosmopoli-
tanism in first-century social ideals. Recent research into Paul is increasingly focussed on
understanding his hopes and expectations in the context of wider contemporary thought,
both Jewish and non-Jewish. Such a contextual approach has been undertaken with regard
to many aspects of Paul’s thought and writings. His ideas about issues such as marriage and
sexuality, for example, his epistolary style and the type of argumentation he uses, have all
been examined in the context of contemporary thought and convention.! Yet the phrase
‘there is neither Jew nor Greek, neither slave nor free, nor male and female’ has escaped a
thoroughly first-century reading; this statement is instead often decontextualised, as if it
speaks directly to a modern way of thinking. The declaration has been called a ‘lovely lonely
alien’, unhappily trapped in a Pauline letter, but with great appeal for scholars and other
readers of Paul.’

Paul’s brief statement about unity in Christ has been read, interpreted and employed
in both religious and academic contexts. It is a statement that is seen as a central creed of
early Christianity, but there appears to be little consensus on the background, meaning, or
implications of what Paul is saying. According to Ben Witherington, this particular statement
of Paul illustrates the fact that ‘all too often the meaning is in the eye of the beholder and
that without proper care and attention to the context, text becomes pretext’.3 Even though
a great deal of study has been devoted to it, surprisingly little attempt has been made to
place this text in its broader historical context and to ask some very basic questions: What
would it mean in a first-century context to put these three pairs together? What can we

! See, e.g., Will Deming, Paul on Marriage and Celibacy: The Hellenistic Background of 1 Corinthians 7
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1995); Kathy L. Gaca, The Making of Fornication: Eros, Ethics, and
Political Reform in Greek Philosophy and Early Christianity (Berkeley: University of California Press 2003);
Stanley E. Porter and Sean A. Adams, Paul and the Ancient Letter Form (Leiden: Brill 2010); Moisés
Mayordomo, Argumentiert Paulus logisch? Eine Analyse vor dem Hintergrund antiker Logik (Tubingen: Mohr
Siebeck 2005).

2 Brigitte Kahl ascribes the view of this text as alien to Paul’s wider thought to ‘feminist and liberation oriented
readings’ (Brigitte Kahl, ‘No Longer Male: Masculinity Struggles Behind Galatians 3.287?’, Journal for the Study
of the New Testament 79 (2000), 37-49, 37).

*Ben Witherington IlIl, ‘Rite and Rights for Women: Galatians 3. 28’, New Testament Studies 27 (1981), 593-
604, 593. Witherington reads Paul’s text predominantly against the background of rabbinic statements about
men and women.
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learn about Paul’s thought on Jew and Greek, slave and free, and male and female, if we
understand this saying as part of the cultural conversation about these pairs in Paul’s own
time? These are the questions that will concern us in this study. Before setting out my
methodological approach in more detail, we will first turn to the current scholarly debate.

Identity and Difference: Current Interpretations

It is clear that Paul’s statement about unity in Christ causes a great deal of disagreement.
This difference of opinion is exacerbated by the fact that often, the focus is on only one of
the three pairs mentioned by Paul, only on Jew-Greek, only on slave-free, or only on male-
female. And depending on whether they examine the head, rump or tail of this statement,
scholars come to very different conclusions about what kind of animal it is. In this section, |
will discuss scholarship on each of these pairs in turn, before focussing, in the next section,
on those perspectives that interpret the phrase as a whole.

Recent scholarship on Paul has a strong interest in ethnicity and ethnic identity and
thus focusses especially on the first pair of the statement. Various forms of identity theory
are used as an interpretative framework. In his recent study of Paul’s statement about unity
in Christ, Bruce Hansen discusses what he calls Paul’s ‘social vision’. According to Hansen,
the Pauline community ‘embraces the presence of various identities’, and within that
plurality, Paul’s statement makes a ‘vigorous case against the dominance of any particular
alternate cultural identity’.” Paul is seen to create a unified social identity, which does not
exclude other social identities, as long as these fit within it. In Hansen’s view, the identity
that is most problematic to fit within the new unity as Paul imagines it, to the extent that it
even threatens the cohesion of the community, is that of Torah observance.

A similar approach based on identity, but with a diametrically different outcome, is
taken by Caroline Johnson Hodge. According to Johnson Hodge, Paul’s statement engages in
‘ethnic discourse’; he ‘encourages the gentiles in Galatia to rank their “in-Christness” higher
than their other available identities’.> Being ‘in Christ’ can be superimposed over other
identities, without necessarily changing those identities. The identity singled out as
problematic in this approach is not Torah observance, but rather a non-Jewish identity. For
gentiles, according to Johnson Hodge, being in Christ represents a radical change, because
they now belong to Abraham; they are descendants of the founding ancestor of the Jews.
Consequently, far from being ethnically neutral, being ‘in Christ’ is grounded in Jewish
identity. In contrast to Hansen, Johnson Hodge emphasises that being ‘in Christ’ does not
require Jews to appropriate any Greek or gentile traits; it is already a Jewish identity.6

In his recent commentary on Galatians, Martin de Boer also takes identity as the
relevant category for interpreting Paul’s statement. According to De Boer, the citation of the

* Bruce Hansen, All of You Are One: The Social Vision of Galatians 3.28, 1 Corinthians 12.13 and Colossians 3.11
(London: T&T Clark 2010), 195. Hansen takes a social-scientific approach to Paul, applying ethnic theory and a
model of ‘dynamic social identity construction’. Other recent studies that focus on identity include Atsuhiro
Asano, Community-ldentity Construction in Galatians: Exegetical, Social-Anthropological and Socio-Historical
Studies (London: T&T Clark 2005); Miroslav Kocur, National and Religious Identity: A Study in Galatians 3, 23-
29 and Romans 10, 12-21 (Frankfurt am Main: P. Lang 2003).

> Caroline Johnson Hodge, If Sons, Then Heirs: A Study of Kinship and Ethnicity in the Letters of Paul (Oxford:
Oxford University Press 2007), 129. She argues that Paul himself has done the same, ‘reprioritising’ his identity
in Christ over his Jewish identity.

® Johnson Hodge If Sons, Then Heirs, 131, 152.
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Introduction

formula serves to remind the Galatians of their new identity in Christ, and therefore, the
Galatian believers are no longer to think of themselves as Jews or as gentiles but as ‘sons-
heirs-of God’.” In contrast to the previous two approaches, the new identity in Christ is not
seen by De Boer as an additional or superimposed identity, but as one that replaces the old
identities of both Jews and gentiles. While identity is thus a category that is widely used,
especially in relation to the pair Jew-Greek, it is one that yields very different and even
contradictory outcomes.

In contrast, those scholars who take an interest in the second and third pairs, namely
slave-free and male-female, rarely see Paul’s statement in terms of identity. Here, the
debate centres more on the implications for social practices. Some scholars argue that in
Paul’s statement, the principle forms of social dominance in Roman society are ‘transcended
in an alternative society’.® Recent scholarship on Paul and slavery, however, appears to be
dominated by the idea that he was a social conservative, who confirmed the inferior
position of slaves in society. According to Jennifer Glancy, Paul’s denial of the division
between slave and free (in Galatians 3:28) is ‘only a cover up’.® Paul’s real attitude towards
slaves shines through in this conventional talk about slaves as inferior. If Paul claims that the
distinction between slave and free was erased, this can only be an attempt to conceal his
true attitude.

Although there are differing opinions among those who focus on the third pair,
‘male-female’, it is here that we encounter the strongest advocates for an egalitarian
reading of the statement. Philip Payne, for example, argues that Paul ‘affirms the equal
standing (...) of women and men’.® Yet there is also a perceived tension between the
supposed equality declared in the Galatian statement and Paul’s remarks about women in
other letters. Daniel Boyarin speaks for many scholars when observing that on the issue of
gender, ‘Paul seems to have produced a discourse which is so contradictory as to be almost
incoherent’.™

The interpretations generated by the scholarly focus on each of the individual pairs
are thus not easy to reconcile, and there seems to be little fruitful discussion between them.
Yet it is difficult to accept that Paul would combine such wide-ranging meanings
intentionally in one single statement; that he would be concerned with redefining ethnic
identity, while covering up his social conservatism, for example.

Equally problematic are the different assessments of this statement in relation to
Paul’s thought as a whole. Studies on ethnicity are likely to see the declaration as expressing
the essence of Paul’s message. The claim that ‘there is neither Jew nor Greek’ is central to
his mission as apostle to the gentiles, and one of the core elements of his message. The
critical approach that dominates Paul’s view on slavery, however, can describe ‘neither slave

" Martinus C. De Boer, Galatians: A Commentary (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press 2011), 245.

® Richard A. Horsley, ‘Paul and Slavery: A Critical Alternative to Recent Readings’ in Slavery in Text and
Interpretation, David Kenneth Jobling, Allen Dwight Callahan, Richard A. Horsley and Abraham Smith (eds.),
(Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature 1998), 153-200.

? Jennifer A. Glancy, Slavery in Early Christianity (Minneapolis: Fortress Press 2006), 34-35.

10 Philip Payne, Man and Woman, One in Christ (Grand Rapids: Zondervan 2009), 461. Similarly, Schissler
Fiorenza believes that ‘Paul’s interpretation and adaptation of the baptismal formula unequivocally affirm
equality and charismatic giftedness of men and women in Christian community.” (In Memory of Her: A Feminist
Theological Reconstruction of Christian Origins (New York: The Crossroad Publishing Company 1984), 235).

" Daniel Boyarin, A Radical Jew: Paul and the Politics of Identity (Berkeley: University of California Press 1994),
183.
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nor free’ as rhetorical window dressing at best. Or alternatively, among scholars who do not
see Paul as a ‘conservative’, the phrase is taken as setting a standard of equality that Paul
himself fails to live up to in his other statements about women and slaves. There is thus
little agreement not only on the meaning of this phrase, but also on its place in Paul’s
thought.

These different and conflicting interpretations and evaluations amount to something
of a scholarly chaos; one that is exacerbated by the fact that each of these three pairs, Jew-
Greek, slave-free, male-female, carries its own political charge. Ethnicity, slavery and gender
all incur strong feelings and scholars sometimes take position according to their personal
and political views on these issues.’> How Paul should be seen in relation to Judaism,
whether he supported slavery and encouraged subordination of women - these are tense
guestions that are rarely approached from a purely historical perspective. The politicised
nature of the scholarly discussion makes a contextual reading of Paul more difficult, and yet,
more necessary.

The various viewpoints outlined here will concern us again in Chapters II-1V, chapters
that discuss each of the pairs. What this summary makes clear is that for understanding
Paul’s statement, much would be gained by looking at all three pairs together, and seeing
how the three pairs might be connected.

One in Christ: Inclusion or Equality?

Apart from the fragmented analyses based on the individual pairs, there is also a discussion
of the meaning of Paul’s statement as a whole. In this debate, the two main positions can be
summed up as ‘inclusion’ and ‘equality’. The first position assumes that in listing the three
pairs that are ‘one in Christ’, Paul is talking about the inclusion of different groups into a
single community, without affecting the differences between the members of the groups.
The second position interprets the denial of difference to mean that the formula declares
the equality of the different members of the community. According to John Elliott, an
outspoken proponent of the former position, the latter interpretation constitutes ‘a decided
minority’, since most scholars agree that the issue concerns ‘the inclusiveness of the
believing community and oneness and unity of persons who are “in Christ”, not their
equality’.”® Even if this assessment is correct, the group of scholars advocating an ‘equality’
reading has been influential, also with regard to popular perceptions, to the point that, as
John Kloppenborg observes, ‘it has now become something of a truism that the earliest
churches — the Pauline churches, at least, and perhaps some sectors of the Jesus movement
in Galilee — were egalitarian’.’* Both perspectives, then, deserve to be heard, and | will give
a brief overview of each of these two important interpretations.

2 See the debate on slavery in Chapter Ill. Jennifer Glancy identifies herself and others as ‘social progressives
who find a conservative Paul’ (Jennifer A. Glancy, ‘Slavery, Historiography, and Theology’, Biblical
Interpretation 15 (2007), 200-211, 202).

3 John H. Elliott, ‘The Jesus Movement Was Not Egalitarian but Family-oriented’, Biblical interpretation 11/2
(2003), 178.

" John S. Kloppenborg, ‘Egalitarianism in the Myth and Rhetoric of Pauline Churches’, in Reimagining Christian
Origins: A Colloquium Honoring Burton L. Mack, Elizabeth A. Castelli and Hal Taussig (eds.), (Valley Forge:
Trinity Press International 1996), 247-263, 248.
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All Are One: Inclusion
The view that Paul proclaims inclusion, and does not declare all those in Christ to be equal,
is perhaps summed up best by James Dunn in his influential study on Paul. According to
Dunn, Paul’s claim is ‘that these distinctions have been relativized, not removed’.'® Jewish
believers were still Jews, slaves were still slaves and wives were still wives within the Pauline
community. Even though racial, social, and gender differentiations no longer had
significance before God, in Dunn’s words, ‘the social realities conditioned the practice of the
principle’.*®

John Kloppenborg and John Elliott also both argue explicitly against the notion of
equality and in favour of inclusion as the correct interpretation of unity in Christ.
Kloppenborg claims that equality was not a concern for Paul, but rather is of special interest
only to modern interpreters.’’ Paul, according to Kloppenborg, was not interested in
equality among believers, but rather in reducing conflict and status display among members
of the groups. Such concerns were prominent in other contemporary organisations as well.
The instructions Paul gives, such as not to bring another member before a court (1
Corinthians 6: 1-9), occur also in the regulations of these groups. Based on a comparison
with contemporary voluntary associations, Kloppenborg concludes that ‘Pauline churches,
along with many other voluntary associations in antiquity, were “egalitarian” in the sense
that they admitted members of varying social ranks, women alongside men, and both slaves
and free’. Yet membership does not mean that ‘social difference is effaced merely because
persons of a variety of positions ate together, nor, more importantly, did it create a
presumption that all members were on the same plane of moral achievement’ '8

The only aspect which may have set the Pauline communities apart, in
Kloppenborg’s view, was the terminology used in the rhetoric of fraternity. Brotherhood
language is rarely found among other associations, and even rarer is it applied to slaves.
Kloppenborg calls this ‘perhaps the most striking innovation of Pauline associations’. It may
even explain some of the appeal of the Pauline churches, since it caused the ‘fictive
dissolution of the relentless vertical character of Greco-Roman social life through the
creation of a “family” that transcended such boundaries’.'®

Like Kloppenborg, John Elliott also locates the concern for equality and
egalitarianism firmly in modern thought. Equality, defined by Elliott with the help of a
modern dictionary as, among other things, ‘parity in social status, rights, responsibilities, or
economic opportunities’, was absent from ancient thought. Not only was there no
egalitarian early Jesus movement, there were, according to Elliott, no ancient egalitarian
communities at all.”° Paul’s statement about unity in Christ thus cannot function as a proof
text for such a community, since such communities did not exist. Moreover, any Greek
terms denoting equality are absent from Paul’s statement in Galatians, and the term that is
present, ‘one’, denotes unity, Elliott claims, not equality. Instead of equality, the household
should be seen as the basis and focus of the Jesus movement, both in its earliest form and in
the time of Paul. These house churches were stratified, according to Elliott, not egalitarian,

> James D.G. Dunn, The Theology of Paul the Apostle (Edinburgh: Clark 1998), 593.
® Dunn, The Theology of Paul, 593.

Y John S. Kloppenborg, ‘Egalitarianism’, 260.

18 Kloppenborg, ‘Egalitarianism’, 258-259.

9 Kloppenborg, ‘Egalitarianism’, 258-259.

20 Elliott, ‘Jesus Movement’, 175.
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and were ‘marked by economic, social, legal, and cultural disparities, along with differences
of age, gender, class, ethnicity’.”* These differences no longer determined who belonged to
God, but they did continue to determine status, roles and relations within the Jesus
movement. The purpose, according to Elliott, was to get as many people as possible in the

same choir, not to make them all organists or directors.?

Neither This nor That: Equality

The claim that early Christian groups were egalitarian has a long history in scholarship.?*
According to this view, Paul’s statement in Galatians can be seen an important expression of
a wider tradition. Jesus’ call to discipleship, to abandon family, property, possessions and
occupation is considered to be an expression of the egalitarian nature of early Christianity.**
Paul’s statement is then read in this context and is seen as a clear articulation of the
equality of all members of the Christian community. As noted above, a strong impetus for
this type of interpretation comes from the perspective of gender studies and feminist
scholarship, in particular from the work of Elisabeth Schissler Fiorenza. Schiissler Fiorenza
believes that Paul’s statement denies all male religious prerogatives, because it ‘not only
advocates the abolition of religious-cultural divisions, and the domination and exploitation
wrought by institutional slavery but also of domination based on sexual divisions’. The
formula should not be seen as a statement about individuals, but rather about communal
self-definition. Within the Christian community, ‘all distinctions of religion, race, class,
nationality, and gender are insignificant’, and all the baptized are equal.25

Along with Schissler Fiorenza, the commentary on Galatians by Hans Dieter Betz
exerted great influence on subsequent views, both scholarly and popular. Betz, contrary to
Schissler Fiorenza, focusses not on gender aspects, but rather sees the formula in light of
ancient social ideals. According to Betz ‘there can be no doubt that Paul’s statements have
social and political implications of even a revolutionary dimension’. The abolition of religious
and social distinctions proclaimed by Paul constitutes the realisation of ‘very old and
decisive ideals’.”® Yet Betz is also careful to point out that other passages in Paul’s letters
appear to stand in tension with this revolutionary claim, especially with regard to the
abolition of slavery and of sex distinction. The explanation for this tension, Betz suggest,
may be the formula’s pre-Pauline origin. Paul’s own response, then, was an effort to contain
the social problems arising from the declaration’s radical potential.

In recent years, two of the most outspoken defenders of Paul’s message as one of
equality have been John Dominic Crossan and Mary Ann Beavis. Crossan sums up Paul’s
message as ‘equality now’ and calls his vision one of ‘equality-as-justice, or justice-as-
equality’.”’ Central to Crossan’s understanding of Paul’s program of radical egalitarianism is
his eschatological view. According to Crossan, ‘apocalypse begun meant equality now — at

2 Elliott, ‘Jesus Movement’, 204.

2 Elliott, ‘Jesus Movement’, 205.

> For an overview of this history see Kloppenborg, ‘Egalitarianism’, 248; also Mary Ann Beavis, ‘Christian
Origins, Egalitarianism, and Utopia’, Journal of Feminist Studies in Religion 23/2 (2007), 27-49.

2 Beavis, ‘Christian Origins’, 46-48.

2 Schissler Fiorenza, In Memory of Her, 213.

?® Hans Dieter Betz, A Commentary on Paul’s Letter to the Churches in Galatia (Philadelphia: Fortress Press
1979), 190.

%’ John Dominic Crossan, God and Empire: Jesus against Rome, Then and Now (San Francisco:
HarperSanFrancisco 2007), 159-160.
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least in Christ’.”® The implications of Paul’s message should be seen on the largest scale,

according to Crossan. Even though Paul speaks about ‘all Christians’ only, since he wanted
all people to become Christians, the implication is in fact that all people are equal with one
another.”

Mary Ann Beavis argues, from a slightly different perspective, for a similar
understanding of the egalitarian nature of early Christianity. She places the early Jesus-
movement against the background of ancient utopias.30 According to Beavis, the ‘basileia
movement’ held egalitarian ideals, including gender egalitarianism, similar to those of other
ancient utopian writings and movements. Paul’s statement therefore declares ‘baptismal
unity irrespective of nationality, class, or gender’, and can be interpreted as an expression of
‘the near-inexpressible reality of an "egalitarian movement".*!

Although both perspectives, inclusion and equality, claim to argue their positions
based on an analysis of ancient thought and practice, the debate often seems to reflect
rather more current concerns. For one, it is doubtful whether framing the meaning of Paul’s
statement as either ‘inclusion’ or ‘equality’ conforms to a first-century understanding. It
rather appears to gain its relevance from a present-day debate about equality, especially in
connection with the position of women in church and society. While several of the ancient
sources put forward in this debate are pertinent to Paul, as will be argued in this study, they
are not allowed their full explanatory capacity when they are forced to speak to this pre-
determined opposition.*?

Many questions in relation to Paul’s claim that ‘there is neither Jew nor Greek,
neither slave nor free, nor male and female’ thus remain open. Much can be gained by
taking all three pairs into consideration, and by paying careful attention to the historical
context in which Paul makes his statement. While the importance of such a contextual
reading is often acknowledged, it has so far not been attempted.

Methodological Considerations

This study will therefore be an effort in contextualisation: to place Paul’s statement about
Jew and Greek, slave and free, and male and female, in its ancient context. The importance
of a contextual reading of philosophical and other texts is argued by historian and
philosopher Quentin Skinner. According to Skinner, ‘any statement is inescapably the
embodiment of a particular intention on a particular occasion, addressed to the solution of
a particular problem, and is thus specific to its context’.>® Skinner criticises the reading of
classical texts of political philosophy in particular, but by implication other texts as well, in

order to find ‘dateless wisdom’ in them, or uncover their contribution to issues that are

28 Crossan, God and Empire, 159-160.

?% Crossan and Reed, In Search of Paul, 234.

%0 Mary Ann Beavis, Jesus & Utopia: Looking for the Kingdom of God in the Roman World (Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 2006).

31 Beavis, ‘Christian Origins’, 36.

32 several of the ‘utopian’ sources discussed by Crossan, Beavis and Betz, such as Sibylline Oracles 2. 319-329,
and Philo and Josephus’ descriptions of the Essenes, will feature in this study, but their meaning in relation to
Paul will be evaluated differently (see Chapter |, section 3.2.3 and 3.3.1).

* Quentin Skinner, Visions of Politics: Volume I: Regarding Method (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
2002), 88.
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seen as perennial, or universal. Such a reading is always vulnerable to anachronism and to
the danger of falsely recognising elements in the text as familiar.>*

Much of the criticism Skinner levels against this type of political history appear to me
to apply to the interpretation of Paul as well. With the possible relevance of Paul’s views for
contemporary questions in mind, scholars are bound to find applicable insights in his
writings, whether Paul actually addresses these contemporary questions or not.

Rather than look for universal questions, we should turn to the ‘argumentative
context’ of specific utterances, to determine ‘how exactly they connect with, or relate to,
other utterances concerned with the same subject matter’. Only if we manage to identify
this context with sufficient accuracy, can we ‘eventually hope to read off what it was that
the writer or speaker in whom we are interested was doing in saying what he or she said’.*
We should not let ourselves be determined by our own argumentative context, but rather
as much as possible by that of the author. This means placing the text within whatever
intertextual context that turns out to make the best sense of it.*°

The political historian Janet Coleman describes this task as an effort to find the
author’s contemporary world:

We must go back and look at the argument as a historical phenomenon, as a local
utterance, and try to place it in terms of the circumstances in which it emerged
and to reconstruct plausible reasons for which it was enunciated in a particular
language. We must examine a text within the context of an author’s
contemporary world of meaning and distinguish, where we can, its differentness
from ours, in order to show, at least minimally, what an author might have meant
as well as what he could not possibly have meant.*’

In this study, | will be taking Paul’s statement as a first-century phenomenon, emerging in a
particular world of meaning; a world which may well be different from ours. It constitutes a
‘local utterance’, determined by contemporary circumstances and language. Skinner
describes this historical aspect of any statement as an ‘intervention in a pre-existing
conversation’.*® | do not understand this conversation to be one that necessarily actually
took place; it can be a reconstructed and in that sense fictional conversation, between
various sources in a particular culture discussing a similar subject. Nor will | take the term
‘pre-existing’ in a narrow sense that would mean excluding all sources dating after Paul. |
will not argue that Paul responded directly to any of the sources and texts put forward in
this study. Rather, | attempt to establish the broad patterns of thought prevalent in
contemporary culture that will have been familiar to him. For this, late first or early second
century, or in some cases even later, sources can also be pertinent.

Contextualisation, however, is not without its methodological problems. If a text can
only be understood within its context, then the same is obviously true for the texts
presented as context. In principle, contextualisation is an infinite process. Nor is the context

3 Skinner, Visions of Politics, 57-79.

» Skinner, Visions of Politics, 116.

%% Skinner, ‘Lectures Part Two: Is It Still Possible to Interpret Texts?’, International Journal of Psychoanalysis
89/3 (2008), 647—654, 652.

*” Janet Coleman, A History of Political Thought: From Ancient Greece to Early Christianity (Oxford: Blackwell
2000), 17.

*® Quentin Skinner, ‘Lectures’, 651.
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of any given text a self-evident entity; establishing the context of a particular text is already
an interpretative act.® Yet these objections should not keep us from placing Paul’s
statement in a context which we can argue to be relevant. Moreover, in the case of Paul, or
any other ancient author, a surplus of context is not our main worry. Instead, we have to
make do with the sources that are available to us. Since we have only one side of the
conversation Paul was engaged in, and little way of knowing what the points of view of his
immediate audience were, we are rather confronted by a frustrating lack of context. We
inevitably have to place Paul in a broad setting contemporary thinking and look for texts
that deal with issues similar to the ones he is addressing.

Reading Paul in the context of contemporary thought is of course nothing new.*
Already in the mid-eighteenth century, Jacob Wettstein formulated a rule that is useful and
‘easily comprehended’:

If you wish to get a thorough and complete understanding of the books of the
New Testament, put yourself in the place of those to whom they were first
delivered by the apostles as a legacy. Transfer yourself in thought to that time
and that area where they were first read. Endeavour, so far as possible, to
acquaint yourself with the customs, practices, habits, opinions, accepted ways of
thought, proverbs, symbolic language, and everyday expressions of these men,
and with the ways and means by which they attempt to persuade others or to
furnish a foundation for faith. Above all, keep in mind, when you turn to a
passage, that you can make no progress by means of any modern system,
whether of theology or logic, or by means of opinions current today.**

The opinions current in Paul’s time should thus be kept in mind when trying to understand
Paul’s contribution to contemporary debates. The methodological approach outlined here
means focussing, in a broad sense, on authorial intent; a perspective which has long been
dominant in the study of early-Christian writings, but which has also been questioned.42 This

** For a fundamental critique of contextualisation see, Preston King, Thinking Past a Problem: Essays on the
History of Ideas (London: Frank Cass 2000), 214.

“® For a description of this history, see Abraham J. Malherbe, Paul and the Popular Philosophers (Minneapolis:
Fortress Press 1989), 1-5.

* Jacob Wettstein, Novum Testamentum Graecum editionis receptae cum lectionibus variantibus codicum
MSS., Vol Il, (Amsterdam: Ex Officina Dommeriana 1751/1752), 878, translation S. McLean Gilmour and
Howard C. Kee, in The New Testament: The History of the Investigation of Its Problems, Werner Georg Kiimmel
(Nashville: Abingdon Press 1972), 50.

*|n the context of New-Testament scholarship, such critique comes on the one hand from scholars influenced
by the idea of the ‘death of the author’, sparked particularly by the seminal essays of Roland Barthes (‘The
Death of the Author’, Aspen Magazine 5/6 (1967)) and Michel Foucault (‘Qu'est-ce qu'un Auteur?’, Bulletin de
la Société Frangaise de Philosophie 63/3 (1969), 73-104). On the other, it comes from those who wish to
preserve a space for interpretation of the Biblical text in a church context. For the former, see, for example,
the critical stance towards ‘authorial intent’ that can be found in the work of April D. DeConick, who has
developed an approach called ‘network criticism’. In this approach, authorial meaning is not privileged, but the
text, or ‘production’ is placed instead in the personal cognitive network of the author, or ‘architect’ and
situated within relevant domains of knowledge and socio-cultural matrices (April D. DeConick, ‘Network
Criticism: An Embodied Historical Approach’, 2011, a programmatic essay accessed at
http://www.aprildeconick.com/ networkcriticism.html). The latter view can be found in more systematically
oriented interpretations, such as, for example, Angus Paddison, Theological Hermeneutics and 1 Thessalonians
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2005); Joel B. Green and Max Turner (eds.), Between Two Horizons:
Spanning New Testament Studies and Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids: W.B. Eerdmans 2000), but is also
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focus does not mean that we will attempt to recover the inner thoughts and feelings of the
author, but rather that the cultural and historical position of the author is taken into
account in the analysis of the text. When dealing with actual letters, which are the result of
a deliberate action on the part of the author, asking after intentions seems entirely
Iegitimate.43 As the overview of the scholarly discussion above shows, the question of which
ideas Paul wanted to convey is an important question in the debate. In the approach of this
study, therefore, it is important to keep the idea of an author very much alive, and to
include in our analysis only what we can confidently assume to be the writings of this
specific author.

There are some who feel that the distinction that is frequently made between
genuine Pauline letters and later pseudo-Pauline letters is of little relevance; that this is
merely an arbitrary modern concern, since these writings all had authority among early
Christians.** The reason that | do value the distinction, and that this study is limited to the
letters which can be taken as the work of Paul, is simple. Paul’s is one of the few ancient
voices we can still hear today, and one of the even fewer Jewish voices. We should be
careful to pick out this one distinctive voice, and hear what it says. Blurring the lines
between his ideas and those of others means giving up our access to a unique voice.

Of course, Paul’s voice is most often heard as Christian; his letters are the earliest
Christian texts we have. Yet labelling Paul, his writings or his views as ‘Christian’ does not
offer any explanatory value.*® Even though Paul may be seen as the beginning of
Christianity, what happened after him, including most of Christian and Pauline tradition,
does not help us to understand his writings and ideas. The knowledge that the world
continued for another two thousand years and that Paul had a significant impact on
religious thought during that period may even hinder our access to him. Describing Paul or
the members of his congregations as Christian thus rather obscures them, since the
distinctive notion of what Christian means was not defined in Paul’s time, as it is for modern
readers. One of the main elements of this modern definition, namely that Christianity is a
religion distinct from Judaism, is even pertinently untrue for the first century. Paul and his
audience operate within the sphere of Judaism, and do not convert to a separate, Christian,
religion. Since the aim of this study is to see how Paul’s thought can be understood in its
mid first-century context, a context in which Christianity does not yet exist, | will avoid using
the terms Christian or Christianity, while not denying that these terms can be meaningful in
other contexts.

As will become clear in this study, Paul’s voice is one that is still worth listening to
today. It is the voice of someone living on the eschatological edge; someone for whom the
things that may once have been important, and that others around him still think are
important, have suddenly lost meaning, because the world is no longer what it once was.

criticised by others with an explicitly Christian focus (see, e.g., Francis Watson, Text and Truth: Redefining
Biblical Theology (Edinburgh: Clark 1997) and Ben Witherington Ill, The Indelible Image: The Theological and
Ethical Thought World of the New Testament (Downers Grove: IVP Academic 2009-2010)).

**In a discussion of authorial intention, James Dunn calls Paul’s letters ‘the most obvious examples in the NT of
intentional texts’ (Jesus Remembered (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 2003), 118, nt. 66).

* S0 for example Bruce Hansen, who sees Colossians 3:11 along with Galatians 3:28 and 1 Corinthians 12:13 as
evidence of one social vision on the grounds that this text ‘clearly reflects the same tradition, is in some sense
Pauline, and thus bears on an inquiry into how the saying functioned in the Pauline epistles and churches’
(Hansen, All of You Are One, 2).

> The earliest occurrences of the term are in the book of Acts, 11:26; 26:28; and 1 Peter 4:16.
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The hopes that were pinned on the ultimate future would finally be realised. As an
expression of a social ideal, Paul’s statement about unity in Christ also reveals something
about the specific historical situation in which it is formed and for which it presents an
alternative. It reflects one man’s view of what truly matters in the end, and thereby throws
his own time, and possibly even ours, into relief.

Composition of This Study

In the following chapters, the phrase ‘there is neither Jew nor Greek, neither slave nor free,
nor male and female, because you are all one in Christ Jesus’ (Galatians 3:28) will be
examined in two different contexts: that of Paul’s letters and that of wider first-century
thought. Chapter |, One in Christ: The Reality of an Ideal Community, introduces the phrase
as it occurs in the letter to the Galatians and discusses its connection to Paul’s thought on
baptism, community and eschatology. The chapter then turns to the three pairs as they
were found in the contemporary cultural conversation. The three pairs and the social
distinctions they reflect featured in contemporary discussions of family and society, both in
their actual, as well as in their ideal form. The first chapter traces these two very different
views on society and focusses on conceptions of ideal communities in first-century thought,
especially among Jewish authors and in eschatological imaginings. Since ideal societies were
envisaged as times and places where there would be no boundaries between countries or
peoples, where there would be no slaves and no marriage, Paul’s phrase about unity in
Christ appears to be intended as a statement about such an ideal community and time.

Chapter IlI, Neither Jew nor Greek: Eschatological Gentiles and Jewish
Cosmopolitanism, focusses on the first pair. It places Paul’s ideas about Jew and non-Jew
within the contemporary Jewish eschatological tradition that imagined gentiles as
participating in end-time salvation. Paul’s statements on Jew and non-Jew in his letters are
discussed around four topics: Paul’s self-descriptions that refer to his Jewishness, his
thought on circumcision, his redefinition of the children of Abraham and his statements on
the law. His ideas on each of these topics are understood from an eschatological
perspective. We then turn to wider contemporary thought, especially contemporary
cosmopolitanism, which emphasised the connection between all people. Ideas about ethnic
unity and a world without boundaries, which were prevalent at the time, occur again in
connection with ideal places and times.

Chapter |Ill, Neither Slave nor Free: Brothers in the Lord, discusses the few
statements that Paul makes in his letters about actual slaves and shows how Paul in each
case challenges the conventional distinction between slave and free. In the exploration of
contemporary thought on slavery, it will become evident that the absence of slavery was
part of the way an ideal society could be imagined, especially among Jews, whether this
ideal was situated in the past, the present, or the future.

Chapter IV Nor Male and Female: Marriage at the End of the World, will make the
case that the third pair of Paul’s statement should not be understood as a declaration about
gender, but rather as one about marriage. Since contemporary interpretations of the first
chapters of Genesis, and especially of the verse quoted by Paul in the formula, see it as
referring to marriage and the union between man and woman with the aim of procreation,
it is likely that Paul understood the pair in a similar way. Paul’s own discussion of marriage
as no longer necessary or desirable fits within this understanding, which is confirmed by
wider notions of marriage being absent in the end-time or in ideal communities.
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The Conclusion will discuss Paul’s statement about unity in Christ as a contribution to
the first-century conversation about ideal ways to live and to organise society. By describing
unity in Christ in terms of these three pairs, Paul made a claim for his specific vision that
addressed several contemporary concerns and spoke to a first-century ideal of social
harmony. This study will thus allow us to see Paul’s statement as an expression of a
particular concern at a particular time.
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Chapter |
One in Christ: The Reality of an Ideal Community

Introduction

Out of everything the New-Testament author Paul wrote in his letters, the words ‘there is
neither Jew nor Greek, neither slave nor free, nor male and female, because you are all one
in Christ Jesus’ (Galatians 3:28) are quite possibly those that speak most to the modern
imagination. In the verse, Paul mentions several important social distinctions, and the
formulaic nature of his words suggests that we are hearing a major pronouncement. At the
same time, the phrase is open and unspecific enough to allow for a wide range of
interpretations and uses. The verse has indeed been used over time to support a number of
causes, sometimes even by both sides competing over the same issue.’

The appeal that this statement has for readers also shows in the numerous pairs that
have been added to the three mentioned originally, a process that already began shortly
after Paul, as is evident in the letter to the Colossians.” ‘Neither gay nor straight’, ‘neither
healthy nor disabled’, ‘neither uptown nor downtown’; depending on the cause or the
context, the formula has been adapted to suit many agendas and concerns.®> While such
creative rewritings of this formula serve to make it speak to new situations, they can also be
seen to highlight something about the original: these three pairs must have been as urgent
in the cultural conversation of the first century as the additional categories are today, even
if the formula as a whole no doubt functioned differently. Yet we still lack an adequate
understanding of the concerns that the original pairs addressed. The choice for these
particular three is often taken to be self-evident and has rarely been examined in detail. As
outlined in the introduction, many current scholarly interpretations of this verse tend to be
driven by contemporary questions, or at least by modern notions such as inclusion, equality
or identity. Few attempts have been made to place the formula and the three pairs into
their original first-century context and to understand how they were relevant there.*

! This occurred, e.g., in debates about slavery, where the phrase was used in both abolitionist and pro-slavery
theology in the nineteenth-century. For this debate see J. Albert Harrill, Slaves in the New Testament literary,
social, and moral dimensions (Minneapolis: Fortress Press 2005), 165-192; also John M. G. Barclay, ‘Am | not a
Man and a Brother’, The Expository Times 119/1 (2007), 3-13.

?In Colossians 3:11, the first two pairs of the formula in Galatians recur, and the categories ‘circumcised and
uncircumcised’, ‘barbarian’ and ‘Scythian’ are added (o0k évi “EAinv kal Toudalog, TepLTopt kKal dkpoPuotie,
BapPopog, Tkibng, Sodlog, ErelBepog, dAAL [ta] Tavte kel év maoLy XpLotog). For an analysis of the formulain
Colossians see David Goldenberg, ‘Scythian-Barbarian: The Permutations of a Classical Topos in Jewish and
Christian Texts of Late Antiquity’, Journal of Jewish Studies 49/1 (1998), 87-102; Hansen, All of You, 158-190.

® There are many examples of such additions, especially in non-scholarly contexts, see, e.g., Peter Rollins, ‘The
Worldly Theology of Emerging Christianity’ in Church in the Present Tense: A Candid Look at What's Emerging,
Scot McKnight, Kevin Corcoran, Jason Clark (eds.), (Grand Rapids: Brazos Press 2011), 23-38, 24; Paul Veliyathil,
God Is Plural: Sermons for an Emerging Church (Bloomington: iUniverse 2010), 134.

* Some commentators see the pairs as an attempt to counter Jewish prayers, as we will discuss below. J. Louis
Martyn suggests that the phrase could be a development of ‘Stoic and Neoplatonic tradition’ about freedom
from distinctions, or of the proto-gnostic idea that humanity was originally androgynous, or was influenced by
apocalyptic thought about the end of marriage (J. Louis Martyn, Galatians: A New Translation with
Introduction and Commentary (New York: Doubleday 1998), 379-380).
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Scholars tend to assume that the three pairs of opposites mentioned here by Paul,
Jew-Greek, slave-free and male-female, together add up to all social differences. The pairs
are seen as a reference to the most important distinctions in society, understood as either
ancient society, or even human society in general, and are simply read as shorthand for
‘everyone’.” According to Peter Lampe, for example, Paul states in the formula ‘that
whatever the worldly differences among the Galatians may be, they are abolished’.® The
three pairs are thus not taken as references to specific social groups and distinctions, but
instead the phrase as a whole is seen as more than the sum of its parts.

Although the statement, and its negation of difference, is often seen as exceptional,
the pairs themselves appear to raise few questions.” The implicit assumption behind this
type of interpretation seems to be that Paul is doing nothing new in putting these three
pairs together; he is picking up on a basic understanding of humanity or society, or is
perhaps simply following convention. The problem with this accepted reading of the phrase
is that there is no indication that there was any such ancient convention. These three
categories were certainly important in ancient thought, but there is no indication that they
were a fixed set, that pointed beyond itself to humanity in general. Some ancient authors
indeed mention three pairs of opposites, as does Paul, and some mention one or more of
the three pairs that Paul lists. Paul’s Jewish contemporary Philo of Alexandria, for example,
also mentions three pairs as the components of humankind, and while there is some
overlap, these are not entirely the same as Paul’s:

And if ever you give thanks for people and their fortunes, do not do so only for
the race taken generally (um woévov Tepl tod yévoug), but you shall give thanks
also for its species and most important parts, such as men and women, Greeks
and barbarians, people on the continent, and those who have their habitation in
the islands (avdpav, yovalk@y,  EAMvov, BepPapwy, tdv év Amelpols, TV TG
viooug einxotwv).  (Philo, On the Special Laws 1.211)

Two pairs mentioned by Philo appear similar to Paul’s: men and women, and an ethnic pair,
although here this is not Jews and Greeks, but rather its Greek equivalent: Greeks and

> James Dunn, for example, observes that, ‘Paul's words seem deliberately chosen to cover the full range of the
most profound distinctions within human society-racial/cultural, social/economic, and sexual/gender.” (Dunn,
The Theology of Paul the Apostle, 593). According to Richard Longenecker, ‘These three couplets (...) cover in
embryonic fashion all the essential relationships of humanity’ (Richard N. Longenecker, Galatians (Dallas:
Word Books 1990), 157). Daniel Boyarin calls Galatians 3:28 ‘the baptismal declaration of the new humanity of
no difference’ (Boyarin, A Radical Jew, 5). Brigitte Kahl relates the three categories more specifically to an
ancient context, ‘Paul “sees” that the binary oppositions and hierarchies (male-female, master-slave, Greek-
Barbarian) which the Greeks thought to be the basic cosmic structures on which the world rested, are no
longer valid’ (Brigitte Kahl, 'Gender Trouble in Galatia? Paul and the Rethinking of Difference’, in Is there a
Future for Feminist Theology?, D. Sawyer and D. Collier (eds.), (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press 1999), 57-
73, 68). Pauline Nigh Hogan believes Paul refers to ‘the major indicators of social position in the ancient world:
race, legal status and gender’ (Pauline Nigh Hogan, “No Longer Male and Female”: Interpreting Galatians 3.28
in Early Christianity (London: T&T Clark 2008), 21).

® peter Lampe, ‘The Language of Equality in Early Christian House Churches’, in Early Christian Families in
Context: An Interdisciplinary Dialogue, David Balch and Caroline Osiek (eds.), (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 2003),
73-83, 77.

’ Richard Longenecker is one of the few to ask the question, but believes there is no answer: ‘Just why these
three couplets, and not others, were incorporated into the confession of early Christians is impossible to say’
(Longenecker, Galatians, 157)
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barbarians.? The third, however, people who live on the continent and those who live on the
islands, is very different. This is a pair that occurs more often in Philo and that reflects his
understanding of the world and its inhabitants.” While it is certainly possible that Paul, like
Philo, intended to sum up all humanity, we cannot assume an ancient understanding about
these three pairs together as referring to all human beings. It may seem obvious to many
scholars today that these three pairs describe the most important human or social
differences, but it apparently was not obvious in Paul’s time. It is therefore important to ask
why Paul mentions these three particular pairs. If others do not put quite these three
elements together, then why does he? We will attempt to answer this question by looking
at the way these pairs, and the three social distinctions they reflect, were discussed in his
time.

This study will look at Paul’s baptismal formula as an historical phenomenon and see
it as ‘an intervention in a pre-existing conversation’, following the methodological approach
outlined in the introduction.’® This means that we will try to reconstruct the context in
which Paul’s statement should be understood, by looking at contemporary understandings
of these categories, and by looking at the way these pairs occur in Paul’s own writings. The
subsequent three chapters of this study will each focus on one of the pairs and on the
contemporary conversation about each particular pair. As we will see, each of the three
pairs represents a topic that was of interest to many of Paul’s contemporaries, and we can
position his thought within the context of each of these contemporary discussions.

In this chapter, we will look at the three pairs together and at those areas where the
conversations about each of these topics overlap. As this chapter will show, the three pairs
cluster in the contemporary conversation exactly on those issues that seem relevant to Paul
in the formula, which, as we will see, are community and eschatology. The distinctions
mentioned by Paul frequently appear in contemporary discussions of how to behave within
the family and how to organise society. They also feature in a type of thought that was
concerned with ideal or utopian communities, that were often located outside conventional
society, whether outside in space or time, or in the realm of the ideal. As | will argue in this
chapter, by characterising unity in Christ in these specific terms, Paul made a contribution to
the contemporary conversation about ideal and existing ways of life. This contemporary
cultural conversation has to a large extent been overlooked by previous research into the
meaning of Paul’s saying.

This chapter will begin with a closer look at Paul’s formula as it occurs in the letter to
the Galatians, and the particular argument in which this statement appears as something of

® paul’s ethnic terminology, including the division Jew-Greek as a Jewish appropriation of the standard Greek
distinction between themselves and barbarians, is discussed in Chapter 2, section 2.1.

° The pair occurs in several other places, to indicate the whole world, or its inhabitants, see, e.g., De mutatione
nominum 1:35, ‘What islands, or what continents, must he visit? Must he dwell among the Greeks or among
the barbarians?’; De vita Mosis 2:20 ‘But this is not the case with our laws which Moses has given to us; for
they lead after them and influence all nations, barbarians, and Greeks, the inhabitants of continents and
islands, the eastern nations and the western, Europe and Asia; in short, the whole habitable world from one
extremity to the other.”; On the Special Laws 3,25 ‘And, moreover, why should one be willing to limit the
associations and connections with other men, and to confine a most honorable thing within the narrow space
of the walls of a single house, which ought rather to be extended and diffused over all continents, and islands,
and the whole inhabited world?’.

% Quentin Skinner, ‘Lectures’, 651. See the introduction to this study for a further elaboration of this
contextual approach.
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a punch line (1.1). After a discussion of the origin of the formula (1.2), Paul’s wider thought
on baptism, community and eschatology, which forms the background for the statement,
will be examined (1.3).

It has often been recognised with regards to Paul, that only one side of the direct
conversation in which he was involved is available to us; we only hear his side of the various
issues that come up. This is also true in the case of Galatians; apart from what we can glean
from the letter, the points of view of Paul’s audience in Galatia remain largely unknown to
us.’* In order to reconstruct how the formula addressed contemporary concerns, we have to
focus on the broader cultural conversation. As just noted, the distinctions mentioned by
Paul featured in contemporary discussions of family and society, both in their actual, as well
as in their ideal form. In the first century, there were different ways of imagining unity and
harmony in society. On the one hand, harmony was seen as the result of a well ordered
society that was based on families in which everyone knew their appropriate role. This type
of thought will be the subject of section 2 ‘Defining Difference’. The categories used by Paul,
and the ethnic and other social distinctions to which they refer, functioned as important
markers in this type of thought, while several other categories appear in it as well. The
section discusses two subsets of this type of thought: the topos of household management
(2.1) and prayers of thanksgiving (2.2). The authors discussed in these sections emphasise
difference within pairs: they oppose Jew to non-Jew or Greek to barbarian, slave to free,
and male to female. According to them, there is difference, and defining this difference
matters.

Section 3, ‘The Ideal of Unity’, will deal with the second approach to social harmony,
one that is found in ideal or utopian thought. This type of thought often denies social
difference and emphasises unity, and does so by referring to various social categories,
including those mentioned by Paul. As we will see, ancient utopian thought imagined an
ideal society as one where the major sources of social strife as these were conceived in
ancient thought, namely wealth and property, and marriage and family, were absent.*? In
these depictions of the ideal, the conventional social distinctions no longer existed. We will
see how this type of thought began in Plato, and developed a particular form in first-century
thought, especially among Jewish authors and in eschatological imaginings (sections 3.1-
3.3).

In the final section (section 4), ‘A Common Ideal’, we will see how this pre-existing
conversation can help us to understand Paul’'s words and suggest a direction for

" Several recent studies attempt to understand the letter by reconstructing the concerns of Paul’s Galatian
audience, from very different angles. Brigitte Kahl examines the discussion in Galatians from the perspective of
Roman imperial ideology (Brigitte Kahl, Galatians Re-Imagined: Reading with the Eyes of the Vanquished
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press 2010)). Susan Elliott looks at the Anatolian cultic context of the Galatians (Susan
Elliott, Cutting Too Close for Comfort: Paul's Letter to the Galatians in its Anatolian Cultic Context (London: T&T
Clark International 2003), while Justin Hardin focusses on the Imperial cult in Galatia (Justin Hardin, Galatians
and the Imperial Cult: A Critical Analysis of the First-century Social Context of Paul's Letter (Tubingen: Mohr
Siebeck 2008). Such efforts to explain the content of Paul’s letter from a reconstructed audience inevitably
suffer from the problem that Paul was probably addressing only a handful of people, about whose specific
situation, as non-Jews attracted to Judaism, we only know through his letter. None of these studies is
particularly focused on Galatians 3:28, or offers a specific reading, although Elliott does see potential for a new
interpretation based on her findings and plans to work this out later (Elliott, Cutting too Close for Comfort,
346).

2 See Moses Finley, The Use and Abuse of History (London: Chatto and Windus 1975), 181. Finley’s idea of the
causes of strife will be discussed further in connection with ideal societies in section 3, below.
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understanding the individual pairs. If contemporary thought about ideal societies envisaged
such societies as times and places where there would be no boundaries between countries
or peoples, where there would be no slaves and no marriage, then Paul’s phrase about unity
in Christ may well be intended as a statement about such an ideal community or time.

1 Baptism and Participation in Christ: Community and
Eschatology

1.1 Paul’s Baptismal Formula

Before turning to first-century thought about the three pairs, we will first examine Paul’s
formula in the context of the letter in which it occurs. The declaration about being ‘one in
Christ’ comes at the end of the third chapter of Paul’s letter to the Galatians. In this letter,
Paul’s main objective is to convince his non-Jewish audience in Galatia that they do not
need to follow the Jewish law in order to belong to God."® Paul focusses especially on
circumcision as the crucial issue in this debate about the law. Paul apparently saw it as a
very real possibility that the Galatians to whom he writes might accept a different idea
about the grounds on which they, as gentiles, could belong to God.

In the third chapter of the letter, as part of this argument against gentile
circumcision, Paul brings up Abraham. He gives his definition of those who count as
Abraham’s children and heirs, and in doing so most likely challenges the narrative about
Abraham that his opponents told.'* Although contemporary Jewish sources can portray
Abraham’s ancestry in a number of ways, he is predominantly described as the patriarch of
the Jews. Observance of the Jewish law is seen as the defining characteristic of those who
belong to the people of Abraham. Paul here puts forward a different definition of
Abraham’s descendants and argues that Abraham is not only the father of Jews, but also of
gentiles, not through law observance, but through Christ. Both Paul’s treatment of
circumcision, and his view on the role of Abraham in relation to Jews and gentiles, will be
examined in more detail in the next chapter. Here it is enough to understand the contours
of the debate in which Paul is involved, in order to see how he uses the statement about

 This is the view shared by most interpreters, see, e.g., G. Walter Hansen, Abraham in Galatians: Epistolary
and Rhetorical Contexts (Sheffield: JSOT Press 1989), 97-101; J. Louis Martyn, Galatians, 13-34; James D.G.
Dunn, The Epistle to the Galatians (Peabody: Hendrickson 1993), 14-20; John M.G. Barclay, Obeying the Truth
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark 1988), 75-105; Philip F. Esler, ‘Paul’s Contestation of Israel’s (Ethnic) Memory of
Abraham in Galatians 3’, Biblical Theology Bulletin 36 (2006), 23-34; Ben Witherington (lIl), Grace in Galatia: A
Commentary on St. Paul's Letter to the Galatians (Edinburgh: Clark 1998), 278.

1 See, e.g., Philip Esler, who imagines Paul to have thought, just before writing Galatians 3: ‘You regard
descent from Abraham as a desirable thing? ... Then let me tell you what it means and how to get it!” (Philip F.
Esler, ‘Paul’s Contestation’, 25), also De Boer, Galatians, 185; Martyn, Galatians, 302-306.

 For example in 4 Maccabees: ‘Oh Israelite children, offspring of the seed of Abraham, obey his law’ (4
Maccabees 18:1). For a discussion of this connection between Abraham and the law, see Birgit E.A.L. van der
Lans, ‘Belonging to Abraham’s Kin: Genealogical Appeals to Abraham as a Possible Background for Paul’s
Abrahamic Argument’ in Abraham, the Nations and the Hagarites: Jewish, Christian, and Islamic Perspectives
on Kinship with Abraham (Martin Goodman, George H. van Kooten and Jacques T.A.G.M. van Ruiten (eds.),
(Leiden: Brill 2010), 307-318.
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unity in Christ, which is of central interest here, to drive home his point about gentiles,
Abraham and the law.

Paul’s sweeping statement about all being ‘one in Christ’ allows him to affirm that
when it comes to their ancestry and their relation to God, the distinction between Jew and
Greek, or Jew and non-Jew, is not relevant.'® Both are in Christ and therefore both are
Abraham’s seed and his heirs:

You are all sons of God through faith, in Christ Jesus, because all of you who were
baptized into Christ have put on Christ. There is neither Jew nor Greek, neither
slave nor free, nor male and female, because you are all one in Christ Jesus (odk
€L Tovdeiog ovde “EAAny, olk évi 8oDAog o0de éAcUBepoc, ok €vL &poev Kol
6fAv). If you belong to Christ, then you are Abraham's seed, and heirs according
to the promise (Galatians 3:26-29)

Through their link with Christ, who is identified by Paul earlier in the chapter as the seed of
Abraham (Galatians 3:16), all those who are ‘in Christ’ also become Abraham’s seed
(Galatians 3:29). Since the passage deals primarily with the question of who counts as a
descendant of Abraham, it is evident that the first pair, Jew-Greek is central to the
immediate discussion. The two other pairs, slave-free and male-female, do not play an
immediate role in it; they are not directly relevant to the point Paul is making here.™® Yet it is
important to note that Paul does not refer to his negation of the Jew-Greek distinction
directly. He does not say, gentiles are also children of Abraham, because there is neither
Jew nor Greek. The logic of Paul’s argument goes via Christ; it is because all, including Jew
and Greek, are in Christ, that they are children of Abraham, since Christ is the seed to whom
the promise was given.

We will come back to this discussion about Abraham in greater detail in the next
chapter. What our exploration here allows us to see is that since the argument and the
passage in Galatians deal with Abraham’s heirs, there is no obvious connection between the
pairs slave-free and male-female and the argument in which it occurs. This fact, combined
with the formulaic nature of the verse that makes it stand out from its direct surrounding,

'® A closer examination of Paul’s ethnic terminology will be given in the next chapter. Here it is sufficient to
note that Paul can use the terms ‘Greek’ ("EAAnv), ‘the nations’ (& €0vn) and ‘the foreskin’ (7 dxpopuotia)
roughly as equivalents to indicate non-Jews. So for example in Romans 3:29-30 Or is God the God of Jews
only? Is he not the God of the nations too? Yes, of the nations too, 30 since there is one God, who will justify
the circumcised by faith and the uncircumcised through faith (7 Tovdeiwy 6 8edg povov; obyl kal EOvRY; val
kel €0V, 30 elmep elg 6 Bedg O¢ SLKaLWOEL TEPLTOUNY €K TLOTEWS Kol dkpoPuotiov Sui Thg TloTews.). Also in
1 Corinthians 1:22-23 Jews demand miraculous signs and Greeks look for wisdom, but we preach Christ
crucified: a stumbling block to Jews and foolishness to the nations (émeldn kal Tovdelol onuele altodoLy kol
“EAdnveg codtey (nrodoiv, muelg 8¢ knplooouer Xpirotov éotavpwiévov, Tovdalolg pev okavderov, &Bveciy
d¢ pwptav). Paul seems to prefer different terms in different rhetorical contexts, but there is no suggestion
that the terms refer to different groups.

Y The language of descent, of being ‘in’ an ancestor, is discussed in more detail in chapter 2 (section 2.1).

¥ For an alternative view see Troy Martin, who argues that all three pairs are directly relevant because the
differences between baptism and circumcision had repercussions for all three. However, Paul is not concerned
here to oppose baptism to circumcision in any general sense, but rather to define who belongs to Abraham.
This was an issue that was only connected to Jew and Greek, not to the other two pairs (‘The Covenant of
Circumcision (Gen 17:9-14) and the Situational Antitheses in Galatians 3:28’, Journal of Biblical Literature
122/1 (2003), 111-125).
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suggests that it is something of a foreign element. The same can be said of the similar
phrase that occurs in Paul’s first letter to the Corinthians.

In 1 Corinthians, two of the groups mentioned in the Galatian formula occur, and
here as well, they do not directly fit the larger argument:

Because in one spirit we all were baptized into one body, whether Jews or
Greeks, slaves or free (clte Tovdalor €lte “EAAnveg elte SodAor €lte érclBepol)
and were all given one spirit to drink (1 Corinthians 12:13).

Paul is concerned in the context of this passage with differences within the community. The
divisions that are discussed in connection to the community, however, do not correspond to
the two pairs mentioned in the formula. There is no indication that the schisms breaking up
the Corinthian community were along the lines of Jews and Greeks, or of slaves and free.™
Both of these two passages thus refer to contrasting pairs of social groups, they both refer
to unity in Christ, and they both refer to baptism. Scholars generally agree on the basis of
these arguments that these two passages, as well as the parallel formulation that occurs in
the Pseudo-Pauline letter to the Colossians (Colossians 3:11) cite a formula that pre-dates
these letters and most likely originated in the context of baptism.?

In both cases, Paul seems to use a pre-existing phrase to bolster a particular
argument. He appeals to a motif that is most likely already familiar to his audience, a
general statement about unity in Christ, to strengthen his argument about being in Christ as
Abraham’s seed, in Galatians, or about the need for unity in the metaphorical body of
Christ, in 1 Corinthians. As noted above, in neither passage where the formula is used are
any of the pairs the primary focus. In both cases, Paul wants to make a statement about
Christ, rather than about any of the pairs, although in Galatians, the first pair has particular
relevance in relation to Christ. This seems to be an important point for understanding how
the formula functioned for Paul: it primarily illustrates something about Christ, rather than
about the pairs that are mentioned. The obverse is also true, but rarely noted. In no
instance where Paul discusses one of the pairs, with the exception of Galatians 3, does he
bring the formula as such in as an argument. There are many occasions where he could have
done so. When discussing circumcision, for example, or in connection with issues about
food and meals, he could have used the argument that there is neither Jew nor Greek in
Christ.”* Or he could have reminded the slave owner Philemon, to whom Paul writes about
his slave Onesimus, that there is ‘neither slave nor free, because all are one in Christ’.

® The divisions in Corinth are usually seen in terms of status conflicts, which were not directly related to either
Jew-Greek, or slave-free divisions, see, e.g., Dale B. Martin, The Corinthian Body (New Haven: Yale University
Press 1995), 56. For a criticism of social class as the decisive factor for understanding the conflicts in Corinth,
see John M.G. Barclay, Pauline Churches and Diaspora Jews (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck 2011), 198-199.

In his recent study of Galatians 3:28 and its equivalents in the Pauline corpus, Bruce Hansen details the
similarities between all three passages (Hansen, All of You, 5). See also Martyn, Galatians, 378-379; Wayne A.
Meeks, ‘The Image of the Androgyne: Some Uses of a Symbol in Earliest Christianity’, History of Religions 13/ 3
(1974), 165-208.

1 Of course Paul does use similar sounding arguments, such as ‘Neither circumcision nor uncircumcision
means anything; what counts is a new creation’ (olite yap Tepitoun ti €0ty olte dkpoPuotic GAAL KoLV
ktloiwc) (Galatians 6:15). The closest echo of the formula probably occurs later in the letter to the Galatians
‘For in Christ Jesus neither circumcision nor uncircumcision has any value, but only faith expressing itself
through love’ (v yap Xprot® ‘Incod olte mepitoun TL loxler olte dkpoPuotier GAAL Tiotig 8L dydmng
évepyoupérn) (Galatians 5:6). Both passages are discussed in Chapter 2 (section 2.3).
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Although we find echoes, and many similarities in thought throughout the letters, as the
subsequent chapters will show, Paul uses the formula sparingly.22

As noted above, it is generally agreed that the most likely context for the origin of
the formula is that of baptism, since Paul explicitly makes this connection in both passages.
Since we are looking at the way the phrase functions Paul’s thought, the connection with
baptism is an important feature. Before turning to a discussion of Paul’s ideas about
baptism, however, it is important first to address an assumption that is frequently made
about the origin of the formula, which distances it from Paul.

1.2 Pre-Galatians or Pre-Paul?

Scholars generally agree on good grounds that Paul’s formula about unity in Christ predates
both letters in which it occurs. The difficulty is, however, that many scholars then make the
unsubstantiated assumption that if the formula predates both these letters, it must also
predate Paul.® In part, this tendency may be the result of a too-narrow equation in
scholarship of Paul with his letters. Since we now have access to Paul almost exclusively via
his written messages, we tend to forget that the weight of his activities, and certainly by far
the largest part of his interaction with the communities to which he wrote, took place when
he actually lived among them. This is when Paul conveyed the core of his message and no
doubt introduced the language and concepts to which he can then refer in his letters. Just
because we do not have direct access to this phase of Paul’s activity does not mean that we
can neglect its importance.

In thinking about the history of the baptismal formula, David Horrell does recognise
that there was such a phase, but concludes from the fact that the formula predates the
letter to the Galatians that it is ‘if not strictly pre-Pauline then at least a product of the
congregation’s shared convictions rather than exclusively of Paul’s.”** Unfortunately, Horrell
does not explain what could have formed the basis of this congregation’s original,
independent convictions. If not on Paul, on whom or what could these non-Jews have based
their convictions, including, one would have to assume, the conviction that there is ‘neither
Jew nor Greek’? For Horrell, as for others, the ‘firm indications’ that the formula is pre-
Galatians are apparently enough to dissociate it from Paul, and assume a pre-Pauline origin.
Yet it seems both unnecessary and rather strained to assume that the inclusion of the
formula into Paul’s letters is a result of the Galatian congregation’s influence on Paul, rather

* Bruce Hansen notes that ‘no other tradition, whether scriptural or from the earliest churches, occurs in the
Pauline corpus so frequently and so widely as this thrice-repeated affirmation of reconciliation in Christ’. In his
count, Hansen not only includes Colossians, but also verses where just one pair is mentioned, such as Romans
3:9; 10:12 and 1 Corinthians 1:22, 24, although he does not include references to the pair circumcision-
uncircumcision, such as in Galatians 5:6 and 6:15 (Hansen, All of You Are One, 1-2).

> Most recently De Boer, Galatians, 243; also Betz, A Commentary, 200; Schiissler Fiorenza, In Memory of Her,
220; Dennis Ronald MacDonald, There is No Male and Female: The Fate of a Dominical Saying in Paul and
Gnosticism (Philadelphia: Fortress Press 1987); David G. Horrell, ““No Longer Jew or Greek”: Paul’s Corporate
Christology and the Construction of Christian Community’ in Christology, Controversy and Community: New
Testament Essays in Honour of David R. Catchpole, David G. Horrell and Christopher M. Tuckett (eds.), (Leiden:
Brill 2000), 321-344, 330. While Wayne Meeks’ reconstruction of the pre-Pauline origin of the formula has
been highly influential, he is one of the few scholars to suggest that it may have been Paul himself who
introduced the statement (Meeks, ‘The Image of the Androgyne’, 182).

24 Horrell, No Longer Jew or Greek, 330, emphasis in the original.
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than the reverse. Since Paul tries to convince both the Galatians and the Corinthians by
referring to the phrase, and since questions about Jews and non-Jews are of great concern
to him, it is much more likely that its message originates with him.

An even more speculative reconstruction of the origin of the baptismal saying, which
has nevertheless gained much influence, was introduced by Wayne Meeks in his article ‘The
Image of the Androgyne’ and further developed by Dennis Ronald McDonald and Daniel
Boyarin.25 In this view, the baptismal saying in this initial form was limited to the third pair,
‘no male and female’. This pair echoes the creation story in Genesis; the Septuagint here
reads ‘male and female he created them’ (&poev kol 6fjAv émoinoer wadtolg, Genesis 1:27),
reflecting, according to Meeks, the myth of the creation of the first androgynous human.
While he is careful not to make any definite pronouncements on its origin, Meeks does
suggest that the phrase ‘no male and female’ may have been in use among early Christian
groups whose members thought of themselves as ‘a new genus of mankind, or as the
restored original mankind’.?® Dennis Ronald MacDonald and Daniel Boyarin attempt a more
detailed reconstruction of the origin of the formula, arguing that it referred to a complete
erasure of sexual difference in some forms of earliest Christianity.27 In their reading, the
phrase presented a challenge to the gender order and thereby to the social order in general.
This original baptismal saying was then taken over by Paul, who changed its radical meaning
and added the other two pairs, Jew-Greek and slave-free.”®

We will return to this androgyne-reading in more detail in chapter IV, which focusses
on the third pair ‘male and female’. We can already object here that this reconstruction of
the origin of the saying requires a number of detailed assumptions about early Christianity
which do not find confirmation in any of the sources. In order for MacDonald and Boyarin’s
scenario to work, we would have to assume that in the two decades between Christ's death
and Paul's writings, groups promoting sexual equality sprang up and flourished, to the
extent that it was attractive for Paul to take over their liturgy—but not their ideology—
which he transforms into his own. We would also need to accept that these groups then
disappeared, leaving no trace, and that the androgyne myth went underground, only to
resurface in later Gnosticism, yet without the social agenda which originally accompanied
it.%° This all seems rather problematic.

> See Meeks, ‘The Image of the Androgyne’, 165-208; MacDonald, There is No Male and Female; Boyarin, A
Radical Jew, 180-200. Meeks’ idea has influenced many scholars. In his commentary, Hanz Dieter Betz allows
for the possibility that the androgyne myth forms the background of Paul’s thought: ‘we may assume that Gal
3:28 lets us take a glimpse into the otherwise hidden beginnings of Christianity in Galatia. These beginnings
may have been connected with teachings which later appear only in Gnostic circles.” (Betz, A Commentary,
200). This interpretation has also come under criticism. In a detailed analysis of the Gnostic sources mentioned
by Meeks, Johannes Vorster has recently challenged Meeks’ suggestion that the fusion of two sexes into one
body is seen as symbolising humankind’s yearning for unity, harmony and equality. According to Vorster, ‘the
imagery of androgyny represents not a harmonious utopian future, but rather a discordant, chaotic present’.
(Johannes N. Vorster, ‘Androgyny and Early Christianity’, Religion & Theology 15 (2008), 97-132, 97). For
further criticism, see Ben Witherington (Ben Witherington (lIl), Grace in Galatia, 271) and James Dunn (Dunn,
The Epistle to the Galatians, 206).

*® Meeks, ‘The Image of the Androgyne’, 166.

277 Boyarin, A Radical Jew, 187.

28 MacDonald, There is No Male and Female, 127-132, Boyarin, A Radical Jew, 187.

*® For a criticism of Meeks’ and Boyarin’s interpretation of these Gnostic sources, see Vorster, whose ideas will
be discussed in Chapter IV (‘Androgyny and Early Christianity’, 97-132).
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A clearer idea of the origin and use of the formula would of course be very helpful in
understanding its aims and meaning. However, since any attempt to reconstruct a pre-
Pauline origin amounts to no more than speculation, our best option is to see the formula as
part of Paul’s thought. There is, indeed, much that connects it to Paul, apart from the
obvious fact that he is our only source for it. There can be no doubt that being ‘in Christ’ is
one of the dominant themes in Paul’s letters, as we will discuss below, and that the
relationship between Jew and Greek ‘in Christ’ is of great importance to him. Parts of the
formula are reflected in a number of passages (e.g., Romans 10:12; 1 Corinthians 11:11;
Galatians 5.6, 6.15), as well as in later Pauline tradition (Colossians 3:11, Ephesians 6:8). Paul
brings together all three pairs in his discussion of marriage (1 Corinthians 7), where he
supports his guidelines on marriage (and thus the pair male-female), by appealing to the
examples of circumcised and uncircumcised and slave and free (1 Corinthians 7:18-23).*
That the quotation from Genesis ‘male and female’ refers primarily to marriage and not to
gender will be argued extensively in chapter IV, on the basis of the contemporary
understanding of this text as witnessed in other sources that refer to it.

There is thus every indication that the baptismal formula was an integral part of
Paul’s thought and that it was Paul who introduced it to the communities he founded. While
he may on one occasion rhetorically portray himself as not involved in the actual rite of
baptism, the fact that all believers were baptized in the name of Christ was evidently of
great importance to him (1 Corinthians 1:14-17, cf. Romans 6:3) and the words with which
this was done were no doubt important to him as well.**

| will therefore take the formula as it appears in Paul’s letters as indicative of his
thought and will not speculate on a possible non-Pauline origin or original function. The
most extensive form, as it occurs in Galatians, is our central text, and it is this wording that
will be referred to as Paul’s baptismal formula. Paul expected this formula to have meaning
as he used it in the letter, and this is what we will focus on. We will now turn to baptism as
the context for the formula, as indicated at the end of section 1.1. | will not here examine
the historical or ritual aspects of baptism, but focus on Paul’s thought on baptism and see
how this connects to the idea that ‘there is neither Jew nor Greek, neither slave nor free,
nor male and female’.

1.3 Baptism, Community and Cosmos

We can now ask how the baptismal context, in which Paul places the formula both in
Galatians and 1 Corinthians, can help our understanding of the phrase. In order to answer
this question, Paul’s ideas about baptism need to be examined more closely. In Galatians,
baptism is identified as the point of entry into unity with Christ: ‘As many of you as were
baptized into Christ have clothed yourself with Christ’ (Galatians 3:27). The connection to
baptism is even more explicit in 1 Corinthians, where Paul tries to counteract the divisions

* This is noted, e.g., by S. Scott Bartchy, Mallon Chresai: First Century Slavery and the Interpretation of

1 Corinthians 7:22, (Cambridge: Society of Biblical Literature 1973), 162ff, Robin Scroggs, ‘Paul and the
Eschatological Woman’, Journal of the American Academy of Religion, Vol. 40, No. 3 (1972), 283-303, David G.
Horrell, The social Ethos of the Corinthians Correspondence: Interests and Ideology from 1 Corinthians to 1
Clement (Edinburgh: T&T Clark 1996), 85.

*For Paul’s rhetorical strategy in this passage see Johan S. Vos, Die Kunst der Argumentation bei Paulus:
Studien zur antiken Rhetorik (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck 2002), 29-40.
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within the community in Corinth by pointing to the way believers are connected to each
other through their baptism:

For just as the body is one and has many members, and all the members of the
body, though many, are one body, so it is with Christ. Because in one spirit we all
were baptized into one body (ei¢ ¢v odua EBamtiodnuer), whether Jews or
Greeks, slaves or free (€lte ToudaloL €ite “EAAnvec elte 6odAoL elte éAevBepol)
and were all given one spirit to drink. (1 Corinthians 12:12-13)

Both passages clearly link the notion of unity to baptism. In Galatians, all believers are said
to be one in Christ, while in 1 Corinthians, they receive one spirit and form one body. There
seem to be two dimensions to this idea of unity: that of believers uniting with Christ and a
unity of believers with each other.*”> The image of the body in which believers are joined to
each other, reflects these two aspects. After Paul has argued that the members of the body
are mutually dependent and need to appreciate each other, he explains the metaphor:
‘Now you are the body of Christ and members of it’ (1 Corinthians 12:27). This corporeal
image illustrates the community-forming dimension of baptism. For Paul, baptism is where
the link between believers is created. Participation in Christ and participation in the
community of believers appear to be fundamentally interconnected.

Throughout his letters, and particularly when talking about baptism, Paul uses the
‘with Christ’ and ‘in Christ’ motifs, that are also found in these passages. The clauses ‘with
Christ’ and ‘in Christ’ or ‘in the Lord’ appear to express for him the fundamental way that
believers and Christ are connected. The meaning of the expression ‘in Christ’ cannot be
discussed in full here, if it can be fully determined at all.** However, it is possible to describe
several aspects that are relevant for understanding baptism and unity.

The many ‘with’ compounds (e.g., ouvetadnuev, buried with him, cureotavpwn,
crucified with him, ou{fjoouev, live with him, Romans 6:3-5) that Paul uses in the context of
baptism in the letter to the Romans, suggest both believers sharing in Christ’s death and life,
and believers sharing this experience with each other.®* In the letter to the Romans, we find
the only other occasion where Paul speaks of ‘baptism into Christ’ (€Bamtiofnuer eig
Xplotov Romans 6:3), as he does in relation to the formula in Galatians. Tellingly, this
passage about baptism in Romans is part of Paul’s discussion of Christ’s eschatological role.
In the chapter preceding this passage, Christ is described as the second Adam (Romans 5);
just as the sin of the first Adam brought condemnation and death over humankind, so the
obedience of the second Adam, who is Christ, will bring righteousness and life. Both Adam
and Christ are seen to represent an epoch and to have determined the state of this epoch
with their actions. Paul’s focus then turns, in the subsequent chapter, to the power of sin
and death over believers (Romans 6). Christ’s death has ended the power of sin (6:10) that

2 0n the fundamental importance of these two aspects of unity, see Daniel G. Powers, Salvation through
Participation: An Examination of the Notion of the Believers' Corporate Unity with Christ in Early Christian
Soteriology (Leuven: Peeters 2001).

** Richard Longenecker discusses the major interpretative approaches and notes that ‘endless debate will
probably continue to gather around Paul’s expression “in Christ”’. In contrast to the corporate aspects of unity
in Christ emphasised here, for Longenecker, the essence of the expression appears to be a personal
relationship (Introducing Romans: Critical Issues in Paul’s Most Famous Letter (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 2011)
313; 307-317)

3 Dunn, The Theology of Paul, 402. On Paul’s ‘corporate Christology’ see also Horrell, ““No Longer Jew or
Greek”’, 321-344.
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ruled since Adam, and by taking part in Christ’s death through baptism, believers can come
out from under the rule of sin over their lives:

Or don't you know that all of us who were baptized into Christ Jesus
(Bamtiodbnuer el Xpuotor ’Incodv) were baptized into his death? We were
therefore buried with him through baptism into death in order that, just as Christ
was raised from the dead through the glory of the father, we too may live a new
life. Because if we have grown together with the likeness of his death, we will
also be so with the likeness of his resurrection. (Romans 6:3-5)

Through baptism, believers are said to die and be buried with Christ. The result of taking
part in Christ’s death is described by Paul with an organic image, ‘having become grown
together’ (otudutoL yeyovauer). Believers have become grown together with the likeness of
Christ’s death (1@ OpoLduatt t0d Bavdrtou adtod).* Though this fusion with the likeness of
Christ’s death is a complex concept, its effects are clear, in Paul’s description. Through it,
believers have ‘died to sin’; they have become free from its reign and can live in Christ
(6:11). By being a part of the likeness of Christ’s death through baptism, believers share in
the cosmic effects of his death: freedom from the power of sin and death.

We thus understand two aspects in the unity with Christ that Paul sees resulting
from baptism. The first is the participation in a community that can be called ‘the body of
Christ’. The second is the participation in an eschatological reality, in the cosmic change that
was set in motion through Christ’s death and resurrection. Baptism does not simply
inaugurate a believer into the local community in Galatia or Corinth. Being ‘in Christ’ is
something altogether bigger, which transcends this world and this age and has a clear
eschatological dimension. Paul can express this succinctly: ‘so if anyone is in Christ, there is
new creation (€l Ti¢ év XpLot® kel ktiolg), the old has passed away; see, everything has
become new!’ (2 Corinthians 5:17).

These different levels of meaning that are connected for Paul to unity ‘in Christ’
should be kept in mind when looking to understand the role of the three pairs in the
formula. Baptism is not primarily about an individual believer undergoing a rite to confirm a
change in religious orientation. Rather, it is the communal, eschatological and cosmic
dimensions which dominate Paul’s thought on baptism. Keeping this in mind should help us
to understand what Paul intends to say in relation to the three pairs.

2 Defining Difference: Jew-Greek-Barbarian, Slave-Free,
Male-Female

In this section, we will explore how Paul’s contemporaries use the types of opposites
mentioned by Paul and how this can help to clarify Paul’s phrase, focussing on the strand of
thought that uses such opposites to construct difference and hierarchy between groups.

» George H. van Kooten points out the similarity between this passage and Philippians 3:10 where Paul speaks
of ‘becoming of the same form with his death’ (ouupopprlduevog ¢ Bavatgy adtov). The idea of ‘growing
together’ with Christ is part of what Van Kooten calls Paul’s ‘morphic language’, which has its roots in Greek
philosophy, especially in Platonic thought (George H. van Kooten, Paul's Anthropology in Context: The Image of
God, Assimilation to God, and Tripartite Man in Ancient Judaism, Ancient Philosophy and Early Christianity
(Thbingen: Mohr Siebeck 2008), 206-212).
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Some scholars commenting on Paul’s statement have observed the importance of pairs of
opposites in ancient philosophy.36 The tendency to categorise all sorts of things into pairs of
polar opposites, which were treated as both incompatible and exhaustive, can be seen as
constitutive of Greek thought.37 Such pairs feature in cosmology, in medical theories, in
explanations of natural phenomena, as well as in social constructions.®

In a discussion of the logic of opposition, Aristotle lists ten pairs of opposite
principles considered normative by a branch of Pythagoreans. These opposite principles
include odd and even, right and left, male and female, straight and crooked, at rest and in
motion, good and evil.** This list illustrates what Paul Cartledge calls ‘the arbitrary and
variable character of Greek binary cultural classification’.*® Ancient classifications may
appear arbitrary, and do not always match our modern ones. The differentiation between
the sexes, for example, was explained with reference to pairs, such as right and left, hot and
cold, dry and wet, where the male was associated with right, hot and dry, and the female
with left, cold and wet.*

The dichotomy Greek-barbarian is another important example of binary opposition
in Greek thought, one that was fundamental to Greek self-understanding.*> Barbarians
constituted the essential others, the ‘them’ who are not ‘us’. Paul’s opposition Jew-Greek is
a Jewish appropriation of this distinction, which is attested by other Jewish authors in Paul’s
time as well.** In ancient thinking about society, pairs of opposites thus provided a useful
tool, as we will see in this section. The types of binary distinctions mentioned by Paul in the
baptismal formula play a role especially in thought that deals with the organisation of the
household or family.

The topos of household management, which uses such pairs of opposites, and which
was of interest to many in Paul’s time, went back to Aristotle. In the opening chapter of his
Politics, where he sets out the basic structure of the household, Aristotle uses the same
three pairs that occur in Paul’s statement. The household was for Aristotle an institution

% See, e.g., J. Louis Martyn, 'Apocalyptic Antinomies in Galatians’, New Testament Studies 31 (1985), 410-424;
also Brigitte Kahl, 'Gender Trouble in Galatia’, 68.

7 According to Paul Cartledge, ‘The Greeks thus in various ways constructed their identities negatively, by
means of a series of polarized oppositions of themselves to what they were not.” (Paul Cartledge, The Greeks:
A Portrait of Selves and Others (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), 12-13. Cartledge himself in his portrait
of the Greeks uses the pairs Greeks-barbarians, men-women, citizens-aliens, free-slave, and gods-mortals. See
also Vincent J. Rosivach, ‘Enslaving "Barbaroi" and the Athenian Ideology of Slavery’, Historia: Zeitschrift fiir
Alte Geschichte, 48/2 (1999), 129-157, 142.

% Argumentation based on polarity and opposition is described by G.E.R. Lloyd as one of the most important
forms of argumentation and explanation in Presocratic philosophy (Polarity and Analogy: Two Types of
Argumentation (Bristol: Bristol Classical Press 1966), 17.

» Aristotle, Metaphysics A5 986a 22ff, see Lloyd, Polarity, 16.

10 Cartledge, The Greeks, 14.

4 Lloyd, Polarity, 17-18, see also Peter Brown, The Body and Society: Men, Women and Sexual Renunciation in
Early Christianity (London: Faber and Faber 1988), 9-10.

a Cartledge, The Greeks, 11-12. For the concept of the barbarian in Greek thought, see Edith Hall, Inventing
the Barbarian: Greek Self-Definition through Tragedy (Oxford: Clarendon Press 1989); Frangois Hartog, The
Mirror of Herodotus: The Representation of the Other in the Writing of History (Berkeley: University of
California Press 1988). For the wider tendency in Greek thought to categorise in polar opposites, see Lloyd,
Polarity, 15-85.

* paul’s terminology for ethnic difference is analysed in greater detail in the next chapter (section 2.1). For the
distinction ‘us’ versus ‘them’ in Jewish sources, see Shaye J.D. Cohen, The Beginnings of Jewishness:
Boundaries, Varieties, Uncertainties (Berkeley: University of California Press 1999), 1.
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made up of naturally occurring partnerships.44 The two primary partnerships for Aristotle
were those between husband and wife and between master and slave. As he explains, the
female and the slave are both intended to be ruled; both lack the foresight that is required
for being a lord and master. Yet they are not the same, because nature has made each for a
different use:

Now the female is distinguished by nature from the slave (ploeL pev olv
dLwplotatl to 6fAL kel To SodAov). For nature makes nothing in an economizing
spirit ... but one thing with a view to one thing; and each instrument would
perform most finely if it served one task rather than many. The barbarians,
though, have the same arrangement for female and slave (¢v & tolg BapPapolg
10 OfAL kel TO dodAoV Ty albtny éxeL takwy). The reason for this is that they
have no naturally ruling element: with them, the partnership [of man and
woman] is that of female slave and male slave (] kowvovia adtdv 600Ang kol
dovAov). This is why the poets say “it is fitting for Greeks to rule barbarians” — the
assumption being that barbarian and slave are the same thing. (Aristotle, Politics
1.2.3-4)

Aristotle brings together the distinctions between Greek and barbarian, between slave and
master and between male and female in this passage. And the three are closely connected,
even if recognising their differences is what is important here.* According to Aristotle, both
the slave and the female are inferior to the male. In spite of both being subordinate, the
female and the slave are not the same, however. Nature has made the female different
from the slave and, therefore, the form of control that the male exercises over them must
also be different and correspond to their different natures.

The difference between Greeks and barbarians lies in knowing how to distinguish
between ruler and ruled and the different purposes for each of the inferior categories. The
inferiority of barbarians themselves is evident in their failure to recognise the distinction
between slaves and women. Among them, according to Aristotle, the men are slaves, and
slaves are indistinguishable from women, both being subordinate.*® This failure to recognise
the fundamental distinction in nature makes the barbarians themselves a class that should
be ruled, as if they were slaves, or women. Natural superiority justifies the rule of the better
over the worse; ‘male must rule female as free rules slave and Greek rules barbarian’.*’ Both
slaves and barbarians are significantly and substantially different from Greeks.*® For
Aristotle, a proper distinction of the roles of male and female, and slave and master, leads
to the proper, Greek, construction of the household:

*D. Brendan Nagle analyses the connection between the oikos and the polis in Aristotle’s Politics see, The
Household as the Foundation of Aristotle's Polis (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2006); also Michael
Davis, The Politics of Philosophy: A Commentary on Aristotle’s Politics (Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield
Publishers 1996).

* A similar sentiment is expressed in Euripides: ‘And it is right, mother, that Hellenes should rule barbarians,
but not barbarians Hellenes, those being slaves, while these are free’ (Iphigenia in Aulis, 1400).

*® For a discussion of the conceptual overlap between women and barbarians in ancient thought, see Sandra R.
Joshel and Sheila Murnaghan, ‘Introduction: Differential Equations’ in Women and Slaves in Greco-Roman
Culture: Differential Equations, Sandra R. Joshel and Sheila Murnaghan (eds.), (London: Routledge 1998), 1-21,
1.

* See Daniel S. Richter, Cosmopolis: Imagining Community in Late Classical Athens and the Early Roman Empire
(New York: Oxford University Press 2011), 47.

* See Rosivach, ‘Enslaving "Barbaroi'’, 148.
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From these two partnerships [male-female, slave-free] then, the household first
arose, and Hesiod's verse is rightly spoken, ‘First a house, and woman and ox for
ploughing’, for poor persons have an ox instead of a servant (‘olkov pev mpWTLKN
yuovaika te Podv T dpotfipe’ 6 yop PBodg dvt olkétov Ttolg mMévmoiv €oTiv).
(Aristotle, Politics 1.2.5)

The hierarchical, and for Aristotle, natural relationships between husband and wife, and
between slave and master together form the building blocks that make up the household,
which in turn makes up the city.*

The influence of this first construction of the household in Aristotle is evident still in
the early empire. By this time though, Stoic cosmopolitanism, which was driven by the idea
that all human beings, whether Greek or barbarian, possess reason in the same way, can be
seen to have influenced thought about the topic.>® Possibly as a result of this, the category
Greek-barbarian is absent in later discussions of the topos of the household, and there
appears to be a softening of the hierarchies between husband and wife, and a somewhat
different evaluation of the master-slave relation.””

Authors concerned with household management in Paul’s time frequently employ
pairs of opposites to set out their guidelines for appropriate behaviour. Seneca, for
example, refers to instructions regarding three pairs within the family:

that department of philosophy (...) which, for instance, advises how a husband
should conduct himself towards his wife, or how a father should bring up his
children, or how a master should rule his slaves. (sed marito suadet quomodo se
grerat adversus uxorem, patri quomodo educet liberos, domino quomodo servos
regat). (Seneca, Epistle 94.1-2)

The proper conduct for each of the groups making up the household was a concern in a
wide range of ancient sources, from Stoic to neo-Pythagorean, as well as in the New
Testament.”® In the letter to the Colossians, for example, the author gives his audience the
following instruction:

Wives, be subject to your husbands, as is fitting in the Lord (Al +yuveikec,
UToTaooE0Be TOLG QVdPAoLY WG Gvikey €v kuplw). Husbands, love your wives and
never treat them harshly (Ol &vdpec, dyomate ToG yuvalkog kol U TLkpeiveoOe
mpo¢ adtag). Children, obey your parents in everything, for this is your acceptable
duty in the Lord. Fathers, do not provoke your children, or they may lose heart.
Slaves, obey your earthly masters in everything (Ot SodAoL, Umakolete kTl TOVTH

* See Davis, The Politics of Philosophy, 15-19.

0 Richter, Cosmopolis, 69-86.

>t First-century ideas about slavery, as well as marriage, in relation to the Stoic notion of cosmopolitanism will
be discussed in Chapters Il and IV.

>* For a detailed analysis of Seneca’s argumentation in this letter, see John Schafer, Ars Didactica: Seneca’s 94"
and 95" Letters, (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 2009). A more general introduction to Seneca’s letters,
which discusses the importance of the 94™ and 95" letters, is given by Erwin Hachmann, Die Fiihrung des
Lesers in Senecas "Epistulae morales"” (Miinster: Aschendorff 1995).

> For an analysis of the household codes in the New Testament, see David L. Balch, Let Wives be Submissive:
The Domestic Code in 1 Peter, (Atlanta: Scholars Press 1981); also Johannes Woyke, Die neutestamentlichen
Haustafeln: Ein kritischer und konstruktiver Forschungsiiberblick (Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk 2000).
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T0l¢ KoTe oapke. kuplolg), not only while being watched and in order to please
them, but wholeheartedly, fearing the Lord. (Colossians 3:18-22)

In their contents, these instructions differ little from those found in many other
contemporary moral codes. The author is ‘propounding moral sentiments of widespread
currency in his ambient culture’.> The pairs husband-wife, parents-children, masters-slaves
that are mentioned here recur in several New-Testament passages, with some small
variations (e.g., Ephesians 5:21-6:9; Titus 2:1-10; and 1 Peter 2:18-3:7). Much has been said
about their relationship to the ideas on marriage and slaves expressed in the genuine
Pauline letters, a subject that has to be left aside for now.>> Our interest here is with the
way these texts illustrate how pairs of opposites could be used to encourage harmony
within the household, and how by this time, instructions can be addressed to both the ruling
and the subjected categories. Even though authors do not always use the same categories
when discussing the household, the themes of difference and hierarchy are a constant, as is

can be seen in Paul’s Jewish contemporary Philo:

Wives must serve their husbands (yuvaikeg avdpaot douielelr), not under violent
ill-treatment, but promoting obedience in all things. Parents must have power
over their children for their preservation and benefit. (Philo, Apology for the Jews
7.3)

Philo is concerned in this passage to illustrate the virtuous nature of the Jewish people by
referring to their laws and obedience, and this includes proper conduct within the family.
For Philo, the divisions found in the household are part of the larger social structure, and
reflect the hierarchy found in society. The commandment to obey one’s parents therefore
extends beyond the family, requiring respect from all those who are ruled for those who
rule:

And the fifth commandment, that about the honour due to parents, conceals
under its brief expression, many very important and necessary laws, some
enacted as applicable to old and young men, some as bearing on the relations
existing between rulers and subjects, others concerning benefactors and those
who have received benefits, others affecting slaves and masters (tolg éml SovAoLg
kol deomotalc); for parents belong to the superior class of all these divisions just
mentioned, the class, | mean, of elders, of rulers, of benefactors, and of masters;
and children are in the inferior class, in which are ranked the younger people, the
subjects, those who have received benefits, and slaves. (Philo, The Decalogue,
165-166)

The pair master-slave appears here in connection with three others, all, according to Philo,
connecting a superior to an inferior, and therefore all by analogy falling under the law
pertaining to parents and children. Philo is thought to be influenced in his thought on the

> Barclay, Pauline Churches, 242. Barclays argues that while the content of the Colossian code may not be
distinctively Christian, it results in domestic roles becoming ‘profoundly “Christianised”’ since ‘within each
sphere one can turn one’s particular responsibilities and duties into acts of service to the heavenly Master’
(Pauline Churches, 251).

>3 See, e.g., the discussion in relation to Colossians in Barclay, Pauline Churches, 247.

36



One in Christ

household by the first-century philosopher Arius Didymus, who reinterpreted Aristotle’s
view on the household in relation to the polis.56 According to Arius:

The rule of the household belongs by nature to the husband because the power
of deliberation in wives is inferior, does not yet exist in children, and is absent in
slaves (t0 yap BOULACUTIKOV €V yuvalkl pev xelpov, €év malol & o0démw, mepl
dovdoug & o008  OAwcg). On the other hand prudent household management
(which includes the rule of the house and those things pertaining to the
household) is the husband’s appropriate realm of action. (Stobaeus, Il 149.5)

Arius elsewhere describes marriage as the single most important relationship on which the
family is built and like Philo, he can discuss the composition of the family without reference
to slaves. Here, however, like Seneca, he mentions three pairs, and includes the rule of
master over slaves as one of the basic elements of household management. While Arius
appears to come close to Aristotle’s description of the household in this passage, there is a
noticeable softening in his attitude to the oikos. In keeping with the thought of the time,
Arius emphasizes marriage as a personal relationship rather than a biological necessity.
When compared with Aristotle, Arius dilutes the principle of natural hierarchy.”’

We can conclude that the categories that Paul mentions in the formula were
important in ordering ancient society. They serve to distinguish those who are superior to
those who are inferior, especially within the family. It is in this attitude towards society and
human relationships that we should place the prayers of thanksgiving to which we will turn
next. These prayers have been put forward by scholars as the context for understanding
Paul’s statement. Richard Longenecker, for example, suggests that Paul used his statement
in ‘conscious contrast’ to these ‘chauvinistic’ prayers.58 These prayers, like the instructions
for the household, confirm difference within pairs of opposites, from a Greek or Jewish
perspective. They place humans above animals, Greeks above barbarians, men above
women, masters above slaves, parents above children. They express the belief that to rule
belongs naturally to the man and the Greek, so one might well be thankful for being one.

2.1 Prayers of Thanksgiving

The similarities between several Greek and Jewish prayers of thanksgiving, and Paul’s
statement in Galatians were already pointed out in the late nineteenth century, by John E.
B. Mayor. In a one page article that appeared in The Classical Review in 1896, Mayor
complains that although he had noted these parallels long before, his observation had not
had the effect he had hoped for: ‘I thought | had called Lightfoot's attention to the evidence
some thirty years ago, but as it is not noticed in the last editions of his commentaries, | must
have mistaken the will for the deed’.*® By our time, the parallel has been noted by New-

> Balch, ‘Let Wives’, 41.

>’ See Nagle, ‘Aristotle and Arius Didymus’, esp. 209.

>8 Longenecker, Galatians, 157.

*% John E. B. Mayor, ‘Plato and St. Paul’, The Classical Review 10/4 (1896), 191. Indeed, in the 1910 edition of
J.B. Lightfoot’s commentary, true to Mayor’s complaint, these parallels are still not mentioned (J.B. Lightfoot,
Saint Paul's Epistle to the Galatians: A Revised Text with Introd., Notes, and Dissertations (London: Macmillan,
1910), 149-151)
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Testament scholars, and it seen as a possible foil for the baptismal formula.®® While Mayor
considers these texts to ‘speak for themselves’, there is in fact much to say about the
prayers of thanksgiving.

The first of these prayers is mentioned by Plutarch in his biography of the Roman
general Gaius Marius. In this passage, Plutarch contrasts Marius’ attitude on facing his death
to that of Plato.®! While Marius, when his end was near, took to the bottle and lamented his
fortune,

Plato, before his death, thanked the Fates that he had been born a human being
rather than an animal, a Greek rather than barbarian, and that he lived in the
time of Socrates (0tv Tpdtov wev awbpwmog, elta “EAANY, ob PopPapoc ovde
aroyov Tt dploer Bnplov yévolto, TPog ¢ TOUTOLG, OTL TOLG LWKPOTOUG XPOVOLG
amMutnoer 1 yéveolg adtod). (Plutarch, Gaius Marius 46.1)

According to Plutarch, Plato expresses gratitude for three blessings. He is grateful first of all
for being a human being and not an animal, categories not found in Paul. The second pair
reflects an ethnic division, being a Greek rather than a barbarian.®? Unlike Paul, Plato’s
blessing in Plutarch does not have a third pair of opposites, but simply gratitude expressed
for being born in the time of Socrates.

A fascinating version of this prayer by Plato is related by the fourth-century church
father Lactantius. Lactantius also cites Plato’s expression of gratitude, but gives it in a
slightly different form and has an entirely different evaluation from Plutarch’s. Rather than
guote Plato with approval, Lactantius has little good to say about the prayer:

Plato said much the same, where he says ‘he thanked nature first that he was
born a human and not a dumb beast, second that he was born a man and not a

% Richard Longenecker, e.g., suggests that the inclusion of the three pairs was perhaps ‘a conscious attempt to
counter the three bérakét (“blessings,” “benedictions”) that appear at the beginning of the Jewish cycle of
morning prayers’ or similar Greek expressions. He suggests then that ‘in contrast to such Jewish and Greek
chauvinistic statements, early Christians saw it as particularly appropriate to give praise in their baptismal
confession that through Christ the old racial schisms and cultural divisions had been healed’. Longenecker sees
this elimination of division “first of all in terms of spiritual relations’ (Longenecker, Galatians 157). Dunn notes
that some ‘have heard an echo of the Jewish prayer in which the male Jew thanks God that he was not
created, inter alia, a Gentile, a slave or a woman, though there is no firm evidence of the prayer’s being as
early as the first century’ (Dunn, Galatians, 206).

. 0On the importance of contrast as a method by which Plutarch highlights a person’s character, see T. F.
Carney, ‘Plutarch's Style in the Marius’, The Journal of Hellenic Studies 80 (1960), 24-31, 27. Plutarch’s
description of Marius’ death here serves to illustrate his lack of paideia (S. C. R. Swain, ‘Hellenic Culture and
the Roman Heroes of Plutarch’, The Journal of Hellenic Studies 110 (1990), 126-145, 139.

® The same two pairs are found in Isocrates ‘Therefore, it behoves all men to want to have many of their
youth engaged in training to become speakers, and you Athenians most of all. For you, yourselves, are pre-
eminent and superior to the rest of the world, not in your application to the business of war, nor because you
govern yourselves more excellently or preserve the laws handed down to you by your ancestors more
faithfully than others, but in those qualities by which the nature of man rises above the other animals, and the
race of the Hellenes above the barbarians, namely, in the fact that you have been educated as have been no
other people in wisdom and in speech.” (Antidosis 293-294). Joseph Tabory suggests that the possibility of
being created as an animal instead of a human may be connected to the theory of reincarnation or
metempsychosis, which would be in line with Plato’s beliefs (Joseph Tabory, ‘The Benediction of Self-Identity
and the Changing Status of Women and of Orthodoxy’, in Kenishta: Studies of the Synagogue World, Joseph
Tabory (ed.), (Ramat-Gan: Bar-llan University Press 2003), 107-137, 115, nt. 20 and nt. 22).
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woman, <third> that he was born a Greek and not a barbarian, and lastly that he
was born in Athens and in the time of Socrates’ (primum, goud homo natus esset
potius, quam mutum animal; deinde quod mas potius, quam foemina; quod
Graecus, quam Barbaros; possermo quod Atheniensis, et quod temporibus
Socratis). The degree of mental blindness, the size of error in such ignorance of
the truth, is beyond expression. Let me simply say that nothing more crazy has
ever been said in human history; as if being born a barbarian or a woman or a
donkey would have left him the same Plato and not what he was born as.
(Lactantius, Divine Institutes 3.19.17)

When compared to the version in Plutarch, Lactantius adds a further pair to Plato’s prayer,
that of male-female, thereby bringing the number of opposites to three, as in Paul.
Lactantius also adds a location to the time of birth: Plato was not only born in the time of
Socrates, but specifically in Athens. Lactantius’ attention to this point, specifying that they
lived not merely at the same time, but also in the same place, fits with his interest in the
relationship between Socrates and Plato, which is discussed by him at some length.®® While
Lactantius’ version is much later and may depend in some way on Paul, it attests to the fact
that there was a well-known tradition of such prayers and to their particular form and
content.

The third passage is found in Diogenes Laertius (3rd century CE), who cites a prayer
guoted in the lost work ‘Lives’ from the philosopher Hermippus (3rCI century B.C.E.):

Hermippus in his Lives refers to Thales the story which is told by some of
Socrates, namely, that he used to say there were three blessings for which he was
grateful to Fortune: "first, that | was born a human being and not a beast; next,
that | was born a man and not a woman; thirdly, a Greek and not a barbarian
(TpdTov pev 0TL AvBpwmog éyerduny kol ob Onplov, elta 6tL dvnp kal od yuvy,
tpitov OtL’EAANY kal ob BapPapoc)". (Diogenes Laertius, Lives of the Philosophers
1.33)

Either Thales or, according to some other sources known to Diogenes, Socrates, used to be
thankful for three blessings.®® Two of the three categories mentioned here overlap with
Paul: man and woman and the ethnic division, Greek-barbarian. Two pairs are similar to
Plutarch’s version of Plato’s prayer: human-beast and Greek-barbarian.

% As he writes in the next chapter: ‘Let us now consider what was so great about Socrates himself that a wise
man could fairly give thanks for being born in his time. | do not deny he was a little more shrewd than the
others who thought the nature of things could be comprehended intellectually, but in my view they were not
just mad, but also wicked, for wanting to set their prying eyes upon the secrets of heavenly providence.’
(Lactantius, Divine Institutes Book 3.20.1-2). Yoel Kahn suggests that Lactantius conflates three texts here:
Plutarch’s version of Plato’s prayer, the prayer attributed to Thales or Socrates in Diogenes Laertius and Dio
Chrysostom’s description of Socrates as counting himself fortunate for many reasons, ‘not only because he
was a rational being, but also because he was an Athenian’ (Dio Chrysostom, Discourses, 61) (Yoel Kahn, The
Three Blessings: Boundaries, Censorship, and Identity in Jewish Liturgy (New York: Oxford University Press,
2011), 10).

 Erich Gruen remarks on this passage in Diogenes: ‘whether either of those philosophers made such a
statement we cannot know. But the ascription appears in a Hellenistic text, by the biographer Hermippus of
Smyrna in the third century B.C.E. And it earned an echo in rabbinic writings’ (Erich S. Gruen, ‘Greeks and Non-
Greeks’ in The Cambridge Companion to the Hellenistic World, Glenn R. Bugh (ed.), (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press 2007), 295-314, 295).
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The history of these three texts and their interconnection is difficult to establish.
Joseph Tabory suggests that there was a tradition connecting a threefold blessing with
Thales or Socrates, which originally included the triad human, male and Greek.®® In order to
retain the trifold structure while including a reference to Socrates, the pair male-female was
dropped in the prayer attributed to Plato by Plutarch. According to Tabory, Lactantius
conflated the two versions in Plutarch and Diogenes Laertius, and came up with a longer
version of the prayer. Whatever the exact relationship between the prayers, it is important
to note that if Paul was familiar with this tradition, it would be in the form of a threefold
statement that could have different forms, but did not include the pair slave-free. The
ethnic pair, in these passages ‘Greek-barbarian’, is the only consistent overlap with Paul,
while the pair slave-free, which features in Paul’s statement, is absent from all three
versions of the prayers.

Although the sources we have for these prayers date several decades or even
centuries after Paul, the prayers themselves are attributed to philosophers who lived much
earlier, to Thales, Socrates or Plato. Diogenes claims to quote a much earlier source,
Hermippus, and to know of others who also tell the same story. There is a strong possibility
therefore that the tradition about these prayers was known at the time of Paul. The early
attributions of the prayers also raise the possibility that these thanksgivings are something
of a throwback to an earlier time, when this type of ethnic, and perhaps even male,
chauvinism was more indicative of the general attitude. The cosmopolitan mood of the early
Empire led to some very different ideas about human difference, as we will see in the next
chapter.

2.1.1 Jewish Prayers of Thanksgiving

While slaves were absent from any of the versions of the prayer examined so far, they are
mentioned in some of the later Jewish versions of such threefold prayers, namely those that
appear in rabbinic sources. These benedictions do not have the form of pairs of opposites,
but only retain the negative part; they express thanks for not being something, without
stating the positive of what a person might be. The sources themselves all date after Paul,
but it is possible that they have preserved earlier material from the first century. Given the
similarities between these benedictions and the versions quoted above, it is likely that these
Jewish prayers depend on the Greek tradition.®® The earliest of these, found in the Tosefta,
reads:

R. Judah says: A person is obligated to recite the [following] three benedictions
every day: ‘Blessed [is God] who has not made me a gentile, Blessed [is God] who
has not made me a boor, Blessed [is God] who has not made me a woman.

[Who has not made me] a gentile, because Scripture says, All nations are as
naught in his sight; he accounts them as less than nothing [Isaiah 40:17].
[Who has not made me] a boor, because a boor is not a fearer of sin.

& Tabory finds confirmation for the trifold pattern in the prayer mentioned in the gospel of Luke, where a
Pharisee is quoted as praying, 'God, | thank you that | am not like other people: thieves, rogues, adulterers, or
even like this tax collector’ (Luke 18:11) (see Tabory, ‘Benediction’, 116).

% Jews modified this Greek witticism and began repeating it as a Jewish rejoinder to the competing Hellenistic
slogan’ (Kahn, Three Bessings, 10); see also Tabory, ‘Benediction’, 118.
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[Who has not made me] a woman, because women are not obligated in the
commandments. (Tosefta Berakhot, 6:18 38)%

The gratitude that a Jewish man owes to God is thus explained by the fact that he, unlike a
gentile, a boor or a woman, bears the full load of God's commandments.®® The blessing thus
underlines the importance of the study of Torah for a person’s status.®

In later versions of this blessing, the term ‘boor’ is replaced by ‘slave’. In the
Babylonian Talmud (Menahot 43b — 44a) the story is told of R. Aha bar Yaakov who heard
his son reciting these blessings and objected to him thanking God for not being a boor.”® The
son then asks his father what blessing he should recite instead. The suggestion is made that
gratitude for not being a boor should be replaced by gratitude for not being a slave, which
leads to a discussion in the text about the difference in status between women and slaves.
The objection that is raised at this point is that since both women and slaves are in a
subservient position, when a man has blessed God for not being placed in such a situation
once, there is no reason for him to do so again. The response that both should nevertheless
be mentioned confirms, as Tabory observes, the importance that is attributed to citing
exactly three blessings.”*

Taken together, these sources provide a pattern that is similar to Paul, in that three
pairs or aspects are mentioned. Within each pair, these prayers emphasise a clear hierarchy
and opposition. A person is grateful for belonging to one half of the human race, and not
the other. We have also seen that the pairs which were considered to make up a person are
not constant, although the ethnic pair is mentioned in each of these texts. It has been
suggested that Paul’s formula in Galatians is directly dependent on these prayers and that
he synthesises the Greek and Jewish texts.”? Yet there is little reason to assume direct
dependence, especially since the term ‘slave’ is absent in all of the earlier versions, and only
appears after Paul, as far as we can establish. While these thanksgivings provide parallels to
the form of Paul’s formula, they do not explain the three pairs in it. Furthermore, even if we
were to accept that these types of prayers provoked a counter-slogan in Paul, that in itself is
not sufficient for understanding Paul’s statement. We would still need to ask what Paul was
affirming, in denying these privileges.

| would rather suggest that while the prayers of thanksgiving testify to the power
that a threefold slogan was considered to have at the time, we should not look for a narrow
literary dependence or opposition that might have influenced Paul. We should ask instead

® Translation from Shaye J.D. Cohen, Why Aren't Jewish Women Circumcised? Gender and Covenant in Judaism
(Berkeley: University of California Press 2005), 126. Slightly different versions are found in the Palestinian
Talmud (Berakhot 9:1, 63 b) and in the Babylonian Talmud (Menahot 43b — 44a), see Tabory, ‘Benediction’,
109-110.

% Cohen notes that although the English word ‘boor’ is a homonym of Hebrew word ‘boor’, the root meaning
of the two words is quite different, with the Hebrew referring to an ‘outsider’, someone outside the city or
outside civilisation (Why Aren’t, 253, nt. 53). Tabory notes that the Hebrew word 12 comes from a root
describing an uncultivated field (‘Benediction’, 112).

8 Tabory, ‘Benediction’, 109.

® The reason for his objection is not entirely clear. Tabory suggests that he may have been objecting to his
son's assumption that he was not a boor. On the other hand, he may have felt that there was no reason to give
thanks for not being a boor as a boor is obligated to keep all the commandments (‘Benediction’, 111).

71 Tabory, ‘Benediction’, 112.

7% Kahn suggests that Paul echoes or even brings together both the Greek and the Jewish versions of the
prayers (Three Blessings, 16).

41



A Cosmopolitan Ideal

whether there were contemporary concerns that might have formed the conceptual
background for Paul’s statement and which it might have addressed.

3 The Ideal of Unity

In the previous section, we saw how the pairs mentioned by Paul cluster in discussions of
the household and the appropriate relationships within the family. In this section, we will
focus on a type of thought that also deals with social construction, but of a very different
kind. In the ideas discussed here, social distinctions such as those between Greek and
barbarian, between slave and free and between husband and wife are used to portray an
ideal or utopian community, one that is very different from the hierarchical family relations
that make up the household. From Plato to the Stoics of Paul’s time, there is a broad trend
in Greco-Roman thought on utopian societies, which includes themes such as universal
citizenship, the absence of slavery and a rejection of marriage.73 We now turn to this
utopian tradition and its constructions of the ideal community, to see how this sheds light
on Paul’s use of the pairs Jew-Greek, slave-free and male-female.

That this utopian thought involves pairs and categories similar to those that make up
contemporary discussions of conventional society should come as no surprise. Utopian
thinking can be seen as an exercise in imagining alternatives.”* As such, any utopian or ideal
social scenario is also a reflection of the circumstances under which it is formed, and reveals
something about the specific historical situation, society or way of life for which it presents
an alternative.” Ancient depictions of ideal or utopian societies are no exception to this
rule; they too present something of a mirror image of conventional society and reflect those
aspects of life that were experienced as less than ideal. According to Moses Finley, what
connects ancient depictions of the ideal is ‘the idea, explicit or implicit, that a world without
evil is not even conceivable, let alone possible, so long as the two chief roots of evil are
present, namely, strife over wealth and property and strife arising from sexual drives’.”® This

”® The term ‘utopia’ is not an ancient one, but was devised by Thomas Moore, in the sixteenth century. It
denotes a ‘non-place’, a ‘nowhere’. This need not be understood in a narrow sense, but can be broadly defined
as a form of social dreaming, a fictional depiction of an ideal society, a better world. See Michael J. Griffin and
Tom Moylan, ‘Introduction: Exploring Utopia’ in Exploring the Utopian Impulse: Essays on Utopian Thought and
Practice, Michael J. Griffin and Tom Moylan (eds.), Bern: Peter Lang 2007, 11-18; Roland Schaer and Gregory
Claeys, Utopia: The Search for the Ideal Society in the Western World (New York: Oxford University Press 2000);
John Ferguson, Utopias of the Classical World (London: Thames and Hudson 1975); Doyne Dawson, Cities of
the Gods: Communist Utopias in Greek Thought (Oxford, Oxford University Press 1992).

I According to Malcolm Schofield, ‘Utopian thinking could be regarded as a particularly ambitious and
comprehensive exercise in the imagination of alternatives: envisage how the whole structure of society might
be differently and better constituted’ (Schofield, Plato, 199).

> Ruth Levitas proposes that the many different classifications and definitions that complicate research into
the field can be a replaced by defining utopian by its constant element, which she identifies as ‘desire’; a desire
for a better way of being and living. She notes that ‘whatever we think of particular utopias, we learn a lot
about the experience of living under any set of conditions by reflecting upon the desires which those
conditions generate and yet leave unfulfilled. For that is the space that utopia occupies’ (Ruth Levitas, The
Concept of Utopia (Hertfordshire: Syracuse University Press 1990) 8-9). See also Finley, The Use and Abuse of
History, 180; Evans, ‘Searching for Paradise’, 304.

e Finley, The Use and Abuse of History, 181. Finley makes a clear distinction between utopia and the idea of a
Golden age or a Garden of Eden: ‘Utopia transcends the given social reality; it is not transcendental in a
metaphysical sense. All this sets the social Utopias apart from the Garden of Eden, under which | subsume the
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view is shared by Doyne Dawson who notes that a characteristic of ancient political utopia is
that ‘communism in property is always accompanied by communism in 1‘ami|y'.77 By
eliminating both property and the family, the major causes of social strife are considered to
have been removed. Dawson’s study focusses explicitly on what he terms ‘high’ utopianism,
which is concerned with ‘a plan for an ideal city-state that was not meant to be literally
enacted’.”® While our examination here will be less narrowly defined, and will include
depictions of communities that are portrayed as actual existing ideals, it will largely confirm
Dawson and Finley’s observations that family and property are central to utopian thought.
As we will see, the ideal is of a society that is characterised by homogeneity of interest.
Whereas in the instructions for household management, social difference is structured in
hierarchical relationships, the ideal human community is imagined to be an undifferentiated
whole: ‘individuals’ loyalties and affections are directed to the community as a whole and
not fragmented by competing claims of differentiated affiliations’.”®

Most of the utopias or ideal societies found in Greco-Roman thought were fictional
or abstract, portraying a mythical island society or a philosophical model of an ideal city. The
fictional nature of these portrayals can be seen as confirmation of the power of the social
status quo in the ancient world. Any alternative society existed primarily as a social dream
or a vision of the future.®’ In our exploration of these ancient imaginings, we will focus on
authors of such social dreams writing under the early empire. We will start, however, with
what is generally considered to be the first construction of a utopia, that of Plato’s Republic.
His depiction of an ideal city formed the basis for many later constructions of the ideal and
contains the two characteristics discussed above, namely the absence of property and
family.

3.1 An Ideal City: Plato’s Republic

Plato is seen as the creator of the first political utopia; the ideal city of Plato’s Republic
inspired thinking about the ideal society for centuries to come. The Republic envisaged a
society without private property, where all goods were held in common.?" According to the
Republic, the best condition for the unity of the city is when its inhabitants consider the
same things to be their own. Not only did the male inhabitants of this city have all property
in common, they also did not have individual wives and children; there was no place for the
family.

Plato’s ideal city consists of three classes; the lowest class of labourers and
merchants, a class of auxiliaries and soldiers, and the highest stratum, which is Plato’s main

various primitivistic images, whether the perfect, simple, innocent society is located in the distant past, in a
Golden Age, or in a far-off place’ (Finley, The Use and Abuse of History, 180-181).

77 Dawson, Cities of the Gods, 8.

78 Dawson, Cities of the Gods, 7.

7 Richter, Cosmopolis, 61.

¥ See Peter Green, Alexander to Actium: The Historical Evolution of the Hellenistic Age (Berkeley: University of
California Press 1990), 394.

& As Malcolm Schofield writes, ‘one thing everybody knows about the Republic is that it is the first great work
of political utopianism ever written’ (Schofield, Plato: Political Philosophy (Oxford: Oxford University Press
2006), 194). Marek Winiarczyk laments the fact that while ‘jeder humanistisch gebildete Mensch’ has heard of
Plato’s utopia, the Hellenistic utopias suffer from scholarly neglect (Marek Winiarczyk, Die hellenistischen
Utopien (Berlin: De Gruyter 2011), VII).
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concern, that of the guardians. This guardian class is made up not only of men, but of
women as well. A person’s sex is deemed irrelevant for his or her position as guardian; the
city needs the best possible men and the best possible women. Although men and women
can be said to have the same nature, and therefore should receive the same education, they
perform the same tasks in the city not because they are equally capable, but rather the
opposite.82 Socrates maintains that since there is no particular field of activity in which
women as a group excel, no distinct sphere of female activity, women should be used for
the same purposes and given the same tasks as men:®®

“You are right,” he said, “that the one sex is far surpassed by the other in
everything, one may say. Many women, it is true, are better than many men in
many things, but broadly speaking, it is as you say.” “Then there is no pursuit of
the administrators of a state that belongs to a woman because she is a woman or
to a man because he is a man. But the natural capacities are distributed alike
among both creatures, and women naturally share in all pursuits and men in all—
yet for all the woman is weaker than the man.” (Plato, Republic 5.455d-e)

While there are some women who are better at some things than some men, as a group,
women are weaker and far surpassed by men. The rationale for having both male and
female guardians is thus not based on gender equality, but rather on inequality.84 The goal is
not to improve the position of women, but to ensure the welfare of the city. The same is
true for the abolition of the family. In the Republic, there will be no private marriages, and
no private paternity or maternity:

That these women shall all be common to all the men (ta¢ yuvaikeg Todtag TGV
avdpdV TOVTWY TAVTWY THoKG €lvel kolvig), and that none shall cohabit with any
privately; and that the children shall be common, and that no parent shall know
its own offspring nor any child its parent.” (Plato, Republic 5.457c-d)

The republic will in fact have a strict program of eugenics, where only the best women and
men are allowed to procreate; procreation is entirely in the hands of the state (Republic
4593-461b). Fathers will not know who their own children are, nor will mothers, because
there will be communal childcare and communal wet nursing. The whole guardian class will
therefore treat one another as relatives: ‘no matter whom he meets, he will feel that he is
meeting a brother, a sister, a father, a mother, a son, a daughter, or the offspring or
forebears of these’ (463c). In addition to not having a private family, the guardians are also
not to have any private property (Republic 416d; 464b-c). The major principle supporting all
this is that of unity:

¥ 0On Plato’s discussion the education of men and women in the Republic and Laws, see Christine Garside
Allen, ‘Plato on Women’, Feminist Studies 2/3 (1975), 131-138.

8 For a discussion of Plato’s argumentation, see Michael S. Kochin, Gender and Rhetoric in Plato’s Political
Thought (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2002), 60-63. Also Stella Sandford, ‘Thinking Sex Politically:
Rethinking ““Sex’” in Plato’s Republic’, The South Atlantic Quarterly 104/4 (2005), 613-630.

# Julia Annas criticises the idea that Plato was interested in the position of women and gender equality, as has
been suggested (‘Plato's "Republic" and Feminism’, Philosophy 51/197 (1976), 307-321). Annas observes an
interesting gap in Plato’s argumentation, in that he only addresses the question whether there are specific
female competences, but does not ask the obvious question whether there are specific male competences.
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‘Well, then, can we come up with a greater evil for a city than something that
tears it apart and makes it many cities instead of one? Or any greater good than
what binds it together and makes it one?’ ‘No, we can’t.” (...) ‘Does that mean
that the best regulated city is one where most people apply these expressions
“mine” and “not mine” to the same thing in the same way?’ ‘Much the best.’
(Plato, Republic 5.462a-c)

The greatest good of the city is secured when there is in it no ‘mine’ in terms of wives or
children or possessions. Plato goes on to portray the city as a body, where what happens to
one person, happens to all (Republic 5.462c-d). The abolition of the family thus does not
serve the interest of individual men and women, but rather that of the city as a whole. Nor
is it women who are freed from the ‘patriarchal family’, rather, the abolition of the family is
portrayed as a liberation for men. They can now live in peace together, no longer burdened
by the duty to make ends meet or by the petty trouble of handing their money over to their
wives and slaves (Republic 465 b-c).%

Plato’s original political utopia thus stresses unity as the highest good; individual
families or individual property would stand in the way of the united concern of the
guardians for the city. Because there are no private possessions, no houses and families,
there will be no ‘law-suits and accusations against one another’ (Republic 464d). They will
be free from ‘the dissensions that arise among men from the possession of property,
children, and kin’ (Republic 464e).

Plato uses two metaphors here to underline the close connection between the
guardians and the unity of the city. The city can be described as a body, where ‘all of it feels
the pain as a whole, though it is a part that suffers’ (Republic 5.462d). While families may be
abolished, the guardians should see each other as family members and this not in name
only, ‘for it would be absurd for them merely to pronounce with their lips the names of
kinship without the deeds’ (Republic 5.463e). They should feel that what happens to one
person, happens to all. Both these metaphors express the importance of homogeneity of
interest and therefore underline the essential characteristic of ancient utopia. The fact that
these metaphors also occur in Paul is an indication that his thought was concerned with a
similar ideal of unity.

The influence of Plato’s Republic can be seen in many later depictions of ideal
communities and utopias, which emphasise unity, sometimes have a community of goods
and often in some way challenge the conventional construction of the family. While Finley
observes that it is hard to find any utopian thinking in antiquity which is not hierarchical,
this is probably more true for classical antiquity and less so for later periods.®® In Paul’s time,
as we will see, people could imagine an ideal way of life as one that tended towards
equality, at least between men. We will now turn to the expression of this type of thought
during the early Empire.

& Mary Ann Beavis claims that Plato’s construction of the ideal city and particularly the roles of men and
women in it can be described as criticism of the ‘patriarchal family’ and as ‘gender egalitarianism’, similar to
that found in early Christianity (Beavis, ‘Christian Origins’, 44). As our analysis here shows, however, Plato’s
concern in eliminating the family is not with the position of women. He rather sees the absence of the family
as liberating for men. See also Annas, ‘Plato’s Republic’, 312.

8 Finley, The Use and Abuse of History, 187-188. Finley appears to base this conclusion predominantly on Plato
and Zeno, and excludes traditions influenced by the Golden Age or the Garden of Eden as myth (Finley, The
Use and Abuse of History, 181-182).
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3.2 Ideal Communities in the Early Empire

During late Hellenistic and early-imperial times, there is a notable interest in ideal societies,
which can be attributed to the influence of Stoic cosmopolitanism. An exotic community
that is organised along principles that enable a homogeneous social structure becomes
appealing under a unified Empire, where all people can be seen as fundamentally similar,
regardless of ethnic differences.®’” While such communities are frequently found in exotic
locations, they can also be located in the past or the future. The next section will examine
two eschatological examples that express a hope for an ideal future. In this section,
however, we will first turn to an ideal past, in Plutarch’s idealised description of the actions
of Alexander the Great.

3.2.1 An Ethnic Ideal: Plutarch’s Alexander

For his description of Alexander’s work in unifying Greek and barbarian, Plutarch reaches
back to Zeno, the founder of Stoicism, who wrote his own Republic, most likely in response
to Plato’s.2® Concord was the key idea in Zeno’s Republic, a city where only the wise or
morally good were citizens, friends and free persons, and the bad were aliens, enemies and
slaves.®® Some aspects of Zeno’s ideal city, as a place where promiscuity was accepted and
men and women wore similar clothing, seem to have been something of an embarrassment
for later Stoics.” Yet his name could still be invoked centuries later, as the creator of an
inspiring vision of unity. Plutarch suggests that Zeno, like later Stoics, held the unity of the
whole of humankind as an ideal.”*

Moreover, the much admired Republic of Zeno, the founder of the Stoic sect, may
be summed up in this one main principle: that all people (mdvtog drdmdTOLC)
should not live differentiated by their respective rules of justice into separate
cities and communities, but that we should consider them to be of one
community and one polity, and that we should have a common life and in order
common to us all, even as a herd that feeds together and shares the pasturage of
a common field. (On the Fortune 329A-B)

& Ferguson observes of Diodorus Siculus, who has preserved the utopias of Euhemerus and lambulus: ‘the
important fact is that a man of this generation is interested in ideal societies and knows that his readers will
equally respond to them’ (Utopias of the Classical World, 169).

® For an overview of Stoic political thought see Malcolm Schofield, The Stoic Idea, on the influence of Zeno’s
Republic on later Stoic thought, see esp. 94-105; For Stoic utopias, see Ferguson, Utopias, 111-121, and
Dawson, Cities of the Gods, 160-222.

8 Schofield, The Stoic Idea, 95-97.

P See Oswyn Murray, ‘Zeno and the Art of Polis Maintenance’, in The Imaginary Polis: Symposium, January 7-
10, 2004, Herman Hansen Mogens (ed.), (Copenhagen: Det Kongelige Danske Videnskabernes Selskab 2005)
210, also Schofield, The Stoic Idea, esp. 119-127.

ot Opinions differ as to whether Plutarch represents Zeno's ideas correctly, see, e.g., John Moles, who regards
Zeno's Republic as a work with many Cynic elements and feels this passage ‘reveals numerous details of the
Cynic’s attitude toward other men and of Cynic cosmopolitism in general’ (John L. Moles, ‘Cynic
Cosmopolitanism’, in The Cynics: The Cynic Movement in Antiquity and Its Legacy, R. Bracht Branham and
Marie-Odile Goulet-Cazé (eds.), (Berkeley: University of California Press 1996), 105-120, 117-118. Malcolm
Schofield, on the other hand, asks ‘is there reason to judge Plutarch’s information reliable? It is not hard to
find grounds for a negative answer’ (The Stoic Idea, 106).
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According to Plutarch, Zeno’s Republic is a place where people live in one community and
are governed by one rule of justice. In the highly rhetorical piece from which this passage is
taken, Plutarch discusses the successes of Alexander the Great. According to Plutarch, while
there was much to be admired in Zeno’s vision, Alexander surpassed Zeno, in that he made
this vague ideal a reality. He achieved what the Stoics only dreamt about, that people would
not live divided into several groups and cities, but would all be united into one community:

But, as he [Alexander] believed that he came as a heaven-sent (8edfev) governor
to all, and as a mediator for the whole world, those whom he could not persuade
to unite with him, he conquered by force of arms, and he brought together into
one body all men everywhere, uniting and mixing in one great loving-cup, as it
were, men's lives, their characters, their marriages, their very habits of life. He
bade them all consider as their fatherland the whole inhabited earth (v
olkoupévny), as their stronghold and protection his camp, as akin to them all good
men, and as foreigners only the wicked; they should not distinguish between
Grecian and foreigner (BupBapikor) by Grecian cloak and targe, or scimitar and
jacket; but the distinguishing mark of the Grecian should be seen in virtue, and
that of the foreigner (BepBapikov) in iniquity; clothing and food, marriage and
manner of life they should regard as common to all, being blended into one by
ties of blood and children. (Plutarch, On the Fortune 329 C-D)

Plutarch’s writings generally reflect the Greek oppositional thought which regards the
barbarian as the other, as we saw above in his appreciation for Plato’s prayer of
thanksgiving. Yet he is also aware of a philosophical ideal that sees Greek and barbarian
unified into one community. Since Plutarch’s rhetorical aim in this work is to portray
Alexander as a philosopher, connecting Alexander to this ideal of ethnic unity suits his
purposes in this work.”

The ideal realised by Alexander, then, is a world where the difference between
Greek and barbarian is no longer a matter of cultural attributes, clothing or other customs,
but a matter of virtue. A virtuous person, whether Greek or barbarian ethnically, counts as
Greek, while a barbarian is someone who is immoral, no matter what their ethnicity. Even
though the categories Greek-barbarian are still used, they no longer apply in the traditional
sense, such as in the prayers of thanksgiving described above.

3.2.2 Ideal Exotic Communities: Diodorus Siculus and Strabo

A colourful example of a utopia that is found in an exotic location is lambulus’ account of
the inhabitants of a remote group of islands, which is found in Diodorus Siculus (1% century
BCE).”® The island on which lambulus lands after a string of adventures is a wonderful place,
where food grows in abundance and natural springs provide hot and cold running water
(Diodorus Siculus 2.57.1-3). It is inhabited by strange but handsome people who are very
tall, have flexible bones, and the enviable ability to carry on two conversations

%2 For the rhetorical nature of On the Fortune, see J.R. Hamilton, Plutarch, Alexander (London: Bristol Classical
Press/Duckworth 1969) xxix-xxxiii; also Annamaria D'Angelo, Plutarcho: La Fortuna o la virtu di Alessandro
Magno: Primo Orazione. Introduzione, Edizione Critica, Traduzione e Commento (Naples: M. D'Auria, 1998) 7-8.
% David Winston sees lambulus’ island as an example of ‘Cockayne utopianism’ which is a vision ‘not of a new
social order, but of a new natural order which necessarily entails the former. It says, in effect, that what we
need is a new Heaven and a new Earth-and a new race of men’ (‘lambulus' "Islands of the Sun" and Hellenistic
Literary Utopias’, Science Fiction Studies 3/3 (1976), 219-227, 225).
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simultaneously (Diodorus Siculus 2.56.4-6). They also have some unusual customs when it
comes to family:

The islanders do not marry but have their women in common (yuvaikag &€ pm
Yopuely, GAAe kowdig €xew). They raise the children born of their unions in
common and cherish them equally (én’ Tong &yanav). When these children are
still infants, the wet nurses will exchange the children they are nursing so that not
even their actual mothers can recognize their own children. Thanks to this
institution no rivalry arises among them and they live their lives free of internal

discord, settmg the greatest value on social harmony (6L0ﬂep pnﬁeuwcg Top’
a0TOLC YLVOUEVNS DLAOTLULLNG GOTOOLKOTOUC Kol TNV Owdvolay Tepl TA€LOTOL

ToLovuévoug diatereiv). (Diodorus Siculus 2.58.1)

The customs of the islanders ensure that no parent knows his or her own child, and that no
conventional family relations can be formed. Even though lambulus’ utopia is often seen as
influenced mostly by Stoic thought, the similarities with the practices in Plato’s Republic are
inescapable, not only the notion of having wives in common, but also the specific role of the
wet nurses in making sure mothers do not recognise their children.® As a result of these
practices, all children can be loved equally. The goal, as in Plato, is social harmony and
absence of internal strife. The political organisation of the islanders is portrayed as equally
harmonious. They live in groups of about four hundred people, which are based on kinship,
with each group being led by the oldest man, who is obeyed by all (Diodorus Siculus 2.57.1;
2.58.6). The harmonious and simple way of life of these islanders is evident in everything we
are told about them, from their political organisation to their choice of foods and daily
activities. Although nothing is said explicitly about slaves, the descriptions of daily life, food
gathering and other activities, suggest that there are no slaves on the islands.”

The notion that an ideal way of life did not include marriage and the conventional
family can also be found in the geographer Strabo. Such a harmonious and praiseworthy
lifestyle did not necessarily entail the practice of having ‘women in common’ as with
lambulus’ Islanders, but could also take the form of a community consisting of men only,
excluding women, and therefore wives, from the group. Strabo quotes Posidonius’
description of a group of Thracians, who are mentioned as part of a description of exotic
groups who live according to unusual but admirable customs.’® The Thracian Ctista are
praised for living together as men, without wives:

Posidonius relates that the Mysians religiously abstain from eating any thing that
had life, and consequently, from cattle; but that they lived in a quiet way on
honey, milk, and cheese; wherefore they are considered a religious people, and
called Capnobatze. He adds, that there are amongst the Thracians some who live
without wives (elval &€ Tvag TV Opakdr ol xwplg yuvekog (@owv), and who
are known by the name of Ctistee. These are considered sacred and worthy of

% For an overview of the discussion about the influence of Stoic thought on lambulus, see Ferguson, Utopias,
126-129, who is firmly in the Stoic camp.

» Winiarczyk draws a similar conclusion from the descriptions of the duties of the islanders, ‘unbekannt ist
Sklaventum, die Arbeit gehort zur Pflicht, und nur altere Leute sind von ihr befreit (Die Hellenistischen Utopien,
185).

% On Strabo’s Geography, see Daniela Dueck, Strabo of Amasia: A Greek Man of Letters in Augustan Rome
(New York: Routledge 2000), 145-187.
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honour, and live in great freedom (dviem®obaL e S TMY Kol Wetd adelog
(fAv). (Strabo, Geography 7.3.3)

These men are seen by Strabo as sacred and honourable and their choice to live without
women gives them great freedom (&deie).”’” A similar case is that of the men of the
Alexandrian museum, who appear in Strabo’s description of the Alexandrian library, of
which the museum was part. These men form a communal group, sharing meals as well as
their possessions:

The Museum is a part of the palaces. It has a public walk and a place furnished
with seats, and a large hall, in which the men of learning, who belong to the
Museum, take their common meal. This community possesses also property in
common (ypfuete kowvi); and a priest, formerly appointed by the kings, but at
present by Caesar, presides over the Museum. (Strabo, Geography 17.1.8)

These scholars formed an elite group, which attracted a large number of immigrants and
created an intellectual community in Alexandria.” The practices of these groups mentioned
in Strabo—dietary restrictions, communal meals, shared possessions, and a life without
wives—all are similar to those ascribed to the Essenes by Philo and Josephus. Their far more
extensive descriptions of these ideal communities allow us to see how such a group of male
equals would be seen. Central to their descriptions of the Essenes is the fact that they
neither marry nor have slaves, thereby bringing together two of pairs mentioned by Paul.

3.2.3 Ideal Jewish Communities: The Essenes and the Therapeutae

The descriptions of the Essenes and Therapeutae by Paul’s Jewish contemporaries Philo of
Alexandria and Flavius Josephus should be understood as part of the broad tradition of
utopian groups sketched above. These two Jewish groups are portrayed as shining examples
of communities of the wise, which conform in many ways to ancient ideals.® Both Philo and
Josephus present the Essenes as a supreme example of Jewish piety and philosophy.100 They

%7 On the various description in Greek authors of the Thracians, see Ugo Bianchi, ‘Dualistic Aspects of Thracian
Religion’, History of Religions 10/3 (1971), 228-233.

* Diana Delia, ‘From Romance to Rhetoric: The Alexandrian Library in Classical and Islamic Traditions’, The
American Historical Review 97/5 (1992), 1449-1467, 1452.

% The Essenes are known from these two authors (Philo, That Every Good Man is Free 75-91; Apology for the
Jews 1-18; Josephus, Jewish War 1.78-80, 2.113, 119-161,567, 3.11, 5.145; Antiquities of the Jews 13.171-172,
15.371-379, 18.18-22) and the account of the historian Pliny (Natural History 5.17, 4 (73)). For a collection of
the sources, see Geza Vermes and Martin Goodman (eds.), The Essenes According to the Classical Sources
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press 1989), who also address the issue of the identification of the Essenes with
the groups associated with the Dead Sea Scrolls. On this issue | accept the view of Steve Mason that the main
problem with seeing the Qumran community as the historical reality behind the Essenes as described in these
sources is: ‘why would such elite statesmen as Philo and Josephus have independently and repeatedly turned
to them, a group so deeply at odds with their own amply attested values, to carry the torch of the national
character?’ ('The Historical Problem of the Essenes', in Celebrating the Dead Sea Scrolls: A Canadian Collection,
P.W. Flint, J. Duhaime and K.S. Baek (eds.), (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature 2011), 201-251, 248). Even
though the practice of shared property is attested in the Dead Sea Scrolls, the evidence for marriage and the
presence of slaves is mixed and the assumed celibacy of the group depends largely on identification with the
Essenes of Philo and Josephus. | will therefore not discuss the Dead Sea Scrolls here, but do include evidence
from the scrolls in chapters Il and IV, in relation to questions about slaves and marriage.

100 According to Steve Mason ‘all of the Essene descriptions portray a Judean group embodying values widely
admired in the ancient world. Such values were connected with perennial Greek discussion about optimal
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are not, as Joan Taylor puts it in relation to Philo, interested in giving a ‘warts-and-all
introduction’ to their subject, but rather hold these groups up an illustration of the
excellence within Jewish philosophy.101 They do so in a way that would be immediately
recognisable by philosophically-educated Greek and Roman audiences:

For there are three philosophical sects among the Jews. The followers of the first
of which are the Pharisees; of the second, the Sadducees; and the third sect,
which pretends to a severer discipline, are called Essenes. These last are Jews by
birth, and seem to have a greater affection for one another than the other sects
have (yévog 8vtec dpLiaiinior &¢ kal TV &Alwvr TAéov). These Essenes reject
pleasures as an evil, but esteem continence and the conquest over our passions,
to be virtue. (Josephus, Jewish War 2: 119-120)

It also deserves our admiration, how much they exceed all other men that give
themselves over to virtue, and this in righteousness: and indeed to such a degree,
that as it has never appeared among any other men, neither Greeks nor
barbarians, no, not for a little time, so has it endured a long time among them.
This is demonstrated by that institution of theirs, which will not allow anything to
hinder them from having all things in common; so that a rich man enjoys no more
of his own wealth than he who has nothing at all. (Josephus, Jewish Antiquities
18:20)

Both Philo and Josephus attribute values to the Essenes that were widely esteemed in
contemporary thought. The Essenes are thus said to love virtue, to be pious, humble,
respectful of the law and loving towards humanity. A strong focus lies on their simple life:
they do not care about money or property, they are ascetic, and frugal and have a strong
sense of community. The idea of shared property was a common philosophical ideal that
went back to Plato’s Republic or perhaps even the Pythagoreans before him, and is also
attributed to Zeno and later Stoics.® For both Philo and Josephus, the fact that the Essenes
shared their goods and did not have anything for themselves is one of the most important
aspects of their virtue. It is central to their community spirit of equality and brotherhood:

They despise riches and their communal life is admirable. In vain would one
search among them for one man with a greater fortune than another. Indeed, it is
a law that those who enter the sect shall surrender their property to the order; so
neither the humiliation of poverty nor the pride of wealth is to be seen anywhere

constitutions and ideal societies, a debate into which Josephus confidently enters the entire Judean polity
(Steve Mason, 'The Historical Problem of the Essenes', 246). Mason argues convincingly, through a careful
analysis of the vocabulary and dominant themes, that Josephus’ account should be seen as his own creation,
largely independent of Philo or any other source (Flavius Josephus: Translation and Commentary, vol. 1b,
Judean War 2 (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 85—90).

% joan Taylor, ‘Philo of Alexandria on the Essenes: A Case Study on the Use of Classical Sources in Discussions
of the Qumran-Essene Hypothesis’, Studia Philonica Annual (2007), 1-28, 8. According to Steven Mason, the
Essenes, for Philo ‘carry the flag of the Judean virtues inculcated by Moses’ ('The Historical Problem of the
Essenes', 214). For Josephus, see Steve Mason, ‘What Josephus Says about the Essenes in his Judean War’
online at: http://orion.huji.ac.il/orion/programs/Mason00-1.shtml (part 1). Doron Mendels, however,
maintains that while Philo and Josephus did depict the Essenes in an ideal manner, they did not write in the
genre of classical or Hellenistic utopias (Doron Mendels, ‘Hellenistic Utopia and the Essenes’, The Harvard
Theological Review, 72/3-4 (1979), 207-222, 222).

1% For this tradition of ‘communist utopian’ throughout Greek thought, see Dawson, Cities of the Gods.
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among them. Since their possessions are mingled, there exists for them all, as for
brothers (Gomep ddeAdoic), one single property. (Josephus, Jewish War 2: 122)

Josephus compares the Essenes to brothers, who share their property. According to both
authors sharing goods and living a communal life requires a rejection of slaves and marriage.
Josephus makes this case on slightly different grounds in his two accounts of the Essenes:

There are about four thousand men that live in this way, and neither marry wives,
nor are desirous to keep slaves (kal olte youetog elodyovtal olte SoVAWY
émndelovoly ktfowy); as thinking the latter tempts men to be unjust, and the
former gives the handle to domestic quarrels; but as they live by themselves, they
minister one to another (Siakovig tfi €m’ @&AAnAoig émypdvtal). (Josephus,
Jewish Antiquities 18.21)

They neglect wedlock, but select other persons’ children, while they are pliable,
and fit for learning, and esteem them to be of their kindred, and form them
according to their own manners. They do not absolutely deny the fitness of
marriage, and the succession of mankind thereby continued; but they guard
against the lascivious behaviour of women, and are persuaded that none of them
preserve their fidelity to one man. (Josephus, Jewish War 2: 121)

In Jewish Antiquities, Josephus mentions slaves and women in one breath, both are a danger
to the common life of the male Essenes. Their mutual service to each other would be
compromised by the injustice and disagreement that are associated with slaves and women.
A further rational for excluding women and marriage is given in Jewish War, where Josephus
sees the lack of sexual restraint in women as a danger to the male community. Josephus
does mention, almost as an afterthought, a type of Essenes that do marry, since they feel
that otherwise, the human race might die out (Jewish War 2:160).103

Philo agrees with Josephus about the celibacy of the Essenes, although he gives a
different reason for this.

Indeed, no Essaean takes a woman because women are selfish, excessively
jealous, skilful in ensnaring the morals of a spouse and in seducing him by endless
charms. Women set out to flatter, and wear all sorts of masks, like actors on the
stage; then, when they have bewitched the eye and captured the ear, when, that
is to say, they have deceived the lower senses, they next lead the sovereign mind
astray. (...) The husband, bound by his wife’s spells, or anxious for his children
from natural necessity, is no more the same towards the others, but unknown to
himself he becomes a different man, a slave instead of a freeman. (Philo, Apology
for the Jews 14-15, 17)

While Philo focuses on different female short-comings, the outcome is the same as for
Josephus: women are portrayed as a threatening the interaction between the male Essenes.
A married man changes in his dealings with others; he becomes a slave. Philo and Josephus
thus each have their own ideas about the problems women would cause, but they

1% Eor this group of Essenes see Steve Mason, who regards them as an invention on the part of Josephus, a

view which is criticised by Joan Taylor (Steve Mason, ‘What Josephus Says about the Essenes in his Judean
War’ online at: http://orion.huji.ac.il/orion/programs/Mason00-1.shtml; Joan Taylor, ‘Philo of Alexandria on
the Essenes’, 1-28.
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understand the Essene rejection of marriage and women to be for the same reason: to
guard the communal life and enable the members to hold all things in common. As we have
seen, in many ancient conceptions of the ideal community as holding all goods in common,
marriage was rejected also. Since the household embraced both property and family, to
dissolve the one implied breaking up the other. Given their sexual ethic which generally
restricted sex to marriage or even procreation only, a communism where everyone freely
forms relationships with each other, such as in the island communities described by
lambulus, would probably not have been praiseworthy in the eyes of Philo or Josephus. The
Essene rejection of marriage and women is therefore the logical corollary to their rejection
of property.

Like the Essenes, Philo’s Therapeutae do not marry, although this group is not all
male, but consists of both men and women.'® In connection with the Therapeutae, Philo
does not describe marriage as something to be avoided because of the problematic nature
of women. While neither the men nor the women who belong to the group are to be bound
by marriage, no explicit analysis of marriage is given by Philo. The female Therapeutae are
described as virgins, by their own choice:

And the women also share in this feast, the greater part of whom, though old, are
virgins in respect of their purity (not indeed through necessity, as some of the
priestesses among the Greeks are, who have been compelled to preserve their
chastity more than they would have done of their own accord), but out of an
admiration for and love of wisdom, with which they are desirous to pass their
lives, on account of which they are indifferent to the pleasures of the body,
desiring not a mortal but an immortal offspring, which the soul that is attached to
God is alone able to produce by itself and from itself, the Father having sown in it
rays of light appreciable only by the intellect, by means of which it will be able to
perceive the doctrines of wisdom. (Philo, On the Contemplative Life 68)

According to Philo, these women have chosen not to marry because they prefer immortal to
mortal offspring. Marriage and procreation are firmly connected in Philo’s thought (Special
Laws 1.112; 3.9), as they are for Josephus (Against Apion 2.199). Both allow sexual
intercourse even within marriage only with the intention of creating children. The female
Therapeutae still produce offspring, but of a different kind, inspired by God.

The male Therapeutae seem to have a different, less virginal, background. They only
join the community after having left their families and property in good hands. Philo praises
them for making a gift of their wealth to others as they choose to go off to pursue
philosophy (On the Contemplative Life 13-16). The asceticism of men and women is thus
portrayed by Philo in two distinct ways. Men do not produce spiritual offspring; women do
not abandon wealth and family. The group’s male and female members, as far as we can tell

1% There is considerable debate as to whether the Therapeutae actually existed, or were a fictional creation of

Philo. For the latter view, see Troels Engberg-Pedersen, ‘Philo’s De Vita Contemplativa as a Philosopher’s
Dream’, Journal for the Study of Judaism 30 (1999), 40-64, 63-64. Mary Ann Beavis challenges Engberg-
Pedersen, arguing that Philo’s account is idealised fact, rather than dream (‘Philo’s Therapeutai: Philosopher’s
Dream or Utopian Construction?’, Journal for the Study of the Pseudepigrapha 14/1 (2004), 30-42). Also Joan E.
Taylor, Jewish Women Philosophers of First-Century Alexandria: Philo’s ‘Therapeutae’ Reconsidered, (Oxford:
Oxford University Press 2003); Joan E. Taylor, and P.R. Davies, ‘The So-Called Therapeutae of De Vita
Contemplativa: |dentity and Character’, Harvard Theological Review 91.1 (1998), 3-24.
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from Philo’s description, lead separate lives and even when joining in worship and song,
remain spatially separated (On the Contemplative Life 33, 69).

Apart from the question how real any of these groups were or how accurate the
descriptions given, their place in first-century literature shows that asceticism and
abandoning or rejecting marriage did function as a philosophical, ethical and religious ideal.
Even though Philo believes that marriage is natural and good, he can still present the
Therapeutae and Essenes as examples of a high standing Jewish morale, in part because of
their rejection of married life.

The same dissolution of the family in relation to property can be seen as the
background for not keeping slaves. According to Josephus, as we have seen, slaves bring
injustice and keep the members from taking care of each other’s needs. Philo gives a more
fundamental reason for rejecting slavery, arguably the most moral rejection of slavery to be
found in ancient literature:*®

Not a single slave is to be found among them, but all are free (6obAog te map’
oUTOlC oDde €l¢ €otiv dAL’ érelBepoL mavteg), exchanging services with each
other and they denounce the owners of slaves, not merely for their injustice in
outraging the law of equality, but also for their impiety in annulling the statute of
Nature, who, mother-like, has born and reared all men alike, and created them
genuine brothers, not in mere name but in very reality (katoyLvwokovor Te TGV
BeoTOTOY 00 HOVOV (¢ GOLKWV LOOTNTO AUMOLVOMEVWY GAAL Kol ¢ GOEPOV
Beopor GpoEwg AraLpolVTWY 1) TArTeG OMOLWG Yevvhowow Kol Bpeliglévn untpog
dlkny adeAdpole yvnoloug o0 Aeyopévoug @Al dvtag Bvtwg dmelpyaowto), though
this kinship has been put to confusion by the triumph of malignant covetousness,
which has wrought estrangement instead of affinity and enmity instead of
friendship. (Philo, That Every Good Man Is Free 79)

Philo attributes to the Essenes a radical criticism of slavery: slave owners violate the law of
equality and disregard the fact that nature has created all people as brothers. This in no way
reflects Philo’s general thought on slavery, which is quite conventional, urging masters to
treat their slaves well, but not questioning slavery as such. Again we encounter the term
brother, here to denote the principle equality created by nature, which stands in contrast to
the practice of slavery. Because they do not have slaves, the Essenes are free to serve each
other.
Philo ascribes a criticism of slavery to the Therapeutae as well:

They do not have slaves (arépamddwy) to wait on them, as they consider that the
ownership of servants is against nature (mapd ¢vov). For nature has borne all
men to be free, but the wrongful and covetous acts of some who pursued that
source of evil, inequality, have imposed their yoke, and invested the stronger

with power over the weaker (| uev yop €AcuBépoug amavtag yeyévvmkey ol O€
TWwwY  adiklol kol mAeovellal  (NAWOOVTWY TNV GPXEKAKOV  GVLOOTNTO

1% A similar conviction is cited with approval of the Indians by Diodorus Siculus: ‘As for the customs of the

Indians which are peculiar to them, a man may consider one which was drawn up by their ancient wise men to
be the most worthy of admiration; for the law has ordained that under no circumstances shall anyone among
them be a slave, but that all shall be free and respect the principle of equality in all persons. For those, they
think, who have learned neither to domineer over others nor to subject themselves to others will enjoy a
manner of life best suited to all circumstances; since it is silly to make laws on the basis of equality for all
persons, and yet to establish inequalities in social intercourse’ (Diodorus Siculus, 2.39.5).
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ketoeDéoonl TO €Ml TOLC GOPEVeOTEPOL KPATOC TOLS SUVNTWTEPOLS Gvijay).
(Philo, On the Contemplative Life 70)

For Philo, apparently, the ideal philosophical life implied a rejection of slavery. As we saw
above, and will return to in chapter Il when discussing ‘slave-free’, Philo can discuss slaves
in the context of the household as belonging to an inferior class, and in need of being ruled
in the right way. It is only in relation to the communities of the Therapeutae and the Essenes
that Philo voices these critiques of slavery.'® The practical objection seems to be for both
groups that having slaves stands in the way of members sharing all things and serving each
other. We can conclude that both having slaves and having wives was seen by these authors
as an obstacle to the ideal relationships between members of the group. Philo and Josephus
thus confirm the observation of Moses Finley quoted at the beginning of section 3, that in
ancient thought, an ideal way of life required an end to property and to sexual desire, as the
two main causes of strife and the major threats to harmony. Yet they also contradict the
notion that ancient ideal communities would necessarily be hierarchical. Rather, for the
Essenes to be able to live their life of simplicity and mutuality required a degree of equality
between the members, in the descriptions of Philo and Josephus. According to them, having
an all-male group that had goods in common, and did not have the hierarchical relationships
between husband and wife and master and slave, provided the best starting point for such
an ideal communal life.

3.3 Eschatological Ideals: The Sibylline Oracles and Diogenes of
Oenoanda

The ideal of the absence of hierarchy and a unified humanity that we have seen in authors
such as Plutarch, Philo and Josephus could not only be presented as something of the past,
or of a distinct group in the present, but could also be imagined as a magnificent future. In
this section we will look at two such eschatological prophecies, the first found in book 2 of
the Sibylline Oracles and the other in the inscription put up by the Epicurean philosopher
Diogenes of Oenoanda.

3.3.1 The Golden Age in Jewish Eschatology

The collection of books known as the Sibylline Oracles has a long and complicated history
and contains Greek, Jewish, as well as Christian material.'®’ Little is known of the original
Greek prophetess who was known as Sibyl, but from the Roman period onwards, many
references are made to Sibylline oracles as a source for understanding the will of the gods. A
collection of Sibylline books was apparently stored at the temple of Jupiter in Rome,
although this has not survived.'®®

1% caroline Murphy explains this apparent contradiction in Philo’s attitude towards slavery by suggesting that
his criticism is actually aimed at the sexual use of male slaves by men (Wealth in the Dead Sea Scrolls & in the
Qumran Community (Leiden: Brill 2002), 415).

" Eor an explanation of the context of the Sibylline Oracles, see John J. Collins, The Sibylline Oracles of
Egyptian Judaism (Missoula: Society of Biblical Literature, 1972) 1-19; also Lightfoot, The Sibylline Oracles, 3-
23; WaBmuth, Sibyllinische Orakel 1-2, 25-35; Buitenwerf, Book Il of the Sibylline Oracles, 92-123 .

1% see Buitenwerf, Book Il of the Sibylline Oracles, 92-123.
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Of the twelve extant books of Oracles, which can be labelled Judeo-Christian, the
two books that are relevant to this study are books 2 and 3.1 Both books 1-2 together, and
book 3 contain a description of the history of the world, told from creation to the end of
time. Book 3 is generally seen as the oldest of the Sibylline books and is dated to the 1*
century BCE. It contains Greek and Jewish material without Christian redaction.*® Books 1-
2, which together constitute one work, have a more complicated history. Parts of the text
are seen as dependent on the Apocalypse of Peter, which dates from the middle of the
second century. Yet an older Jewish layer, the structure of which is broken up by Christian
redaction, is often seen as lying behind the text.™!

In his recent commentary on books 1 and 2, Olaf WaRmuth comes to the conclusion
that the eschatological vision which we will examine here is part of the oldest, pre-Christian
layer, which dates from the late first or early second century CE.**? The author of this base-
layer (‘Grundschrift’) uses the Greek idea of a Golden Age as his Leitmotiv, which comes
through at various points in the book (1.65-86; 1.283-306; 2.313-338).1"3 In the final vision
of the end-time in book 2, the Golden Age is described in full. It will be a time of abundance,
when food will grow without labour, and all will live together, sharing all goods:

The earth belongs equally to all (yaie & i1om mavtwy), undivided by walls or
fences (00 telyeawr ol TepLdpaypols Siapepilopévn). It will bear abundant fruits
spontaneously. Lives will be in common and wealth will have no division (koivot
te BloL kal mAoDtog duoipog). For there will be no poor man there, no rich, and
no tyrant, no slave (00 yap TTwyO¢ €kel, o TAoloLog, obde TUparvog, ob 6odAOC);

19 On the Judeo-Christian nature of the books, see Lightfoot, The Sibylline Oracles, viii.

119 Rieuwerd Buitenwerf bases his conclusion that the work is most likely of Jewish origin on the importance in
it of the Temple and the law of Moses (e.g., in Sibylline Oracles 3.328-329; 564-565; 248-264, see Buitenwerf,
Book Iil of the Sibylline Oracles, 126-127).

"In his recent commentary, Olaf WaRmuth confirms the idea that the text is made up of a Jewish
‘Grundschrift’ that was substantially redacted. He bases this on the fact that while the sophisticated
construction of the original can still be recognised, it is also evident that the structure has been disturbed to
incorporate traditions about Jesus in a way that is both deliberately and clumsy (‘mutwillig und plump’)
(WaBmuth, Sibyllinische Orakel 1-2, 465). He then makes a careful analysis of this Jewish layer, and assigns
passages to it with varying degrees of certainty (WaBmuth, Sibyllinische Orakel 1-2, 471). Jane Lightfoot is
much more careful in her commentary, and suggests that we should be content not to resolve the question of
the composition, allowing this to illustrate the ‘frequent indistinguishability of Jewish and early Christian
writings’ (Lightfoot, The Sibylline Oracles, 104). That this eschatological prophecy is relevant to Paul, in spite of
its occurrence in a later work that shows signs of Christian redaction, can be argued particularly on the basis of
its close affinity with the prophecies in book 3 of the Sibyllines, with which it shares the theme of the Golden
Age. Given the absence of any Christian redaction in this prophecy, much less of Pauline influence, it testifies
to an independent early Jewish understanding of the end time.

12 WalBmuth, Sibyllinische Orakel 1-2, 443, 487. Paul Trebilco dates the Jewish substratum of book 2 to
sometime between 30 BCE and 70 CE, but is less confident about which parts belong to this layer. He does
note that in book 2 ‘the eschatological passages are probably substantially Jewish’ (Jewish Communities in Asia
Minor (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1991), 95). Jane Lightfoot’s views on the passage seem
somewhat contradictory. While she states that ‘the whole section from 2.194 to the end of the oracle is a
unified whole—and is Christian’, she observes in her commentary on these lines that ‘the Sibyl’s end-time
scenario, though based on Apoc. Petr., has been padded out with material from other Sibyls’ (Lightfoot, The
Sibylline Oracles 103-104; 530). Lightfoot mentions books 3 and 8 as the sources for this material, yet given
Walmuth’s convincing argumentation that book 8 is dependent on books 1-2 rather than the opposite, the
most likely candidate for this material would be book 3. Trebilco, Lightfoot, and WaRmuth thus appear to be
largely in agreement on the Jewish background of this passage (WalRmuth, Sibyllinische Orakel 1-2, 70-86).

3 See WaRmuth'’s comparison between books 1-2 and Hesiod (Sibyllinische Orakel 1-2, 164-169).
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no one will be either great or small anymore, there will be no kings, and no
leaders: all are equal there (kowf & &uo movtec). (...) No spring, no summer, no
winter, no autumn, no marriage, no death, no selling, no buying (o0 yduov, od
Bavator, obd Tpaoelg, ovd’ dyopaopolg), no sunset, no sunrise: because he will
make one great day. (Sibylline Oracles 2. 319-329)"**

After an elaborate description of the various punishments that await sinners, in the
preceding chapters, attention turns in this passage to the rewards of the pious: a utopian
future, a time of plenty when all things will be in common. The many different pairs
mentioned here connect an end to cosmic differences, ‘no sunset, no sunrise’, to an end to
property and social difference, ‘no tyrant, no slave’.!”® Both in this connection between the
cosmic and the social, and in the choice of pairs, the eschatological ideas expressed in this
passage have much in common with Paul’s.'*® The reference to ‘no slave’ (o0 &0droc), is
similar to Paul’s formula in Galatians, although the opposite category is not ‘free’, but
‘tyrant’. The pairs ‘no marriage, no death, no buying no selling’ are strongly reminiscent of
Paul’s eschatological statements in 1 Corinthians 7, even if he does not use these exact
pairs. In chapter 7 of his first letter to the Corinthians, a chapter which reflects the
connection between the three pairs, Paul explains the implications of the impending end:

| mean, brothers, that the appointed time has grown short; from now on, let
those who have wives be as though they had none (oL €yovtec yuveikeg wg pn
&ovtec wowv), and those who mourn as though they were not mourning, and
those who rejoice as though they were not rejoicing, and those who buy as
though they had no possessions (ol dyopaovtec w¢ un koatéxovteg), and those
who deal with the world as though they had no dealings with it. For the present
form of this world is passing away. (1 Corinthians 7:29-31)

That marriage is no longer of great importance is one of the main points that Paul makes in
this part of the letter, as we will see in our discussion of the pair male-female in Chapter IV.
Marriage is not a sin, but someone who is unmarried can devote him or herself without
distraction to what really matters: the things of the Lord (1 Corinthians 7:32-34). Like Paul,
this prophecy in the Sibylline Oracles connects marriage to property and sees both as
belonging to the old world; they are not part of the new day that will come.

The pairs ‘slave-free’ and ‘male-female’ are thus part of the eschatological unity
portrayed in the Sibylline Oracle. While there is no direct reference to Jew and gentile here,
it is likely that the phrase ‘undivided by walls or fences’ is a reference to ending the
boundaries and laws between different peoples, as we will see in the next chapter.

As noted above, this prophecy of the Sibyl seems to be influenced by descriptions of
the Golden Age, especially in the idea of the earth bearing fruit automatically (aOtoudtn
3.321). A similar idea seems to be present in one of the eschatological descriptions in book
3:

" Translation my own, based on the translations of Wamuth and Lightfoot.

113 pie Pointe ist auf sozialer Ebene das Ende von Besitz und Herrschaft, auf kosmischer die Aufhebung aller
Zeit in “einem grofRen Tag”’ (WaRBmuth, Sibyllinische Orakel 1-2, 442).

!¢ john Dominic Crossan and Jonathan L. Reed describe the apocalyptic vision in this text as a ‘radical
egalitarianism’, which helps to understand Paul’s ‘radical egalitarianism in Christ’ (Crossan and Reed, In Search
of Paul, 233-234; see also Crossan, God and Empire, 159-160).
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When this predetermined day comes to an end, the judgement of the immortal
God comes upon the mortals; a great judgement and reign will come upon the
people. For the earth, mother of all, will give the mortals excellent fruits in
abundance, consisting of grain, wine, and olive oil. (it will give) a delicious drink of
sweet honey from heaven, trees, the fruit of fruit-trees, and fat sheep, cows,
lambs of sheep, and kids of goats. It will break open sweet sources of white milk.
The cities and the rich fields will be full of good things. And there will be no sword
and no cry of battle on earth (006¢ payaipe kot xOovog o0dE kudoLudc). And the
earth will no longer be shaken while groaning deeply. There will no longer be war
or drought on earth, no famine, (o0 TOAeuog 008’ alte kot XBovdg abypdg €t
€otat) and no hail will damage fruits. Instead, there will be great peace on the
entire earth (elpnivn peyain kete yelav anoocav). (Sibylline Oracles 3.741-755)

The abundance of the earth is described in lavish terms and the suggestion seems to be that
no human effort is required in the production of food.'” As this passage confirms, there
appears to have been an interesting process of exchange in this period between
eschatological prophecy, the tradition of the Golden Age and thought on utopian or ideal
communities. While abundance was an important theme in the original Greek legends about
the golden age or the Elysian Fields, found in Homer, Hesiod, and other poets, the notion of
shared wealth, or the absence of property, which occurs in the prophecy of book 2 cited
above, was not part of this tradition.''® According to Andrew Wallace-Hadrill, only in the
reinterpretation of these Golden Age myths by Augustan poets did the absence of laws and
of private property, two notions that were absent in the Greek tradition, become
standard.’™® The eschatological prophecy in book 2 of the Sibylline Oracles seems to owe
much to this Roman ‘communist’ ideal. Along with the absence of fences and the sharing of
goods, the absence of slaves was also seen as a distinctive feature of the ideal past, as we
will see in our discussion of the second pair, slave-free.*®

A further innovation of these Augustan poets according to Wallace-Hadrill, one that
originated with Virgil, was the idea that the Golden Age was not only in the past, but would
someday return.?* For this notion of a return of the Golden Age, Virgil is thought to be
dependent on influence of Jewish eschatological expectations, more specifically those found
in book 3 of the Sibylline Oracles.? It seems possible therefore, that there was a fascinating

"7 For the idea of a Golden Age here, see Buitenwerf, Book Il of the Sibylline Oracles, 285.

Harold Baldry analyses Hesiod’s depiction of the golden race and the later terminological shift from golden
race to golden age in Roman writing (“‘Who Invented the Golden Age?’, The Classical Quarterly, New Series 2
(1952), 83-92).

19 Andrew Wallace-Hadrill, ‘The Golden Age and Sin in Augustan Ideology’, Past & Present 95 (1982), 19-36,
22-23.

129 justin, Epitome of Pompeius Trogus, xliii. i. 3 (dating from the late first century B.C.), quoted in Wallace-
Hadrill, “The Golden Age’, 23.

121 According to Wallace-Hadrill, by employing this idea of a return of the Golden Age, the Augustan writers
provided Augustus with a role that made him essential for the preservation of Roman society (Wallace-Hadrill,
‘The Golden Age’, 29).

122 According to Wallace-Hadrill, ‘it should now be accepted that Virgil had indirect access to Jewish-oriental
Messianic ideas through Hellenistic Jewish "Sibylline oracles", (Wallace-Hadrill, ‘The Golden Age’, 21). He
identifies Sibylline Oracles 3. 743-759 as the most important parallel. Hendrik Versnel similarly notes that the
idea of a future Golden Age ’is clearly an invention by Vergil himself, most likely inspired by a Sibylline
prophecy’ (Hendrik S. Versnel, Transition and Reversal in Myth and Ritual (Inconsistencies in Greek and Roman
Religion vol.2), (Leiden: Brill 1992) 193); so also Gatz, Weltalter, goldene Zeit, 90-97. Interestingly, the idea that
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process of cross-fertilisation going on between the Sibylline Oracles and Roman thought,
resulting in a joint expectation that there would come a time of peace and prosperity, when
people would share their goods and live without divisions or laws.

The eschatological prophecies in books 2 and 3 of the Sibylline Oracles also highlight
another feature that seems especially pertinent for Paul. Both texts predominantly use
negations to describe the end time, something Paul also does in the formula, as well as in
the passage from 1 Corinthians quoted above.'”® The fact that in spite of the overlap
between certain subjects, there are also substantial differences in the topic that are
referred to in these eschatological texts, suggests that negations were felt to be an
appropriate way of expressing something about the end time, irrespective of the specific
categories or the terms in which the end time was described.

3.3.2 An Epicurean Golden Age in Oenoanda

That expectations about a coming ideal age were alive in the first centuries CE is confirmed
by a very different source, an Epicurean inscription from the city of Oenoanda in Asia Minor
probably dating from the beginning of the second century. This unusually large inscription
was set up by a man called Diogenes, who identifies himself in it as ‘almost on the verge of
departure from the world on account of old age’. Because he feels that the majority of
people suffer from spiritual illness, Diogenes takes it upon himself before his death to set up
an inscription ‘to advertise publicly the medicines that bring salvation’.*?* Diogenes aims his
message at a wide audience of ‘generations to come (for they too belong to us, though they
are still unborn)’ and also ‘the foreigners who come here’. 125 His ‘medicine’ has, at least in

part, a recognisably Epicurean flavour: virtue is not an end in itself, but is a means to

the Sibylline Oracles influenced Virgil is explicitly rejected in the two recent commentaries on book 1-2 and 3
of the Oracles. Olaf Walmuth calls the idea of Jewish influence on Virgil ‘unwahrscheinlich’” and believes the
idea of a return of the Golden Age could be drawn ‘ohne gréoRBere Probleme’ by combining existing notions of
such an age in the past, with the that of the periods of history (WaBmuth, Sibyllinische Orakel 1-2, 167-168).
Rieuwerd Buitenwerf sees no reason to assume that Virgil knew and used Sibylline Oracles 3, since ‘the
similarities do not suffice to prove any such dependence’ (Book Ill of the Sibylline Oracles, 292, nt. 137).

123 Similar negations can be found in 2 Baruch (late 1% century CE): ‘And no one shall again die untimely, Nor
shall any adversity suddenly befall. And judgments, and abusive talk, and contentions, and revenges, And
blood, and passions, and envy, and hatred, And whatsoever things are like these shall go into condemnation
when they are removed. For it is these very things which have filled this world with evils, And on account of
these the life of man has been greatly troubled. And wild beasts shall come from the forest and minister unto
men and asps and dragons shall come forth from their holes to submit themselves to a little child. And women
shall no longer then have pain when they bear, Nor shall they suffer torment when they yield the fruit of the
womb. And it shall come to pass in those days that the reapers shall not grow weary, Nor those that build be
toil-worn (2 Baruch 73:3-74:1). The Syriac text of this of this work is thought to go back to a Greek translation
of a Hebrew original (see Matthias Henze, Jewish Apocalypticism in Late First Century Israel: Reading 'Second
Baruch' in Context (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck 2011), 25). Henze unfortunately does not discuss these negations.
A negation also occurs in Zechariah, in an eschatological vision that might have influenced the prophecy in
Sibylline Oracles 2: ‘It will be a unique day, without daytime or nighttime (o0y Tuépa kel o0 viE)--a day known
to the LORD. When evening comes, there will be light (Zechariah 14:7).

124 Diskin Clay notes the similarities in language between this inscription and the New Testament, such as the
use of ‘salvation’ (cwtnpla) and the description of Epicurus as a ‘herald’ (kfipuE) and observes that ‘we do not
know exactly when Christianity reached Oenoanda, but its way was well prepared by Diogenes’ (‘A Lost
Epicurean Community’, Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies, 30/2 (1989) 313- 335, 326).

12 Diogenes’ self-description and his goals in putting up the inscription are explained in Fragment 3. On
Diogenes’ cosmopolitanism, see Pamela Gordon, Epicurus in Lycia: The Second-Century World of Diogenes of
Oenoanda (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press 1996) 32-33.
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happiness, and pleasure is the best way of life (Fragment 32). Diogenes also proclaims a
message of hope for the future and the coming of a Golden Age:

then truly the life of the gods will pass to human beings. For all things will be full
of justice and mutual love, and there will be no need of fortifications or laws and
all the things which we contrive on account of one another (Sikatoolvmg yop
€otol Ueoth Tavte kol GLAAAANALEG, Kol 0D yevnoetal TeELXDY 7 VOUwV ypelo
kel Tavtwv 6o 6L aAAMAoUg okevwpoluedu). As for the necessities derived from
agriculture, as we shall have no [slaves then], for indeed we [ourselves shall plow]
and dig and tend [the plants] and [divert] rivers (...)(Tepl 6¢ TV &m0 Yewpylog
AvavKalwy, wg oK €0opévey Mulely tote dovAwr] kal yop a[poooper adtol] kol
okapoluer, kol TOV ¢ultdv émpei[noouedn], kol motapo[le mopatpéouey).
(Diogenes of Oenoanda, Fragment 56)*%°

The Golden Age envisaged by Diogenes bears a striking resemblance to those discussed
above. It is a time when there will be no laws or barriers, but only justice and mutual love.
For Diogenes, part of the idealised future will be the absence of slaves; ‘we’ will not have
slaves, since everyone will work on the land together.127 The absence of slaves is thus a
common notion in several descriptions of the Golden Age from the early Empire, one which
will be explored in more detail in chapter .

Diogenes explicitly addressed his message not only to the residents of the city, but to
foreigners as well:

and we contrived this in order that, even while sitting at home, we might be able
to exhibit the goods of philosophy, not to all people here indeed, but to those of
them who are civil-spoken; and not least we did this for those who are called
"foreigners," though they are not really so (5t Tolg kodoupévoug pev Eévoug ob
unv ye dvtag). For, while the various segments of the earth give different people
a different country, the whole compass of this world gives all people a single
country, the entire earth, and a single home, the world. (Excerpt from Diogenes
of Oenoanda, Fragment 30)

Just as barbarians were not always barbarians according to Plutarch, Diogenes believes that
foreigners are wrongly called foreigners. The world may seem divided, but is in fact one
single home. Diogenes expresses this cosmopolitism with the use of a familiar pair of
opposites:

| say both now and always, shouting out loudly to all Greeks and non-Greeks
(EAAnov k[al] PapBapolc) that pleasure is the end of the best mode of life, while
the virtues, which are inopportunely messed about by these people (being
transferred from the place of the means to that of the end), are in no way an end,

2% Translation by Pamela Gordon, Epicurus in Lycia, 126. For the Greek text of the inscription, see Martin

Ferguson Smith, Diogenes of Oinoanda, The Epicurean Inscription: Edited with Introduction (Napoli: Bibliopolis
1993), 243.

27 The reference to slaves occurs in a section of the inscription where the text is damaged and is therefore a
reconstruction, see Ferguson Smith, Diogenes of Oinoanda, 243; for an image of the inscription, see Martin
Ferguson Smith (ed.), The Philosophical Inscription of Diogenes of Oinoanda (Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften 1996), 131, plate 17. This reconstruction of the text appears generally accepted
in the literature on the inscription.
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but the means to the end. Let us therefore now state that this is true, making it
our starting-point. (Excerpt from Diogenes of Oenoanda, Fragment 32)

Diogenes’ Epicurean message about pleasure was intended for the whole world. He
promoted an openness that was ‘unprecedented in the history of Epicureanism’, but which
shares the cosmopolitan outlook of his contemporaries.128 The cosmopolitan mood in the
first centuries will be explored in more detail in the next chapter, when examining the pair
‘Jew-Greek'.

4 A Shared Ideal: Paul’s Thought in Context

We can now make some overall observations on the conversations in which the pairs
mentioned by Paul occur in his time. As we have seen, social difference could be thought of
in terms of pairs of opposites, including those that occur in Paul’s formula. The proper
hierarchy between the husband, master and father on the one hand, and the wife, slaves
and children on the other was a topos that concerned many authors; a topos that was no
doubt familiar to Paul and his audience. The importance of these differences could be
expressed as a prayer of thanksgiving, or a perhaps as slogan, emphasising the social
superiority of some over others.

The ideals of unity that we encountered in this chapter reflect a society or
community that is based on the opposite of these hierarchical relationships. In the Sibylline
Oracles, it is said that the earth will belong equally to all (yaie &' Ton Tavtwy), without walls
or fences. A similar idea can be found in Plutarch where he describes Zeno’s Republic as a
place where all people do not live differentiated by their rules of justice in separate cities
and communities, but should live as a herd that shares a common field (On the Fortune
329A-B). Diogenes of Oenoanda envisions a time that will be full of justice and mutual love,
when there will be no need for fortifications or laws (Fragment 56). The notion of equality
expressed in all these sources is one of sharing on an equal basis or of the absence of
divisions between people.

The connection between harmony and equality is also made in lambulus, who
attributes the lack of discord among the islanders to the fact that they love all children
equally (¢’ long ayanav). This is made possible by the fact that they do not marry, have
‘women in common’ and do not know about any child who its parents are. According to
Plato, Philo and Josephus, having possessions, having wives, children, and family, are all
factors that encourage trouble and strife and impair social harmony because they stand in
the way of equal relationships.'?® Even in the case of Philo, who uses the terms equality and
inequality in relation to slaves and slavery, the question seems not so much the status of

128 Gordon, Epicurus in Lycia, 32. Gordon links the mood of the time to Roman influence. The response of

Rome’s Greek-speaking subjects to the Roman political empire was ‘to create a Greek cultural empire’
(Gordon, Epicurus in Lycia, 30). Michael Erler holds a similar view, noting that ‘Even with Diogenes of
Oinoanda, who holds especially fast to Epicurean dogma, one finds a receptivity to contemporary language
and attitudes, as when, for example, he imagines an Epicurean utopia embracing the entire known world
(Michael Erler, ‘Autodidact and Student: On the Relationship of Authority and Autonomy and the Epicurean
Tradition’ in Epicurus and the Epicurean Tradition, Jeffrey Fish & Kirk R. Sanders (eds.), (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press 2011, 26).

129 Plato, Republic 464e; Philo, That Every Good Man Is Free 79; Josephus, Jewish War 2: 122; Jewish
Antiquities 18.21.

60



One in Christ

slaves as persons.130 Rather, it is the relationship between ‘all men’, who are all created as

brothers, not only metaphorically, but in reality. It is this kinship, this brotherhood which is
disturbed by slavery, a kinship defined by Philo in terms of affinity and friendship.*!

In these ancient constructions, therefore, unity and equality can be seen as a
consequence of not knowing who your parents, or your children are. It can result from living
together in a group of only unmarried men, or unmarried men and women living separately,
having left their families behind. Only without family connections to divide them can people
be described as living together as equals and having all things in common. In this sense the
ancient notion of equality is clearly different from modern ones. Similarly, the unusual
attitudes towards family and slavery in some of the sources cannot be taken as an indication
of the equality of slaves and women to free men. There is little to indicate that the
dissolution of marriage, which was essential in doing away with family, in any sense created
equality between men and women, as is sometimes assumed. The focus in the sources
about the ideal community, as in the prayers of thanksgiving and discussions of household
management, is on the position of the free man. To live without marriage, to not have
wives, was to live in freedom (uete &detog Ay, Strabo 7.3.3). It is an ideal that can be
summed up as ‘women and goods in common’, ‘only free men’ or ‘free men and aged
virgins’ in the case of the Therapeutae. Even in Plato’s Republic, where men and women
receive the same education and perform the same tasks, their equality in this respect is
based on the fundamental inferiority of women, as we saw above.

Nor is the absence of slaves or even the rejection of slavery to do with their equality
as human beings. The ancient ideal community was not imagined to be a place where there
would be slaves in abundance to do all the work, but one where there was no need for
slaves, and all could live a simple life together. There is no sense in any of the sources that
to achieve this situation, slaves will be freed, or that their lives will improve somehow; there
is only the notion that an ideal community would not require slavery. The ancient ideal
community was thus focussed on homogeneity of interest, and an absence of the causes of
strife. This could be achieved is by dissolving hierarchical family connections.

As we have seen, the tradition about utopian or ideal communities existed in various
forms over centuries, but the theme ‘no slaves, no marriage’ finds its strongest expression in
Jewish sources of the first or early second century: in Philo, Josephus and the Sibylline
Oracles 2. It is unlikely that Paul knew these sources; we have no indication that Paul was
familiar with the writings of Philo, and Josephus, and possibly the prophecy from the
Sibylline Oracles 2 as well, dates after his lifetime. What | would suggest is that these
independent sources testify to an ideal that was present in contemporary Jewish thought;
an ideal of an alternative way of living, different from society as it was commonly organised.
In the Sibylline Oracles, this way of living is connected to the end time and will become a
reality only then, and only for those who deserve to be part of it.

4.1 When the Ideal Meets the Real

This chapter has shown that there was a broad tradition about an ideal way of life, which
could be expressed in different ways, with different emphases, but certain common

3% philo uses the term io6tnta, That Every Good Man Is Free 79; aviaétnte, On the Contemplative Life 70.

B oikedtne, duria, Philo, That Every Good Man Is Free 79.
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characteristics. As the prophecy of book 2 of the Sibylline Oracles shows, some Jewish
eschatological expectations fit within this tradition; they expressed hope for an end time
that had much in common with other Jewish and non-Jewish ideals about society. The end
of time could be envisioned as an end to differences; differences between the seasons,
between day and night, and differences between people as well. According to the Sibyl,
there will be no rich and poor, no slave and tyrant, and all will be equal. No more new
generations will be formed, because there will be no marriage and no death. The end time is
portrayed as an age that will end not only cosmic opposites, but social opposites as well.

Nor is this type of eschatological expectation limited to Jewish sources. The
inscription of Diogenes of Oenoanda expects a time when ‘the life of the gods will pass to
human beings’, when there will be justice and love. No barriers will divide people and there
will be no slaves, because the work on the land will be shared. The same connection
between the eschatological and the social can be seen in Paul’s different statements about
Christ. Believers participate in Christ’s death through baptism, and become part of the new
creation; they escape from the present age of sin and death. Through baptism they also
come to be part of the body of Christ, which connects different believers to each other.

Like the sources on ideal communities, Paul’s letters are focussed on harmony and
preventing conflict, and emphasise the importance of reciprocal relationships. The same
concern for unity, egalitarian relationships, and the same emphasis on brotherhood and
mutuality that are evident in Philo and Josephus and in a way also in Plato, can be seen in
Paul. He encourages the members of the community to ‘be slaves of each other’ (Galatians
5,13) and to ‘be devoted to one another in brotherly love’ (Romans 12,10, see also Romans
14,9; 15,7; Galatians 6,2; Philippians 2,3; 1 Thessalonians 4,9; 5,15). The notion of shared
goods is not reflected in Paul’s letters, even though it is taken up in the descriptions of other
early Christian groups (Acts 5:1-11)."*? Paul does suggest that difference in wealth should
not create difference within the community, when he instructs the wealthier members of
the community not to despise ‘those who have not’, and that having possessions is
something that belongs to the old world, not the new creation (1 Corinthians 11,18-22; 1
Corinthians 7,30).

If Paul shared the ancient ideal of mutual service and a community of brothers who
do not place themselves over each other, then it seems possible that for him too, family,
slavery and marriage presented obstacles to this ethic of mutuality. The three pairs
connected by Paul in his statement in Galatians suggest that he sees the community in
Christ within this framework of the ancient ideal community. By linking ‘neither Jew nor
Greek’, to ‘neither slave nor free, nor male and female’ Paul calls up an image of ethnic
unity connected to the ideal of unity in a community that rejects the family. Both, as we
have seen, were present in contemporary thought.

Looking at Paul’s statement in the context of ancient ideals gives a clearer picture of
what he is trying to do. In declaring that ‘in Christ’ there is neither Jew nor Greek, neither
slave nor free, nor male and female, Paul describes the end time, and the end-time

B2 Eor utopian ideas in relation to the community in Acts, see Roger W. Gehring, House Church and Mission

(Peabody: Hendrickson 2004) 77. Brain Capper notes the scholarly suspicion about the account of community
of goods in Acts, but argues based on the model of ‘virtuoso religion’, of which Jesus’ disciples as well as the
Essenes can be seen as examples, for its historicity (‘Jesus, Virtuoso Religion and the Community of Goods’, in
Engaging Economics: New Testament Scenarios and Early Christian Reception, Bruce W. Longenecker & Kelly D.
Liebengood (eds.), (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 2009), 60-80).
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communities created by him, in terms that would make sense to his contemporaries. The
ideal way of life, in which there are no divisions between people, no divided loyalties, and
thus none of the conflict that results from such divisions, has arrived for those who accept
his message.

It is not my intention to suggest here that when Paul set out on the road to Galatia,
or Ephesus, or Corinth, he was setting out to create a utopia in those cities. His primary goal
was not to design or realise an ideal society. But when he was thinking through the shape of
the end time as he experienced it, and was faced with the task of creating communities, he
drew on the types of ideals that were current in contemporary thought, both Jewish and
Greco-Roman. What sets Paul apart is that he was not engaged in a rhetorical depiction of
such a community, but was actively trying to create it. Paul’s vision of the community can be
seen as a form of utopianism; one which does not confine itself to a description of an ideal,
but that tries to establish that ideal in the real world. According to a recent definition,
utopianism ‘is best understood as a process of social dreaming that unleashes and informs
efforts to make the world a better place, not to the letter of a plan but to the spirit of an
open-ended process.’**?

While the authors of this definition may not have been aware that they were
borrowing the evocative contrast of letter and spirit from Paul, they were right to establish a
connection between his thought and the creation of an ideal. Paul does not have an exact
blueprint of the utopian community, but has to work his way through a series of problems
that arise when he tries to implement his ideas about eschatological unity. Paul has to deal
with the reality of the ancient city as it is, as a place in which his audience continues to live.
There is not the absolute and abstract construction of an ideal that we see in other sources.
Compared to the communities that are described in the sources above, the groups that
come out in Paul’s letters seem somewhat less ideal, and more untidy.

Paul’s statement was thus an expression of an ideal of eschatological unity that had
much in common with contemporary conceptions of ideal communities. In the subsequent
chapters of this study, we will see what happens when we apply this idea to each of the
three pairs; whether we can indeed understand his ideas about ‘Jew-Greek’, ‘slave-free’ and
‘male-female’ to be part of the contemporary conversation on what would be an ideal way
of life.

33 Griffin and Moylan, ‘Introduction: Exploring Utopia’, 11.
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Chapter Il

Neither Jew nor Greek: Eschatological Gentiles and
Jewish Cosmopolitanism

Introduction

Of the three pairs in the Galatian formula, the first, Jew and Greek, features most
prominently in Paul’s letters; the position of Jews and non-Jews is an important theme that
comes up again and again. Paul argues passionately that non-Jews can become children of
Abraham, can be fully accepted by the ‘living and true God’, and worship this God in one
community with Jews, without following the Jewish law or becoming Jews themselves.

As is evident in several of his letters, Paul is embroiled in a number of debates about the
terms on which non-Jews can belong to God and about related issues such as circumcision,
and the law. He fights these battles with great fervour, using a range of arguments,
sometimes calling in proof from scripture, other times hitting below the belt. Yet Paul’s
numerous statements on Jews and gentiles do not allow for any simple reconstruction as to
how he sees these matters. His thought on these issues continues to be highly debated and
is still is the focus of much scholarly interest.’

In this chapter, we will examine passages in Paul’s letters that discuss Jew and
gentile, and place these against the background of the ‘pre-existing conversation’ on this
issue, both in Jewish sources that consider the position of gentiles and Jews, as well as in
other Greco-Roman texts that deal with Greek and barbarian, and a unified human
community. In doing so, we will build on the insights of chapter I. As we have seen, the
three pairs mentioned by Paul in his statement about unity in Christ, together suggest that
the phrase should be understood as an expression of eschatological unity; a unity that has
much in common with existing ideas about ideal communities and utopias. In Paul’s vision
of the end time, as in other mythical or philosophical ideal places, times and societies,
people will belong to one homogeneous community.

As the previous chapter has shown, such unity could be imagined in numerous ways.
Ethnic unity is one of the motifs that occur; several contemporary sources emphasise
harmony among all peoples as part of an ideal community.2 In this chapter, we will see that
the fundamental connectedness of all people was an important aspect of first-century
thought in a more general sense.

! There have been a number of recent studies on these issues, most importantly: Paula Fredriksen, ‘Judaizing
the Nations: The Ritual Demands of Paul’s Gospel’ New Testament Studies 56 (2010), 232-252; Pamela
Eisenbaum, Paul was not a Christian: The Original Message of a Misunderstood Apostle (New York:
HarperCollins 2009); ‘A Remedy for Having Been Born of Woman: Jesus, Gentiles, and Genealogy in Romans’,
Journal of Biblical Literature 123/4 (2004), 671-702; Love L. Sechrest, A Former Jew: Paul and the Dialectics of
Race (London: T&T Clark 2009); Johnson Hodge, If Sons, Then Heirs; ‘Apostle to the Gentiles: Constructions of
Paul’s Identity’, Biblical Interpretation 13/3 (2005), 270-288; Denise Kimber Buell and Caroline Johnson Hodge,
‘The Politics of Interpretation: The Rhetoric of Race and Ethnicity in Paul’, Journal of Biblical Literature 123/2
(2004), 235-251.

2| use the term ‘ethnic’ loosely here, to denote texts that use the distinction Jew-Greek or Greek-barbarian.
For an evaluation of Paul’s vocabulary in talking about Jews and non-Jews, and a discussion of ethnicity and
ethnic identity, see section 2.1.
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Several Jewish end-time prophecies can be included among such depictions of ‘ethnic unity’.
Eschatological traditions in Jewish sources show a range of expectations with regard to the
fate of the non-Jewish nations in the end time. While some predict the annihilation of
gentiles, others expect a more positive fate. These latter traditions foresee a fundamental
change on the part of gentiles, who will leave their traditional gods behind and turn to the
God of Israel, to worship him. This will lead to their redemption and to God’s rule over all
peoples.3 It is this type of eschatological expectation that can plausibly be seen to form the
background for Paul’s ideas about Jews and gentiles.4 Since the contextual approach in our
examination of the baptismal formula as a whole in the first chapter resulted in a
recognition of its eschatological background and its connection to contemporary ideals of
unity, it seems likely that this type of end-time tradition is relevant for understanding Paul.

Of course, it has long been acknowledged that Paul should be seen as an apocalyptic
thinker. He expected the return of Christ, a cosmic judgement and the definitive end of the
present age, and expected all of these things to take place during his lifetime. The
importance of eschatology for Paul’s ideas about Jew and non-Jew however, is not always
recognised. Yet it is probable that there is a direct link between Paul’s conviction that the
end time has arrived and his notion that non-Jews can now belong to God, together with
Jews. As he writes to the Thessalonians, ‘you turned to God from idols, to serve a living and
true God (émeotpéate TPOG TOV B0V ATO TAOV €ldWAWY dovAdelely Bed (AvTL Kol GANOLYG),
and to wait for his son from heaven, whom he raised from the dead—Jesus, who rescues us
from the wrath that is coming (1 Thessalonians 1:9-10).

As we will see in this chapter, when set alongside existing traditions, however, Paul
brings certain novel elements to the idea of gentile inclusion. He reconfigures not only the
position of gentiles, but that of Jews as well. Unlike any other source discussing
eschatological ethnic unity, Paul seems to deny the difference between Jews and non-Jews;
phrases such as ‘there is neither Jew nor Greek’ (Galatians 3:28), ‘there is no difference
between Jew and Gentile—the same Lord is Lord of all’ (Romans 10:12) have no parallel in
other sources that deal with the end-time inclusion of the nations. We will explore whether
Paul’s view of gentile inclusion, and his denials of ethnic difference, can be further clarified
by looking at the wider contemporary conversation on ethnic difference and unity.

In this exploration, we will see how Paul’s ideas concur with the tradition of gentile
eschatological inclusion, and how they differ from it as well. It is important to realise that a

*For an analysis of these traditions, see Terence L. Donaldson, ““Proselytes or 'Righteous Gentiles'? The Status
of Gentiles in Eschatological Pilgrimage Patterns of Thought’, Journal for the Study of the Pseudepigrapha 4
(1990), 3-27, and Paula Fredriksen, ‘Judaism, the Circumcision of Gentiles, and Apocalyptic Hope: Another Look
at Galatians 1 and 2’, Journal of Theological Studies 42 (1991), 532-564. Terence Donaldson compiled a
collection of those Jewish sources which, in whatever form, have a positive view on gentiles, in his recent
study Judaism and the Gentiles: Jewish Patterns of Universalism (to 135 CE) (Waco: Baylor University Press
2007). He discerns four patterns of ‘universalism’, of which ‘gentile eschatological inclusion’ is ‘perhaps the
earliest and most fundamental pattern of Jewish universalism’ (Donaldson, Judaism and the Gentiles, 499).

* This has been suggested most recently by Pamela Eisenbaum, in her study Paul was not a Christian, and by
Matthew Novenson, (Matthew V. Novenson, ‘The Jewish Messiahs, the Pauline Christ, and the Gentile
Question’, Journal of Biblical Literature 128/2 (2009), 357-373, while it was proposed earlier by Paula
Fredriksen (Fredriksen, ‘Judaizing the Nations’; ‘Judaism, the Circumcision of Gentiles’). For other scholars who
take up this theme in some form, see Terence Donaldson, who himself ultimately rejects the ‘eschatological
pilgrimage tradition’ as a framework for Paul’s thought on gentiles, in favour of seeing it as proselytising
(Terence L. Donaldson, Paul and the Gentiles: Remapping the Apostle’s Convictional World (Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 1997), 348, nt.4).
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certain degree of difference is to be expected, given Paul’s specific situation. Other Jews
who describe the position of gentiles in the end time are portraying a, more or less distant,
utopian future. Eschatological gentiles, those of the nations who would be accepted by God
in the end, were a theoretical category; none of the authors of these texts had ever met an
eschatological gentile. For Paul, however, this utopian ideal of gentiles accepting Israel’s
God is a daily reality. Eschatological gentiles are people with whom he eats and worships.
The details of their status in relation to God and to Jews are thus relevant for him to an
unprecedented degree.

We should not assume that the eschatological expectations prevalent in Paul’s time
presented him with a clear blue print, providing all the details he may have needed. The
tradition of gentile eschatological inclusion was at the same time more diverse and less
specific than is sometimes acknowledged.” We should thus allow for a reasonable measure
of creativity on the part of Paul. The process of seeing as a reality what up until then had
only been a longed for vision of the future, required him to come up with answers to
guestions that had not been asked before. In this issue, as in others, Paul’s thought shows
both ingenuity and flexibility with regard to tradition. In arguing that there was no
difference between Jews and gentiles, in claiming that gentiles can be children of Abraham
and in seeing gentiles and Jews both as the cause for each other’s salvation, Paul displays
the creativity that enabled him to turn the eschatological ideal of gentile salvation into the
reality of the Pauline community.

This chapter starts with a brief overview of recent scholarly views on Paul’s attitude
towards Jews and gentiles. The notion that Paul reacted to something he felt to be ‘wrong
with Judaism’, however this was defined, has long dominated research into this question
(1.1). Recently, however, this view has been challenged in a fundamental way. In the so-
called ‘radical new perspective’, Paul’s message is seen as only aimed at gentiles, not at
Jews (1.2). It is considered to be motivated not by anything that was wrong with Judaism,
but rather by the very Jewish concern to be a light to the nations. Some scholars in this
perspective see gentile eschatological inclusion as the vision driving Paul in his mission to
the nations. This tradition of gentile end-time salvation is examined in more detail in
relation to Paul in the following section (1.3) to see how it can be connected to his thought
on Jew and gentile. In section 2, after a discussion of Paul’s terminology of Jew and non-Jew
and the concept of ethnicity and identity in recent scholarship (2.1), four important aspects
of his thought on Jews and non-Jews will be examined: we will begin with Paul’s references
to his own Jewishness (2.2), then turn to the issues of circumcision (2.3), kinship with
Abraham (2.4) and finally Paul’s attitude to the law (2.5). All of these aspects will be related
to expectations about gentile inclusion. In the third and final section, Greco-Roman ideas
about cosmopolitanism and the connection between all humans and the divine is examined,
to further fill out contemporary thought on ethnic difference and unity. This will allow us to
see how Paul’s statements on Jew and Greek contributed to the cultural conversation of his
time.

® Paula Fredriksen, for example, whose views we will discuss in more detail below, assumes that the tradition
of gentile inclusion would only allow for an absolute opposition to gentile circumcision. Paul’s anti-
circumcision stance in his letter to the Galatians therefore makes perfect sense in her view, while that of his
opponents is deeply puzzling. We return to this issue below, when focussing on circumcision (see, ‘Judaism,
the Circumcision of Gentiles’, 532-564).
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1 ‘What Was Wrong with Judaism?’

| borrow the question ‘What was wrong with Judaism’ from Daniel Boyarin, who uses it as
the heading for a summary of scholarship in his study A Radical Jew.® The guestion serves
well to illustrate the major change in scholarship since 1994, when Boyarin’s work was
published. As we will see below, some scholars have recently argued that Paul would
answer this question with an unequivocal ‘absolutely nothing’.

For Boyarin himself, the problem facing Paul, and ‘many Jews of late antiquity’ was
‘to account for the gentiles in God’s plan’. What motivated Paul, according to Boyarin, was a
concern for the one-ness of humanity. Paul was critical of what Boyarin calls the
‘ethnocentrism’ of contemporary Jewish culture. The tension within this culture,
characterised by this ‘narrow ethnocentrism’ on the one hand, and ‘universal monotheism’
on the other, motivated Paul to become a cultural critic.” In Galatians, therefore, Paul
argues against the notion that one particular people could ever be the children of God, to
the exclusion of other peoples.? To underline his claim of unity, according to Boyarin, Paul
cites ‘the baptismal declaration of the new humanity of no difference’.’

1.1 The New Perspective: Jewish Nationalism

Boyarin’s analysis of the problems Paul had with contemporary Jewish culture was
developed to a large extent from that of the so-called ‘new perspective’. Like many previous
interpretations, the ‘new perspective’ holds the view that there was indeed something
wrong with Judaism in Paul’s eyes, but had a different view on what this was. Building on
the insights of Krister Stendahl and the reconstruction of early Judaism by E.P Sanders, the
‘new perspective’ on Paul challenged the negative view of Judaism that had been dominant
in Pauline scholarship.10 According to its main proponent, James Dunn, who coined the term
‘new perspective’, Paul’s Jewish contemporaries did not believe that they could earn their
righteousness before God by doing the works of the law, as had been previously thought.*
Dunn takes up Sanders’ characterisation of the Judaism of Paul’s time as ‘covenantal
nomism’, in which the law functioned as an identity marker, not as a way of achieving self-
righteousness.'? Paul’s criticism of ‘works of the law’ is thus not a criticism of Judaism as
such, but rather of a too narrow view of covenant works as Jewish observances, and
covenant righteousness as national righteousness. Paul objected to circumcision and food
laws, and Sabbath observance, because these practices served as boundary markers,

6 Boyarin, A Radical Jew, 42-56.

’ Boyarin, A Radical Jew, 51-52.

8 Boyarin, A Radical Jew, 22.

o Boyarin, A Radical Jew, 5.

19 krister Stendahl, ‘The Apostle Paul and the Introspective Conscience of the West’, The Harvard theological
review 56/3 (1963), 199-215; Paul among Jews and Gentiles, and other Essays (Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
1976. E.P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of Patterns of Religion (London: SCM Press,
1977); Paul, the Law, and the Jewish People (London: SCM press, 1985).

" James D.G. Dunn, ‘The New Perspective on Paul’, Bulletin of the John Rylands University Library of
Manchester 65/2 (1983), 95-122; The New Perspective on Paul: Collected Essays (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck
2005). For a recent critical evaluation, see Ivana Bendik, Paulus in neuer Sicht? Eine kritische Einfiihrung in die
"New Perspective on Paul" (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer 2010).

12 Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, 474-511.
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keeping non-Jews outside God’s covenant.’ According to Dunn, Paul’s criticism of the law is
directed especially against Jewish interpretations of the law as ‘requiring Israel’s set-
apartness from the Gentiles’.* Paul’s message is not about gentiles getting in to the

covenant people, but about breaking down the walls that separated Jew from gentile.

1.2 The ‘Radical New Perspective’: Nothing Wrong with Judaism

The newly emerging ‘radical new perspective’ criticises the ‘new perspective’ for still— even
with its more nuanced view of Judaism — seeing Paul as separate from it, rather than as
remaining within Jewish tradition throughout his life. This perspective, whose proponents
include Pamela Eisenbaum and Caroline Johnson Hodge, is built on the central notion that
Paul was concerned only with the situation of non-Jews, not with Jews or Judaism.® As
apostle to the nations, it is argued, Paul did not address Jews, or their position with respect
to God or the law. Even though Paul may occasionally mention Jews, he always wrote to
gentiles, about gentile problems.16 The key gentile problem for Paul is identified in the
‘radical new perspective’ as gentile alienation from the God of Israel. Gentiles are estranged
from God because they did not accept the knowledge of God that was available to them,
but collectively rejected God. This is a distinctively gentile problem; only they need to be
made right with the God of Israel through Christ. The situation of Jews is not an issue for
Paul, because, according to the ‘radical’ view, they are Abraham’s descendants already, and
already God’s people. According to this two-covenant hypothesis, as it has been called,
Paul’s gospel only involved the covenant of the gentiles. *’ While claiming to place Paul
within a Jewish frame work, the ‘radical new perspective’ thus attributes to Paul a view of
the messiah that is unique within contemporary Judaism, i.e. a messiah who only has
implications for gentiles and their standing before God, and not for Jews.

The idea that Paul is concerned with gentiles only thus determines the reading of Paul in this
perspective. According to Caroline Johnson Hodge, Paul does not implicitly or explicitly
criticise Israel or the law. Therefore, ‘instead of viewing Paul as a critic of Judaism and the

B Dunn, ‘New Perspective’, 114, also the Theology of Paul, 354-366.

14 Dunn, ‘In Search of Common Ground’, 314.

B Magnus Zetterholm uses the term ‘the radical new perspective’ in his recent overview of scholarship on Paul
(Approaches to Paul: A Student’s Guide to Recent Scholarship (Minneapolis: Fortress Press 2009), 161), for
critics of the new perspective on Paul, such as Lloyd Gaston and Paul Gager, Mark Nanos, Stanley Stowers and
Caroline Johnson Hodge. Jonson Hodge and Pamela Eisenbaum also apply the term to themselves (Johnson
Hodge, If Sons, Then Heirs, 9, 153; Eisenbaum, Paul Was Not a Christian, 250.

'® Johnson Hodge states that ‘there is perhaps no more pivotal issue for determining one’s reading of Paul than
audience. Whom did Paul address in his letters? For whom does he construct his arguments?’ (Johnson Hodge
If Sons, Then Heirs, 9).

" The two-covenant hypothesis was put forward by Lloyd Gaston and John Gager (Lloyd Gaston, Paul and the
Torah (Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press 1987); John Gager, Reinventing Paul (Oxford: Oxford
University Press 2000). For a critical evaluation of Lloyd Gaston’s idea that Paul is only concerned with gentiles,
see: Mark A. Seifrid, Justification by Faith: The Origin and Development of a Central Pauline Theme (Leiden:
Brill 1992), 65-66. Claudia Setzer asks some pertinent questions of ‘radical perspective’ (‘Does Paul Need to be
Saved?’ Biblical Interpretation 13/3 (2005), 289-297. The two-covenant hypothesis was recently taken up by
Pamela Eisenbaum in her study, where she uses the term ‘two-ways salvation’. Eisenbaum claims that there
only appear to be two ways, for those who are stuck in an approach to Paul that focusses on individual, rather
than collective, salvation (Paul was not a Christian, 251). For an evaluation of Eisenbaum’s treatment of the
concept see: Yung Suk Kim, ‘review of Pamela Eisenbaum, Paul Was Not a Christian: The Original Message of a
Misunderstood Apostle’, Review of Biblical Literature [http://www.bookreviews.org] (2010).
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Law, we can see Paul as engaged in working out how gentiles can be made right with the
God of Israel in the context of the coming end-time’.*8 It is important to note that Johnson
Hodge seems to exclude the possibility that Paul’s ideas about gentiles and the God of Israel
could imply a criticism of contemporary Jewish views of gentiles and the law or be seen by
his contemporaries to do so. She suggests that Paul can work out his solution to the
problem of gentiles without direct consequences for his attitude towards ‘Judaism’. Reading
Paul as a first-century Jew, in this view, ‘opens the possibility that he had no critique of
Judaism but remained fully faithful to the God of Israel and this God's plan for the salvation
of all peoples’.’® Being a Jew and criticising ‘Judaism’ are thus seen as mutually

incompatible.

1.3 What Would Be Right in the End: Eschatological Unity

While | have several objections to the ‘radical new perspective’ as will become clear below, |
believe it makes a contribution to our understanding of Paul in highlighting the importance
of Jewish eschatology. This ties in with the finding of this study, that Paul’s baptismal
statement, including the pair Jew-Greek, can be understood in the context of eschatological
and ideal imaginings. In this chapter, | will propose a thoroughly eschatological reading of
Paul’s thought on Jew and gentile, one that makes sense of his thought within the end-time
ideas that were prevalent in his day. In this section we will look closer at the eschatological
expectations current in Paul’s time and see how they help us understand his ideas. As we
will see, the traditions about gentile eschatological inclusion offer an important clue to one
of the most fundamental aspects of Paul’s apostleship: his mission to gentiles.

None of the views summarised above doubts that Paul saw himself as someone with
a mission to spread the gospel among the nations. But why did Paul believe that he should
preach to gentiles? Why did he see himself as the apostle to the nations? From his own
letters the answer is obvious: because of Christ. As Paul puts it in the opening of his letter to
the Galatians, God ‘was pleased to reveal his Son in me so that | might preach him among
the gentiles’ (Galatians 1:15-16). In Romans Paul says about Jesus Christ: ‘through him and
for his name's sake, we received grace and apostleship to call people from among all the
gentiles’ (Romans 1:4-5). The next question that suggests itself is then: why would there be
such a direct link between Christ and the nations? This seems to be an important question,
but it is one that is rarely asked. Pamela Eisenbaum calls this a scholarly blind spot: the
unqguestioned idea that there is an obvious or natural connection between Jesus' death and
resurrection and the position of gentiles.20 Paul has simply been very successful is his efforts

' Johnson Hodge If Sons, Then Heirs, 11 (emphasis in the original). Johnson Hodge sees this as a general
characteristic of the radical new perspective: ‘in this view, there is no implicit or explicit critique of Israel
(except that many loudaioi do not realise Christ's role for Gentiles) or the Law (except when Gentiles try to
keep it)’ (Johnson Hodge, If Sons, Then Heirs, 9).

' Johnson Hodge If Sons, Then Heirs, 153.

*% Eisenbaum focuses on the role of Christ’s death in this article and asks the guestion why for Paul it has to be
seen as a sacrificial death, in order for the gentiles to be included in God’s promises: ‘But, even if one
accepts—as | do—that that the tradition of the eschatological pilgrimage was a major influence on Paul's
thought and mission, it explains only the connection between Jesus' resurrection and the outreach to Gentiles;
it does not account for the significance of his death’ (Eisenbaum, ‘A Remedy for Having Been Born of Woman’,
672). We have to ask, though, whether even the connection between Jesus’ resurrection and the inclusion of
gentiles is as straightforward as Eisenbaum assumes.
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to bring the two together, so successful that the question why they should be connected is
hardly ever raised.”!

Yet the conceptual link between the messiah and the inclusion of the nations was
not as obvious as we might assume from Paul.?? Both the messiah and the conversion of the
nations are connected to the end time, but they are not usually directly linked to each
other. During the second-temple period, one of the possible ways to describe the end of
days included the coming of the messiah.” In light of this belief, it makes sense that Jesus as
Christ is seen by Paul as the one who marks the coming of the eschatological age: ‘But when
the fullness of time had come, God sent his Son’ (Galatians 4:4; also 1 Corinthians 15:20-25;
Romans 5:12-21). However, the role that the messiah plays in relation to gentiles in these
sources is predominantly one of condemnation, not of inclusion.?* In the Psalms of Solomon
(1** century BCE), for example, a Davidic messiah destroys the nations, so that no foreigner
will live beside God’s holy people:

See, Lord, and raise up for them their king, the son of David, to rule over Israel,
your servant, in the time which you chose, o God, Undergird him with the
strength to destroy the unrighteous rulers, to cleanse Jerusalem from gentiles
who trample her to destruction (Umowoov adtov ioyxby tod Opadoal &pyovTeg
adikoug kaBaploal Iepovoainy &mo €BVAY katamatolTWY €V amwiely); to drive
out in wisdom and in righteousness the sinners from the inheritance; to crash the
arrogance of sinners like a potter's jar; to smash all their substance with an iron
rod; to destroy the lawless nations with the word of his mouth; to make the
nations flee from his presence at his threat and to put sinners to shame by the

*! several important studies of messianism fail to note that this is one of the extraordinary features of Paul’s
messiah. John Collins, e.g., lists several exceptional aspects of the messianic claims about Jesus, such as his
resurrection and his divinity, but does not mention his role with regards to gentiles (John J. Collins, The Scepter
and the Star: The Messiahs of the Dead Sea scrolls and Other Ancient Literature (New York: Doubleday 1995),
229-237). Andrew Chester gives a very clear overview of various aspects of Paul’s view of Christ, but again
does not mention gentiles (‘The Christ of Paul’ in Redemption and Resistance: The Messianic Hopes of Jews and
Christians in Antiquity, Markus Bockmuehl & James Carleton Paget (eds.), (London: T&T Clark 2007), 109-121).
Albert Hogeterp notes that compared to other early Jewish texts that quote Isaiah 11:1, the verse ‘is
interpreted in an entirely different setting by Paul’, who applies it ‘in a setting of gospel mission that extends
to Gentiles’, but does not extend this analysis any further (Albert L.A. Hogeterp, Expectations of the End: A
Comparative Traditio-historical Study of Eschatological, Apocalyptic and Messianic Ideas in the Dead Sea Scrolls
and the New Testament (Leiden: Brill 2009), 459-460. An exception is Matthew Novenson, who observes
‘Perhaps, then, Pauline interpreters have ventured too far afield in search of the rationale for Paul's mission to
the Gentiles. If Paul makes more mention of a xpLotog than does any other ancient Jewish author, as he in fact
does, and if he zealously labors to bring pagans into this xplotdo¢ movement and to train them in its ways, as he
in fact does, then perhaps the former phenomenon itself explains the latter.” (Novenson, ‘The Jewish
Messiahs’, 357-373).

2 Although it is sometimes disputed that Paul saw Jesus as a messiah, several passages in his letters indicate
that he did so, even apart from his use of the term Christ (e.g., Romans 9:5; 15:12). For a discussion of this
‘implausible position’, see Andrew Chester, ‘The Christ of Paul’, 110. See also Matthew Novenson, who calls
Paul ‘an accessory to a messiah’ (‘The Jewish Messiahs’, 373).

23 Collins, The Scepter and the Star, 109.

s, e.g., Psalms of Solomon 7:30, 4 Ezra 13. A possible exception is the priestly messiah in the Testament of
Levi (18:2-9), under whose priesthood ‘the nations will be illuminated by the grace of the Lord’ and ‘Israel will
be diminished by her ignorance’. However, this text could well be dependent on earlier Christian
interpretations of the messiah. Terence Donaldson includes the text as an example of Jewish universalism, but
believes one has to be open to it being the product of ‘a more thoroughgoing Christian reworking’ (Judaism
and the Gentiles, 127-129).
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word of their heart; And he will bring together a holy people whom he will lead in
righteousness. And he will judge the tribes of the people that have been made
holy by the Lord their God. He will not permit unrighteousness to pause among
them any longer, and any man who knows wickedness will not live with them. For
he will know them that they are all children of their God. He will distribute them
in their tribes upon the land; the sojourner and the foreigner will no longer dwell
beside them. He will judge peoples and nations in the wisdom of his
righteousness Pause. And he will have gentile nations serving him under his yoke
and he will glorify the Lord in a place visible from the whole earth. And he will
cleanse Jerusalem to reach a sanctification as she has from the beginning so that
nations will come from the ends of the earth to see his glory (10 a&n’ &pyfic
Epyetar €0vn am’ dkpov Thg yAg Loelvy v 86ar wlTod), bringing as gifts her
children who had become quite weak, and to see the glory of the Lord with which
God has glorified her. And he will be a righteous king over them, taught by God.
There will be no unrighteousness among them in his days, for all will be holy, and
their king will be the Lord Messiah (mavteg dywor kol Baolielg adtdV xpLoTOg
kuplov). (Psalms of Solomon 17.21-32)

This warlike messiah will destroy the ‘lawless nations’ and make them flee.” Yet the
attitude towards the nations in this passage is not uniformly negative. After Jerusalem has
been cleansed, the nations are said to come ‘from the ends of the earth’ (t0 &’ apyfic
¢pyetar €0um, 17.30-31) to see the glory of the messiah, who will be their king.”® Paul
supports his view of Christ as the messiah with the same prophecy from Isaiah (Isaiah 11:10)
on which the Psalms of Solomon here builds, ‘and again Isaiah says, “The root of Jesse shall
come, the one who rises to rule the Gentiles; in him the Gentiles shall hope"
(Romans 15:12).”’ Yet both authors draw very different conclusions from this prophecy as to
the role that the messiah will play towards gentiles.

As the passage from the Psalms of Solomon shows, eschatological traditions in
Jewish thought include a range of expectations with regard to the place of gentiles in the
end time, sometimes within one text. Some authors foresee a judgement on all gentiles, and
the destruction of their gods and temples. Others, however, in addition to or apart from this
judgement, expect a fundamental change on the part of some or all gentiles, which will lead
to their redemption and to God'’s rule over all peoples. Yet traditions that expect gentiles to
be a welcome part of God’s people in the end do not generally include the messiah in this
scenario.”® An example is the case in a prophecy from the third book of the Sibylline Oracles
(1st century BCE), where the salvation of the nations is portrayed as the direct result of
God’s actions:

% John Collins sees the hope for a Davidic king, formulated with the use of the prophecies in Isaiah 11 and
Psalm 2, arise especially at the time of the disintegration of Hasmonean rule (The Scepter and the Star:
Messianism in the Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010), 57-60.

26 Prophecies that non-Jews will be destroyed and predictions foretelling that they will acknowledge God’s
power and submit to him are sometimes combined in Jewish literature, see Buitenwerf, Book Il of the Sibylline
Oracles, 281, who mentions Isa 2:1-4; Zech 14 along with this passage Psalms of Solomon, in relation to
Sibylline Oracles 3. 669-714. Here the nations are first destroyed, but then later it is said that all islands and
cities will acknowledge the power of God.

” See Hogeterp, Expectations of the End, 459-460.

% An example is 4 Ezra, which mentions eschatological redemption for the ‘earth’s inhabitants’ (4 Ezra 6:26),
while also describing a messiah who condemns the nations (Donaldson, Judaism and the Gentiles, 182-183).
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But quicken your thoughts in your breasts; evade unlawful cults; worship the
Living One. Beware of adultery and homosexual intercourse with men. Raise your
offspring and do not kill it. For the Immortal will be furious at anyone who
commits these sins. And then he will raise a kingdom forever among all people
(BaoLAfjLov eic aildveg mavtag en’ avBpumoug), he who once gave a holy law to the
pious ones (GyLov vopov 6¢ mot’ édwkev eboePéory). To them all, he has promised
to open the earth, the world, and the gates of the blessed. (He promised them)
all sorts of joy, immortal understanding and eternal happiness. From every
country, incense and gifts will be brought to the temple of the great God. There
will be no other temple among the people, even among future generations, that
will be heard of, save the one that God gave to trustful men to honour. (Sibylline
Oracles 3.762-775)%

Although an earlier section of this third book of the Sibylline Oracles does mention a king
who is expected to come and judge ‘each man in blood and beams of fire’ (Sibylline Oracles
3.286-287), the end-time vision in this passage does not include a messiah. Here, it is God,
‘the Living One’, ‘the Immortal’ (0 {(&vtog, dBavotoc, Sibylline Oracles 3.764, 766), who will
create a kingdom for all peoples. The expectation that non-Jews will be part of an end time
that is characterised by peace and abundance occurs several times in book 3 of the
Oracles.®® In his commentary on this work, Riewerd Buitenwerf notes that in the various
passages about gentiles in the end time, the suggestion is that after God’s judgement, all
surviving people will adopt the Jewish religious and ethical practices. The Jewish people,
however ‘will rule in a righteous way at this time, thereby, bring “great joy” to all other
human beings’ (uéye yapue Bpotoic mavteooL dépovtec, Sibylline Oracles 3.583).%"

The two themes that are so closely connected in Paul, of gentiles turning to God and the
coming of a messiah, were thus not firmly linked in Jewish end-time expectations. What the
two strands have in common is their eschatological nature; the end time is the moment
when the messiah comes and when gentiles will turn to God. These two expectations about
the end time seem to have existed as more or less separate traditions, yet in Paul’s thought
we see them closely connected, the one leading naturally from the other. Different
expectations about the end time seem to have merged here. While a messiah with a
positive role with regard to gentiles may be a novelty that is first encountered in Paul, it is
one that can be understood as a creative reworking of several existing traditions that came
to be attached to the figure of Christ.*

2 Translation Buitenwerf, Book Il of the Sibylline Oracles, 244.

* For example in 3. 619-622 ‘And then, God will give great joy to mankind. For the earth, the trees, and the
countless flocks of sheep will give their true fruits to the people, consisting of sweet wine, sweet honey, white
milk, and grain, the best there is of everything for mortals.” The same theme occurs in 3. 741-759, as will be
discussed below. For the motif of abundance of delicious food current in Jewish apocalyptic-eschatological
tradition see Buitenwerf, Book Il of the Sibylline Oracles, 285.

* see Buitenwerf, Book Il of the Sibylline Oracles, 260.

32 A similar unfamiliar association of two largely unrelated end-time expectations is made with regard to the
resurrection of the messiah. While some eschatological expectations include both a messiah, as well as a
resurrection of the dead (e.g., in 4 Ezra 7:29-30; 2 Baruch 30:1), the idea of a risen messiah is uniquely
developed in Christian thought. The expectation of the general resurrection in the end time is also found in
Dan 12:1-3 and is a feature of late first-century apocalypses. Collins calls the resurrection ‘the anomaly in the
messianic claims about Jesus of Nazareth’ (Collins, The Scepter and the Star, 68, 229).
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A further novelty in Paul is the notion that human effort would be involved in
encouraging gentiles to abandon their idols and turn to God. There is little to suggest that
the gentile turn towards God was thought to be the consequence of human actions.*®
Rather, as the sources quoted above indicate, it is the divine restoration of Israel that
unequivocally reveals to gentiles who God is. God is generally portrayed as the sole agent,
whose actions in restoring his people to their rightful place brings about a change on the
part of other peoples. Their acceptance of the God of Israel is in a sense an inevitable
response to this divine self-revelation. Another example from book 3 of the Sibylline Oracles
illustrates this:

And then all the islands and the cities will say how much the Immortal loves those
men [the sons of God]. For everything succours and helps them, heavens, divinely
driven sun, and moon. And the earth, mother of all, will be shaken in those days.
They will produce sweet language from their mouths in the form of hymns:
‘Come, let us all fall on the ground and pray to the immortal King (8ebte, Tecdvteg
amovteg €ml xBovi ALoowpeoBe dbavatov Paoiifie), the great and eternal God. Let
us send (gifts) to the temple, for he is the sole Ruler! Let us all consider the law of
the highest God, for it is the most righteous of all laws on earth (vopov UiiotoLo
Bcod dpalWuede Tavteg Gote SikaldTaTOG TEAETHL TOVTWY Kotk yolev). We have
strayed from the path of the Immortal, and, with ill-advised mind, revered things
made by human hands, images and statues of deceased people.’ The souls of the
faithful men will exclaim the following: ‘Come, let us prostrate ourselves before
the people of God, the Begetter, with hymns in (his) house’. (Sibylline Oracles 3.
710-725)

Gentiles acknowledge that he is indeed the ruler and king, after God reveals himself and
they see how he supports his own people. This is a recurring theme in end-time
expectations that foresee a positive development for gentiles, one that is often referred to
as ‘eschatological pilgrimage’. After seeing Israel restored to its glory, the gentiles go up to
Jerusalem to honour God.>* Yet it was a theme that did not materialise for Paul, since there
was no unequivocal revelation of God’s majesty. Paul rather believes that he and others are
called to bring the news about God’s redemptive act in sending and raising Christ to the rest
of the world. Although the end time had started in Christ, and the reception of God’s spirit
on the part of gentiles confirmed their new eschatological status in Paul’s eyes, much of the
world still looked the same, or at least did not conform to end-time prophecy. God had not
yet vindicated Israel; the powers of the old era had not yet been dethroned; death was not

> An exception is the book of Tobit, which includes an encouragement on the part of Jews to testify about
God: ‘Acknowledge him before the nations, O children of Israel; for he has scattered you among them. He has
shown you his greatness even there. Exalt him in the presence of every living being, because he is our Lord and
he is our God; he is our Father and he is God forever. He will afflict you for your iniquities, but he will again
show mercy on all of you. He will gather you from all the nations among whom you have been scattered. If you
turn to him with all your heart and with all your soul, to do what is true before him, then he will turn to you
and will no longer hide his face from you. So now see what he has done for you; acknowledge him at the top of
your voice. Bless the Lord of righteousness, and exalt the King of the ages. In the land of my exile |
acknowledge him, and show his power and majesty to a nation of sinners: “Turn back, you sinners, and do
what is right before him; perhaps he may look with favor upon you and show you mercy”' (Tobit 13:3-5). In the
end, though, it is the glorious restoration of Jerusalem which leads to the conversion of gentiles (Tobit 14:5-7).
* For example in Tobit 14:5-7; 1 Enoch 90.33. For an overview of these sources see Donaldson, Paul and the
Gentiles, 69-74.

74



Neither Jew nor Greek

yet completely overthrown, although for Paul the resurrection of the messiah was the
beginning of this process. The coming of Christ signalled the end of the present era, but he
was only the beginning of the end.® Paul lived in an in-between time, after the coming of
the messianic age, before the return of Christ.> In this time, it had become important to
bring as many people as possible together ‘in Christ’, since it would be those ‘in Christ’, both
Jew and Greek, who would be saved in the judgement that was still to come.

In the letter to the Romans Paul gives us the clearest insight into how he viewed the
course of events leading up to this in-between time, and what he expected to happen next.
He describes a rather more complicated series of events than that found in the
eschatological pilgrimage tradition and he appears to show how gentile and Jewish salvation
are predicated on each other:

Again | ask: Did they [Israel] stumble so as to fall beyond recovery (un éntoloov
{va méowowr)? Not at alll Rather, because of their transgression, salvation has
come to the gentiles to make Israel envious (t® «dTOV TEPATTWUATL 1) OWINPLEL
T0l¢ é0veaLy eig 10 mapalnidoul adtolc.). But if their transgression means riches
for the world, and their loss means riches for the gentiles, how much greater
riches will their fullness bring! | am talking to you gentiles. Inasmuch as | am the
apostle to the gentiles (elpL éyw €0vdY dmootorog), | make much of my ministry
in the hope that | may somehow arouse my own people to envy and save some of
them (€1 mw¢ TepalNAWoW KLou THY OapKe Kal 0Wow TG €& adtdr). For if their
rejection is the reconciliation of the world (| &mooAn adTOV kataAleyn kOoROUL),
what will their acceptance be but life from the dead? (Romans 11:11-15)

At first glance, Paul may simply seem to reverse the course of salvation history: it is gentile
salvation that will lead to Jewish salvation in the end. Paul hopes that his success as apostle
to the gentiles will spark the envy of Jews and lead to their salvation as well. But gentile
salvation in turn depends on Israel’s transgression and their rejection by God.?” Ultimately,
therefore, the salvation of the nations is made possible by Israel: their initial rejection
opened up the possibility for gentiles to be accepted, and their final salvation, Paul suggests,
will bring even more good to the world. The salvation of gentiles thus takes a middle
position; it is both dependent on Israel and has as its goal their envy and restoration. Paul
portrays his gentile mission here not as an end in itself, but as intended for the good of
Israel and the whole world.

Paul elaborates the idea that the possibility for gentiles to be saved depends on
God’s initial rejection of a part of Israel in his metaphor of the olive tree. Some of the
natural branches of this tree were broken off, and this allows wild shoots to be grafted in:

** Texts like 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch also differed in their expectations regarding the duration and end of the
messianic age, see Liv Ingeborg Lied, The Other Lands: Imaginations of the Land in 2 Baruch (Leiden: Brill 2008),
195-196.

*® The notion of an in-between time or ‘eschatological tension’ is a well known concept in Pauline scholarship.
For an analysis of the topics usually associated with it see James Dunn, The Theology of Paul the Apostle, 461-
498.

*"Paul does not specify the exact nature of the transgression here, but it most likely refers to a rejection of the
gospel about Christ, as is indicated by the term unbelief (dmiotie Romans 11:23) in the next passage. See
Robert Jewett, Romans: A Commentary (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2007), 673. Also James D.G. Dunn,
Romans: B Romans 9-16 (Dallas: Word Books 1988), 668.
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If some of the branches have been broken off, and you, being a wild olive shoot
(o0 8¢ aypLératoc o), have been grafted in among the others and now share in
the nourishing sap from the olive root, do not boast over the branches. If you do,
consider this: You do not support the root, but the root supports you. You will say
then, "Branches were broken off so that | could be grafted in." Granted. But they
were broken off because of unbelief, and you stand by faith (tfi dmotie
¢Eexdaodnoar, ob &¢ Tf Tlotel €otnkeg). Do not be arrogant, but be afraid. For if
God did not spare the natural branches (t@v katx ¢loww kiadwv), he will not
spare you either. Consider therefore the kindness and severity of God: severity to
those who fell, but kindness to you, provided that you continue in his kindness.
Otherwise, you also will be cut off. And if they do not persist in unbelief, they will
be grafted in, for God is able to graft them in again. After all, if you were cut out
of an olive tree that is wild by nature, and contrary to nature were grafted into a
cultivated olive tree (ék tfc kata loLy €Eekomng dypleiailov kol Tapd GUoLY
Evekevtplodng elc koAAlédoiov), how much more readily will these, the natural
branches, be grafted into their own olive tree! (Romans 11:17-24)

Paul here warns the gentile believers, symbolised by the wild branches, not to feel superior
over the other branches. They might argue that some branches were broken off so they
could be grafted in, but this should not cause them to be arrogant. Paul reminds them that
they are supported by the root, not the other way around (11:18). The natural branches (ol
ketee puoLy kAadol) belong in the tree and can be put back, while the wild branches
(Gypreraioc) are a part of it contrary to nature (mapé dpdowv).*® The intermediate position of
gentiles comes out in the metaphor in the wild branches that were grafted onto a tree in
place of natural ones, which have been cut off.

The idea that Jews would be alienated from God for a period of time, before being restored
to their rightful position, is not unique to Paul. In the beginning of the third book of the
Sibylline Oracles, a similar scenario is described:

Yes, you will flee (ov...peén), leaving behind the beautiful temple, since it is your
fate to leave the holy ground. (...) The entire earth and the entire sea will be full
of you. Everybody will take offence at your customs. Your whole land will be
empty of you (yala & €pmuog amaoe oédev). The fortified altar, the temple of the
great God, and all long walls will fall to the ground because in your heart you did
not turn towards the holy law of the immortal God. You were led astray and
served shameful idols, and you did not revere the immortal Begetter of the gods
and of all people. You were not willing to honour him, but you served idols of
mortals instead. Therefore, your fruit-bearing land and the wonders of the

*® For Boyarin, this passage offers a falsification of the idea that Israel as a whole has been superseded, ‘the
grafted Israel—including both Jewish and gentile believers in Christ—is now the true, living Israel, and the
rejected branches are at best vestiges, at worst simply dead’ (Boyarin, A Radical Jew, 204). At the same time,
the passages falsifies the idea that Paul’s message did not have implications for Jews or that Jews as a whole
were already right with God in Paul’s eyes, as claimed by the ‘radical new perspective’. Johnson Hodge is
correct to note that Paul’s agricultural imagery places Jews in a superior position; it is a metaphorical
expression of the theme ‘first the Jew and then the Greek’. Gentiles become the adopted branches of a
cultivated Jewish tree. The cutting out of Jewish branches is only temporary, since as Paul states in 11.26 ‘all
Israel will be saved’. Yet while Johnson Hodge observes that ‘Christ would serve as the point at which gentiles
are grafted on to the olive tree’, she neglects to conclude that he also serves as the point at which some of the
natural, Jewish branches would be lopped off and that the Jewish branches that remain can only be
understood in Paul’s view to remain because they are ‘in Christ’ (Johnson Hodge, If Sons, then Heirs, 141-148).

76



Neither Jew nor Greek

temple will be entirely empty of you for seven decades. But a good outcome and
the greatest glory await you; the immortal God will bring it to pass for you. But
you, go on relying on the holy laws of the great god, when you will raise yourself
towards the light, tired from stretching your knee. And then god will send a king
from heaven, and he will judge each man in blood and beams of fire. There is a
certain royal tribe, whose race will never stumble (éotL &€ Ti¢ dUAT PaoLAniog, fig
vévog €otal dmtarotor). And as the years roll by, this will reign and begin to erect
a new temple for God. (Sibylline Oracles 3. 266-290)

As a result of their religious misconduct, the Jews will be forced into exile. Although the
misconduct in question is obviously different from the unbelief that Paul is thinking of, the
image of ‘fruit-bearing land’ that will be empty of them is interesting when compared with
Paul’s choice of a cultivated olive tree as a metaphor for Jews. Also, the notion of stumbling
(ttalw, Sibylline Oracles 3. 289, cf. Romans 11:11) occurs in both. In Romans 11, Paul claims
that although Israel stumbled, they did not fall.*® In the Oracles, although the people lived in
exile for seventy years, the ‘royal tribe’ (puin Baoiinjiog) will not stumble in the end
(@mtootog), but will reign and rebuild the temple. As Buitenwerf notes, ‘eventually, things
will turn out well for the Jews if they will hold fast to God. He will appoint a king who will
conquer the world and let the exiles return.”*® While there is no mention of gentiles in
connection with the ultimate restoration of God’s people here, the passage does show that
Paul’s ideas about a temporary rejection were not unparalleled.

It is important to Paul that his gentile audience in Rome understands their
intermediate position in salvation history:

So that you may not claim to be wiser than you are, brothers and sisters, | want
you to understand this mystery: a hardening has come upon part of Israel, until
the full number of the gentiles has come in (6tL TWpwoLg amo pépoug ¢ Topamr
Yéyover dypLc oL TO TANPWUE TAV €BVAY €loéAdn,). And so all Israel will be saved
(mag TopoamA owdnoetar); (...) Just as you were once disobedient to God but have
now received mercy because of their disobedience, so they have now been
disobedient in order that, by the mercy shown to you, they too may now receive
mercy. (Romans 11:25-26, 30-31)

The success of Paul’s mission to the gentiles was for him thus central to the salvation of
Jews. Eventually, all Israel, all Jews, will be saved. Just as the mercy for gentiles was
dependant on the actions of Jews, so the mercy that all Jews will receive depends on
gentiles, namely on the mercy shown to them by God.

According to Terence Donaldson, the scenario that Paul sketches here is so different
from the traditional expectations about gentile salvation, that this ultimately necessitates
rejecting it as the background for Paul’s thought on gentiles. In this tradition as understood
by Donaldson, ‘salvation of Gentiles follows restoration of Israel as a matter not simply of
sequence, but of consequence: it is because they see the redemption of Israel and the
glorification of Zion that the Gentiles abandon their idols and turn to worship the God of
Israel. The inversion of the sequence represents not a simple modification of the tradition,

39 According to Dunn, their stumble is not as serious as it may first sound, ‘it is not a complete fall, as, for
example, the sprawling on one’s face which puts a runner completely out of the race.” The intention is that
they will recover (Dunn, The Theology of Paul, 522-523).

%0 Buitenwerf, Book Il of the Sibylline Oracles, 206.
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but its evisceration.’*! Donaldson further observes that if Paul had wanted to link his work
to the idea of the gentiles as eschatological pilgrims, there were many texts that he could
have cited, but did not.*?

Donaldson is certainly correct in noting that Paul’s description of the events leading
to the ultimate salvation of all peoples is different from the scenarios found among the
traditions about gentile inclusion; a departure that would potentially be offensive or difficult
for his contemporaries. Yet this does not mean that the tradition of gentile eschatological
salvation should be rejected as a possible background for Paul’s thought. The first reason for
connecting Paul to this tradition is that while many sources indeed link gentile inclusion in
end-time salvation to a restoration of Israel, this occurs by no means in all such descriptions.
In book 3 of the Sibylline Oracles, three of the four predictions about God’s future
intervention describe the inclusion of all peoples under God without portraying this as the
result of Jewish restoration.*® The first prophecy, for example, puts the conversion of
gentiles entirely down to divine intervention:

Then they [the gentiles] will go down on their white knees before the great God,
the immortal King, on the all-nourishing ground. The works made by human
hands will all be ruined in a flame of fire. And then, God will give great joy to
mankind (ydpnv peyainy Bedg avdpaol dwoet). For the earth, the trees, and the
countless flocks of sheep will give their true fruits to the people, consisting of
sweet wine, sweet honey, white milk, and grain, the best there is of everything
for mortals. (Sibylline Oracles 3. 616-623)

The tradition was thus not so uniform as to allow only one possible scenario. Not all sources
saw a restoration of Israel as the prime cause of gentile inclusion, nor did all of these
sources include the theme of eschatological pilgrimage, which Donaldson correctly observes
is largely absent in Paul. Other sources could equally imagine different ways in which the
end time would play out, while still resulting in all people eventually worshipping God.

The second and most important point to make in seeing Paul as part of the tradition
in spite of his unique presentation of gentile inclusion, is that Paul simply had to deal with
the reality of what he saw happening around him. He may have initially expected that within
a short space of time, most Jews would accept that the end time had arrived in Christ. But
when this did not happen, he had to fit that somehow into his understanding of the course
of salvation history.

Donaldson maintains that ‘for an eschatological pilgrimage interpretation of Paul’s
Gentile mission to be convincing, it would need to demonstrate in one way or another that
Paul perceived Christ as having accomplished the restoration of Israel (appropriately
defined), thus precipitating or making possible the overflow of eschatological blessings to

the Gentiles’.** This seems to me to be a too narrow understanding of the tradition of

4 Donaldson, Paul and the Gentiles, 188.

*2 Donaldson mentions Isa 2:2-4/Mic 4:1-4; Isa 25:6-10; 56:6-8; 66:18-23; Zech 8:20-23, see Paul and the
Gentiles, 349, nt.23.

* These four prophecies occur in Sibylline Oracles 3. 545-623; 624-731; 732-761; 762-808. Only the second
prophecy, quoted above, fits the pattern of gentiles responding to Jewish restoration.

* Donaldson Paul and the Gentiles, 189. Donaldson suggests that there are two possible solutions to this
problem: ‘(1) by seeing Christ himself as Israel personified; (2) by identifying it with the existence of a Jewish-
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gentile inclusion. As indicated above, the restoration of Israel was one way of describing
God’s revelation at the end of time. In Paul’s thought, the sending of Christ, and his death
and resurrection, and the sending of the spirit to be received by gentiles, together seem to
function in a similar way to demonstrate God’s power and glory. This is the sign that gentiles
are expected to accept as the revelation of divine power. There simply was no divine
restoration of Israel to cause gentiles to turn to God, as anticipated in other eschatological
prophecy. If Paul had previously assumed that there would be, then he would have had to
adjust his expectations accordingly. He does so by reorganising Jewish and gentile salvation,
as just seen, and by making himself into an instrument of revelation. If gentiles could now
turn to God and be accepted by him through his messiah, he knew that somebody was going
to have to go and tell them.

2 There is No Distinction: Paul’s Ideas on Jew and Non-Jew

We now turn to a closer examination of four specific aspects of Paul’s attitude towards Jew
and non-Jew, keeping in mind what we have seen in the previous section about Paul’s view
of the end-time inclusion of gentiles. Given that the position of non-Jews in relation to God
is a central concern for Paul, it is not possible within the scope of this chapter to discuss all
of his statements on the issue. Since our aim is to understand Paul’s claim that there is
‘neither Jew nor Greek’, similar denials of difference will be of special interest. The focus will
therefore be on four themes, which together cover the most important aspects of his ideas.
We will start with Paul’s descriptions of his own Jewishness, and examine two different
passages which are central in the recent debate about this issue. In the first, Paul states that
‘we are Jews, not gentile sinners’ (Galatians 2:15) thereby appearing to confirm, rather than
deny the difference between Jew and non-Jew. In the second, Paul again talks about
himself, but here he discusses several aspects of his Jewish heritage in very negative terms
(Philippians 3:2-9). The second aspect of Paul’s thought on Jew and gentile that we will
examine is circumcision, and Paul’s declaration that ‘neither circumcision nor
uncircumcision means anything’ (Galatians 6:15). In several letters, Paul is in debate about
the question whether non-Jews should circumcise. Although he argues strongly against
gentile circumcision, he also makes reference to those who are circumcised, or to
circumcision as such, saying that it ‘is nothing’ (1 Corinthians 7:19) or equating it to
mutilation (Galatians 5:12; Philippians 3:2). The third and related issue is Paul’s description
of Abraham as the father of both the Jews and the nations. Both the circumcised and the
uncircumcised can belong to Abraham, who was himself both uncircumcised and
circumcised. The fourth is the broader question of Paul and the law, focussing on the role of
the law for Jews and gentiles. Together, Paul’s Jewishness, circumcision, Abraham, and the
law will provide the background for understanding Paul’s statement that there is ‘neither
Jew nor Greek’. However, before looking at these four different themes, we will first analyse
Paul’s use of the terms Jew-Greek and related ethnic terminology and the way ethnicity and
identity are seen in recent scholarship on Paul.

Christian remnant.” He then goes on to argue that neither of these can be made to work (Paul and the Gentiles,
189-197.
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2.1 A Closer Look at Terminology: Jew and Greek, Ethnicity and
Identity

Before we turn to Paul’s statements on Jews and non-Jews, we first need to look at the
terminology used by Paul in speaking of ethnicity. In Galatians 3:28, Paul divides his
audience, the ‘you’ who are in Christ, into Jew and Greek. These two terms, ‘Jew’ and
‘Greek’, are not the only ones, however, that Paul uses to divide and describe people along
ethnic lines. Other terms with related meanings are used by Paul as well, which divide
people into two groups: on the one hand, TovdaloL, Jews, (r) mepitoun, (the) circumcision,
Topanh, Israel, ‘Topaniltal, Israelites, and on the other, “EAAnvec, Greeks, to €0vm, the
nations, or gentiles, (1) daxpoPuotie, (the) uncircumcised (lit. the foreskin). These terms are
not only related in meaning, they are used by Paul in certain passages in a way that suggests
that they overlap or even, are interchangeable. For example in the letter to the Romans:

Or is God the God of Jews only? Is he not the God of the nations too (1| Tovdaiwv
0 Be0c povor; oyl kal €6vav)? Yes, of the nations too, since there is one God,

who will justify the circumcised by faith and the uncircumcised through faith. (vai
Kl €0vQY, elmep €lg 6 Bedg O¢ SLkaLwoel TePLTOUTY €k TLOTEWG Kol GkpoBuoTiow
S thc mlotewe). (Romans 3:29-30)

The term ‘circumcised’ (lit. ‘circumcision’), in the second line, corresponds to ‘Jews’ in the
first and ‘uncircumcised’ (lit. ‘foreskin’) in the second to ‘nations’ in the first. The second
verse in this passage supports the answer given in the previous verse: yes, God is also the
God of the nations, or the gentiles, not just of Jews.* The argument can only be convincing

* One issue where the full complexity of ancient and modern Jewish identity is evident is in the discussions on
the translation of the Greek term of Tovdxioc. While some scholars suggest that ‘Judean’ best renders the
sense of the term, on a par with other ethnica such as ‘Greek’ and ‘Egyptian’, others feel that the term Jew is
still the best option, both for reasons of ancient usage as well as modern understandings of that term (the first
view is argued by Steve Mason, among others, see ‘Jews, Judaeans, Judaizing, Judaism: Problems of
Categorization in Ancient History’, Journal for the Study of Judaism 38 (2007), 457-512. An argument against
Mason’s view is and in favour of ‘Jew’ is made by Daniel Schwartz, see ""Judean" or "Jew"? How Should We
Translate loudaios in Josephus,' in Jewish Identity in the Greco-Roman World, J6rg Frey, Daniel Schwartz, and
Stephanie Gripentrog (Leiden: Brill 2007), 3-27). Still others prefer to leave the matter open and opt for
transliteration (Caroline Johnson Hodge, If Sons, Then Heirs, 11-15). While | recognise that many important
questions have been raised in this discussion, | still choose to translate ‘Toudaiog with the word ‘Jew’. In Paul,
the opposition between those who are “Tovdxior and those who are not, is seen primarily in terms of religious
orientation and associated ethical standards and behaviour. A typical example is Paul’s warning against sexual
immorality, which is common among ‘the nations who do not know God’ (1Thessalonians 4:5). Because Paul’s
use of the terms has a strong emphasis on religion, | believe the term ‘Jew’ best renders his use of Toudolog. |
have chosen to use both ‘the nations’ and ‘gentiles’ as a translation for T €6um, even though the latter can be
seen as a term with derogatory connotations. Since the term is used by Paul from a Jewish perspective, and
primarily defines what one is not, | do not feel that a somewhat derogatory sense would be completely against
Paul’s use of the term (cf. the negative connotation of the term, e.g., in 1 Corinthians 5:1 and 12:2). ‘Gentile’
also has the advantage over ‘the nations’ of having a form for the singular. Not using the term gentile would
force one to use the description ‘a person from the nations’, which is rather long and inelegant. Similarly,
because the category of ‘the other’ is constructed from Paul’s Jewish viewpoint as an aggregative group,
characterised only by what it is not, | have chosen not to capitalise the term ‘the nations’, or ‘gentile’. Paul’s
androcentric viewpoint is evident in describing Jews and non-Jews collectively as ‘the circumcision’ and ‘the
foreskin’. Although these terms refer to male genitalia, they are sometimes employed by Paul in a way that
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when the groups distinguished in both verses are the same two groups. Here Paul uses
‘circumcision’ as a synonym for ‘Jews’ and ‘uncircumcision’ as a synonym for ‘nations’. The
same overlap of ‘nation’ and ‘uncircumcised’ can be found when Paul compares his mission
to that of Peter (Gal 2:7-8). In the first letter to the Corinthians, Paul uses the terms ‘Greeks’
and ‘nations’ as synonyms:

Jews demand miraculous signs and Greeks look for wisdom, but we preach Christ
crucified: a stumbling block to Jews and foolishness to the nations (émeLdn kol
Toudotor onuelo aitodowy kel “EAAnvec codloav (ntodolv, fuelg 8¢ knplocouer
XpLotov €otavpwuévor, Tovdalolg pev okavdaiov, €Oveoww &¢ pwplav). (1
Corinthians 1:22-23)

Again, Paul distinguishes two sets of two groups, Jews and Greeks in the first verse and Jews
and the nations in the second. Since the second verse is placed in opposition to the first (&¢),
the effectiveness of the reasoning depends upon the similarity of the groups in both verses.
Rather than the signs they demand, Jews are given a stumbling block, and rather than the
wisdom they look for, Greeks/gentiles are presented with foolishness. The term Greeks is
not used here in a narrow sense of ethnic Greeks but in the sense of the nations, all non-
Jews.*®

The same interchangeable nature of the terms can be observed in larger bodies of
text, such as chapter 3 of the letter to the Galatians. There, Paul substantiates his argument
that the nations are children of Abraham with the formula ‘neither Jew nor Greek’.*’ Based
on these passages, we will assume that when Paul divides mankind into two groups using
these terms, he divides them into Jews and non-Jews.*

In using the opposition Jew-Greek, Paul mirrors the distinction that had already been
characteristic of Greek culture for centuries, that between Greek and barbarian. In the third
section of this chapter, this Greek perspective will be further discussed. Paul appropriates
the Greek view and turns it upside down: now the Greeks have become the others,
synonymous with the €vn. Jewish contemporaries of Paul use similar terms; according to

implicitly includes women. My translations of Paul’s language about issues of ethnicity and circumcision echo
Paul’s male-centred views.

* S0 also Bruce Winter, ‘the term “EAAnveg should be translated consistently in 1 Corinthians as “Gentiles”, for
that is to whom he was referring.” ‘The term “EAAnvec was a common synonym for “Gentiles”. In using it, Paul
indicates neither the ethnic origin nor the citizenship of those early Christians living in Rome or Corinth, but he
was repeating an all embracing term.” (After Paul Left Corinth: The Influence of Secular Ethics and Social
Change (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 2001), 23-24).

* A different view on this chapter is proposed by Christopher Stanley who argues, on the basis of reports of
conflicts between Jewish and Greek communities that ‘Greek’ in Galatians and other instances in Paul’s
writing, means only ‘ethnic’ Greeks. He claims that Paul was familiar with ‘interethnic conflict’, which would
have ‘shaped the way he addresses his ethnically mixed congregations’. However valid the external evidence
of inter-group conflict may be, Stanley’s reading is contradicted by Paul’s own reasoning. The term Greek in
the pair Jew-Greek in verse 28 has to correspond with the references to the nations (te €0vn) earlier in the
chapter (in verse 8 and 14) or Paul’s argument simply does not work (Christopher D. Stanley, ““Neither Jew nor
Greek’: Ethnic Conflict in Graeco-Roman Society’, Journal for the Study of the New Testament 64 (1996), 101-
124, 123-124).

*® Romans 1:14 could be seen as an exception to this rule, but here it is gentiles that Paul divides into Greek
and barbarian.
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Shaye Cohen, the view of Jews versus gentiles, of ‘us’ versus ‘them’ was well attested in
Greco-Roman antiquity.49

In Paul’s statements about himself and his self-identification as a Jew, to which we
turn below, this opposition plays an important role. Paul’s Jewish identity has become a
source of recent debate involving the ‘radical new perspective’ (outlined above), and a
challenge to this perspective, by Love Sechrest, who believes Paul sees himself as no longer
a Jew, but as ‘a former Jew’.”°

Before turning to the specific passages central to this debate, it will be helpful first to
take a look at ethnicity and the way it is construed in these approaches. In research on the
subject in recent decades, it has come to be accepted that ethnicity should be seen as a
socially constructed entity. Ethnicity is not a given, determined at birth, but is ascribed and
subjectively perceived. In the words of Gerd Baumann, ethnicity is not like blood, but rather,
like wine.”! That is to say, it is not about a natural, given state, but it is a cultural product.
Ethnic categories such as ‘Jew’ and ‘Greek’ are constructed categories, and belonging to
either group is a cultural process. Behind this conception of ethnicity lies a ‘processual’ view
of culture which sees it not a thing that one has, but rather as process that is continually
shaped.

The notion that ethnicity should be seen as a social construct is increasingly
recognised in New Testament scholarship, and by scholars working on Paul. Caroline
Johnson Hodge, whose ideas we will examine in more detail below in relation to Paul’s self-
description in Philippians, holds the view that ethnic identity is multi-faceted and flexible to
a high degree.> She builds on anthropological research, which shows that people in certain
poly-ethnic contexts can maintain several different ethnic identities at the same time.>*
Ethnic identity can thus be divided up into parts or segments, so that several identities,
although distinct, fit within one encompassing identity. Depending on the circumstances,
people can emphasise particular parts of these ‘nested identities’.”

In applying this perspective to Paul, Johnson Hodge concludes that he presents a
new identity, namely being ‘in Christ’, that requires a reordering of existing identities on the
part of himself and his audience. Contrary, however, to what has often been claimed, this
reordering of ethnic identities does not imply a rejection of ethnic identity as such by Paul,
nor the creation of an ethnicity-free Christianity. Johnson Hodge sees being ‘in Christ’ as
simply the encompassing identity that is ranked above being either Jew or Greek, without
changing the status of either.

9 Shaye Cohen sees this perspective not as a consequence of, but rather as contrary to a Hellenistic
worldview: ‘even Greek-speaking Jews, who might be thought to have been more “Hellenized” than their
rabbinic brethren, hence more integrated into the culture and society of the larger world, shared this
perspective’. Cohen would have expected Philo and Josephus, who are quoted as the Greek speaking Jews in
guestion, not to use this distinction as a consequence of their Hellenization (Cohen, The Beginnings of
Jewishness, 1).

>0 Sechrest, A Former Jew.

> Gerd Baumann, The Multicultural Riddle: Rethinking National, Ethnic, and Religious Identities (New York:
Routledge 1999), 59. See also Jonathan M. Hall, Ethnic Identity in Greek Antiquity, (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press 1997).

32 Baumann, The Multicultural Riddle, 83.

>3 Johnson Hodge, If Sons, Then Heirs, 15-17, 117-135 et passim.

** Johnson Hodge 2007, 119; ‘Apostle to the Gentiles’, 274-275. Kimber Buell and Johnson Hodge, ‘The Politics
of Interpretation’, 248.

>* Johnson Hodge, If Sons, then Heirs, 117-135.
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In rightly challenging existing essentialist readings of Paul as being Christian and
therefore not Jewish, Johnson Hodge unfortunately seems to deny Paul his own
essentialism. Discourse on ethnicity may be recognised from the outside as flexible, and the
mechanism of identity construction as an ongoing process, but such discourse often takes
the form of essentialist claims, of which ‘there is neither Jew nor Greek’ seems to be a prime
example. Baumann calls this dual nature of ethnic discourse ‘dual discursive competence’: a
rhetoric that is often essential, in an activity that is always processual.’® While Johnson
Hodge acknowledges the dual character of ethnic discourse, she seems to miss much of the
essentialism in Paul. The fact that ethnicity should be seen as plural, flexible, and situational,
does not mean that Paul presents it as such.

Furthermore, we need to ask here whether Johnson Hodge’s theoretical perspective
does not obscure the reality of first-century ethnic identity constructions. Would Paul’s
vision of a common, all-encompassing identity for Jew and Greek not inevitably change and
qguestion the old identities, when these were based in part precisely on not being a
barbarian, or not being a gentile?

The notion of ethnic identity as flexible and malleable seems to have been
misconstrued to some extent by Johnson Hodge. The observation that people can combine
different identities seems to lead inevitably to the suggestion that people can adopt any new
identity without consequences to the individual identities they already possess. If we accept
that ethnicity is constructed, it does not necessarily follow that any construction or
combination of ethnic identities is possible in a given context. Paul’s letters clearly show
that his processual shaping of ethnic identity does not take place in a vacuum, but in a
concrete environment where other perceptions of ethnicity stake similar essentialist claims.
As the passage from Philippians discussed below indicates, Paul’s view on ethnic identity
clashed with that of others around him and forced him to argue his position.

The second author whose reading of Paul’s autobiography we will be examining is
Pamela Eisenbaum. While Eisenbaum and Johnson Hodge have much in common in their
perspectives on Paul, they have very different approaches to ethnic identity. In her study of
Paul’s Jewish identity, Pamela Eisenbaum takes ethnic identity not as something
constructed from within, but as something that can be established from without. Certain
characteristics, such as his monotheism, provide evidence for Paul’s identity as a Jew.”’
Rather than see ethnic identity, in this case first-century Jewish identity, as a process that is
constantly given shape, Eisenbaum portrays it as having certain fixed characteristics. She
speaks of Paul being ‘unambiguously Jewish’ and argues that ‘there is no evidence that
Paul’s Jewish identity is any less robust, or any less intact after his encounter with the risen
Jesus than it was before’.*®

This wonderful image of a robust identity should alert us, | think, to the question of
perspective. In whose eyes, and by whose definition was Paul’s identity robust? Eisenbaum
seems to assume that we know beforehand what Jewish identity consists of and that once
we have established that Paul was a Jew, we know other things about him that follow from
this Jewish identity. Her readings at times come dangerously close to confining Paul to what

56 Baumann, The Multicultural Riddle, 91-92.
> Eisenbaum, Paul was not a Christian, 177.
> Eisenbaum, Paul was not a Christian, 9, 142.
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we know from other Jewish sources, rather than letting him speak for himself.>®> Moreover,
such a view denies the complicated relationship Paul evidently had at times with some of his
contemporaries, as is evident in the punishment he received from synagogue authorities (2
Corinthians 11.24).

In recent scholarship, Paul’s position with regard to his own Jewish identity has thus
(again) become a heated topic. While Pamela Eisenbaum notes that the claim that Paul was
Jewish is ‘an entirely pedestrian observation’ in some circles, she feels it is necessary to
restate this point and therefore devotes her study to the claim that ‘Paul lived and died a
Jew’.?® Reclaiming Paul as a Hellenistic Jew makes it possible for Eisenbaum to combat ‘the
long history of Pauline interpretation that bolstered Christian anti-Judaism’.®* In her work on
Augustine’s teachings on Jews and Judaism, Paula Fredriksen concurs that, at least in his
own view, Paul was always a Jew. Even more, again in his own view, ‘Paul was always an
excellent Jew in both phases of his life’.*?

As noted above, in this ‘radical new perspective’, Paul’s position as a Jew is central to
understanding and evaluating his message. It is thought that Paul wrote only to gentiles and
therefore did not reflect on the position of Jews with regard to God or the law; Paul’s
message of Christ addressed the specifically gentile problem of alienation from God. Since
Jews are already God’s people, in this view, they do not need Paul’s gospel; it does not
reflect on them.®®

The idea that Paul fully identified himself as a Jew in his letters has been questioned
recently by Love Sechrest, who sees Paul as subordinating ‘his birth identity to his new racial
identity in Christ’.** According to Sechrest, Paul refrains from identifying himself as a Jew,
even though he makes regular reference to his Jewish background.65 In the various passages
where Paul may seem to claim that he is a Jew or an Israelite, Sechrest feels, he in fact
refers to his past, or to the newly defined Israel that includes both Jews and gentiles. In
those passages where he speaks of becoming like a Jew (Galatians 1:14, 2:15, 1 Corinthians
9:19-20), she believes Paul is in fact distancing himself from identifying as a Jew.®

Sechrest argues that Paul sets up Christian identity, and that he does this in the
framework of a Jewish understanding of race. This Jewish understanding of race, briefly
summed up, rest on three types of identity: the first is social identity, which is based on
indicia such as circumcision, the second is religious identity, based on Jewish law, and the
third type is physical identity, through biological kinship. Paul’s then creates an antithesis
between Christian and Jewish identity by offering alternatives for each of these types of

> Eisenbaum notes that when addressing the issue of sin in Romans 3, ‘it cannot be the case that Paul is
speaking here of Israel’s accumulated sin’. She repeatedly comes close to arguing that Paul does not say
something, because it is not something Jews in his time said. (Eisenbaum, Paul was not a Christian, 220).

% Eisenbaum, Paul was not a Christian, 5. Daniel Boyarin hold a similar view: ‘On my reading of the Pauline
corpus, Paul lived and died convinced that he was a Jew living out Judaism.’ (Boyarin, A Radical Jew, 2).

o1 Eisenbaum, Paul was not a Christian, 5.

®2 paula Fredriksen, Augustine and the Jews: A Christian Defense of Jews and Judaism (New Haven: Yale
University Press 2008), 63. Caroline Johnson Hodge takes a similar position in her study of Paul’s use of kinship
and ethnicity (Johnson Hodge, If Sons, Then Heirs, 153)

% Johnson Hodge, If Sons, Then Heirs, 9-11, Eisenbaum, Paul was not a Christian, 250-255.

64 Sechrest, A Former Jew, 227.

& Sechrest, A Former Jew, 141.

8 Sechrest, A Former Jew, 140-158.
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identity.67 These two very different perspectives on Paul’s identity will be discussed in
connection to two important references to Jewishness.

2.2 Paul’s Jewishness

We now turn to the two passages where Paul talks about himself in relation to being a Jew.
The first is the brief and, | will argue, ironic reference to Jew and gentile sinners in Galatians
2, the second Paul’s biting autobiographical description in Philippians.

2.2.1 We are Jews, not Gentile Sinners

These different approaches to Paul’s identity can be illustrated by looking at their respective
interpretations of Paul’s most emphatic appeal to ethnic difference, namely his statement
that ‘we are Jews by birth and not gentile sinners’ (‘Hucic ¢ploer Tovdalol kal olk € EBv@dy
apoptwlol, Galatians 2:15). Paul makes this, in my view ironic, claim when describing his
conflict with Peter in Antioch, a conflict caused by Paul’s anger over what he sees as Peter’s
hypocrisy in no longer eating with gentiles. Apparently, Jews and gentiles were accustomed
to eat together in the mixed community in Antioch. At some point, however, Peter decided
to keep himself, along with other Jews, separate from gentiles.

As part of his rebuke of Peter, Paul appeals to what he shared with Peter and the
other Jews present as well, in saying ‘we are Jews by birth’, or ‘by nature’. Paul distinguishes
Peter and the others Jews, including himself, from gentiles, who are associated with sin:
they are ‘not gentile sinners’.

Within the ‘radical new perspective’, Paul’s statement about Jews and gentile
sinners is seen as a key text that reveals how he continues to identify himself as a Jew, and
continues to see gentiles as the typical other: sinners par excellence. According to Johnson
Hodge, Paul ‘acknowledges his own distance from non-Jews’ and emphasises the boundary
between Jews and gentiles.®® The passage further indicates, in her view, how gentiles, as
sinners, stand in a very different relationship to God from those who are Jews by birth
(pvoeL Tovdatiot).

Sechrest, on the other hand places much weight on the fact that Paul does not only
use the term Jews (‘TovdaloL), but adds the clause ‘by birth’ (¢p0oeL). This indicates, according
to her, that while Peter and Paul were once Jews, Paul considers them to be so no Ionger.69
They belonged to the Jewish race as a consequence of their birth, yet she believes they now
belong to a new racial group as a consequence of their faith in Christ. Sechrest finds
corroboration for this view in Paul’s reference to his ‘former life in Judaism’ in the previous
chapter (thv éuny aveotpopny Tote év 1§ Toudaiouw, Galatians 1:13). While he thinks of
himself as someone who was born as a Jew, he no longer considers himself one.”

While Sechrest rightly stresses the flexibility of Paul’s self-identifications and the
extent to which he can distance himself from Jewish identity by suggesting that he ‘became
as a Jew’, she underestimates the degree to which he also at the same time does identify
himself as a Jew. As Steve Mason shows in his analysis of ancient terminology relating to
Judaism, the term ‘loudaismos’, used by Paul of his past activities (Galatians 1:13-14),

&7 Sechrest, A Former Jew, 145-149.
% Johnson Hodge, If Sons, then Heirs, 2007, 57. Eisenbaum, Paul was not a Christian, 2009.
8 Sechrest, A Former Jew, 150-151.
70 Sechrest, A Former Jew, 150-159.
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should not be interpreted to mean ‘Judaism’, as a religious or ethnic category, but rather as
‘Judaizing’, an activity.”! ‘loudaismos’ does not refer to a state, but to something one does;
to the zeal with which Paul tried to convince other Jews to uphold the ancestral customs (cf.
Philippians 3:6). It is this perspective towards customs which has changed, among other
things, but not his view of himself as a Jew.

Furthermore, the logic of Paul’s argument in his debate with Peter requires that he is
included in the ‘we’ who are Jews. While this group is used to seeing itself as distinct from
gentile sinners, Paul’s point here is that they, as Jews, are in fact sinners too. Paul does not
mean to say that he and Peter are no longer Jews, but that as Jews, they are no different
from gentiles when it comes to sin. This rhetorical point is overlooked in the radical
perspective, when it accepts the statement at face value, without seeing it in the context of
Paul’s argument. It does not recognise that Paul in fact takes up a familiar distinction
between Jew and gentile, only to subvert it in an ironic way:

We ourselves are Jews by birth (¢poeL Toudaiol) and not gentile sinners (¢ &Bvdy
apeptwiot); who know that a person (&vépwmog) is justified not by the works of
the law but through faith in Jesus Christ. And we have come to believe in Christ
Jesus, so that we might be justified by faith in Christ, and not by doing the works
of the law, because no one will be justified (611 ¢ €pywv véuov ob SikalwdnoeTaL
mooo, oapé) by the works of the law. But if, in our effort to be justified in Christ, we
too have been found to be sinners (c0pédnuer kal adtol auaptwiol), is Christ
then a servant of sin? Certainly not! (Galatians 2:15-17)

While Paul places himself here on the side of Jews who are not sinners by nature, he
undermines the ethnic stereotype by claiming that Jews are found to be sinners too, when
seeking to be justified in Christ.”? The distinction between Jew and gentile thus does not lie
in their respective sinfulness, nor in the way they come to be justified. As Paul states here in
the most general terms: a person (&v6pwmog) is justified through faith in Christ and no one
will be justified (o0 Sikalwdnoetar maow oapt) by the works of the law. Johnson Hodge’s
rather strained interpretation, that Paul is discussing justification of gentiles and that ‘a
person’ here refers to ‘a gentile’, can only be seen as resulting from her conviction that Paul
is only concerned with gentile salvation and does not discuss Jewish attitudes towards the
law.”® Yet this reading is not only difficult with regards to this one term, but also in light of
the thrust of the argument as a whole. Paul’s punch line assumes that Jews are found to be

7t Mason, ‘Jews, Judaeans, Judaizing, 469-470.

72 paul can use the stereotype of gentiles as sinners in other contexts, such as when he accuses the Corinthians
of sexual misconduct ‘as is not even found among gentiles’ (1 Corinthians 5:1). In Galatians he rather uses such
a stereotype to rhetorical effect, as a way of wrong-footing his opponents. Others have argued that in using
this distinction between Jews and gentiles, Paul uses the language of his opponents, so e.g. Dunn, who
suggests that ‘Paul was probably echoing the language used by the “individuals from James” when they spoke
against the Jewish Christians’ table-fellowship with the Gentile believers’. However, Dunn believes that this
echo is the ‘language of conciliation’. According to him, Paul was ‘looking for common ground with his fellow
Jewish believers’ (Dunn, Galatians, 133).

7 Johnson Hodge claims that reading ‘a person’ as ‘a gentile’, in this verse, makes sense both in Paul’s
‘recounting of his discussion with Peter and in the overall context of the letter’. This is not the consistent
meaning of ‘anthropos’ in Paul, however, according to Johnson Hodge, since in most cases, she claims, the
referent is unclear, whereas in two cases (Romans 2:9 and 29) he refers specifically to a Jew (Johnson Hodge, If
Sons then Heirs, 176).
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sinners too, thereby mocking the initial suggestion that they were not. For Paul, then, both
Jew and gentile are in the same situation, with respect to sin as well as with respect to
justification. Rather than confirm a Jew-gentile distinction, Paul ends up subverting it.”*

2.2.2 | Consider Them Garbage

Paul gives a more personal testimony about his religious identity in the letter to the
Philippians. Here Paul writes something of a mini-autobiography, listing his Jewish
credentials in order to redefine the relevance of these terms. Paul appears to be involved in
a discussion about circumcision, and aims to show that he can beat the Jewish opponents at
their own game, while making clear at the same time that the rules of the game have now
changed:”

Watch out for the dogs, watch out for the evil workers, watch out for the
mutilation (BAémete tolg klvag, PA€TeTe TOUC KakolLg épydteg, PAETeTe THY
ketatopny)! For it is we who are the circumcision (fuelg yop éopev 1) TepLToun),
who worship in the spirit of God and boast in Christ Jesus and have no confidence
in the flesh- though | myself have reasons for such confidence. If anyone else
thinks he has reasons to put confidence in the flesh, | have more: circumcised on
the eighth day (mepitoufy oktanuepog), of the people of Israel, of the tribe of
Benjamin, a Hebrew of Hebrews; in regard to the law, a Pharisee; as for zeal,
persecuting the church; as for legalistic righteousness, faultless. But whatever
was to my profit | now consider loss for the sake of Christ. What is more, |
consider everything a loss compared to the surpassing greatness of knowing
Christ Jesus my Lord, for whose sake | have lost all things. | consider them
garbage, so that | may gain Christ and be found in him, not having a righteousness
of my own that comes from the law, but that which is through faith in Christ--the
righteousness that comes from God and is by faith (un éxwv &uny Sikatooivmy
TNV €K VOUOL GAAX THY 6L TloTewg XpLotoD, thy ék Beod Sukatootvmy €mi i
mtotel). (Philippians 3:2-9)

According to Eisenbaum, Paul’s point in this passage is ‘not terribly complicated or subtle’. It
is simply that people should not be impressed by claims to privilege or status.’® The claims
made here, about circumcision, and being a Pharisee, are all things that Paul values, and

I According to Barclay, the repeated statements of contrast between ‘faith in Christ’ and ‘works of the law’,
‘emphasize the way that justification by faith in Christ modifies the standard Jewish distinction between
“Jews” and “Gentile sinners” (Barclay, Obeying the Truth, 78). Dunn notes that the Antioch incident ‘provided
one of the great defining moments in Paul’s theology and indeed in Christian theology. For it provoked Paul
into pronouncing what was to become his most memorable and telling principle: that no one is justified by
works of the law, but only through faith in Christ’ (Dunn, The Theology of Paul the Apostle, 359-360).

7> Scholars differ on who these opponents were and why they would argue for circumcision. It seems
reasonable to assume though, that they are Jews who to some extent share Paul’s ideas about Christ as God’s
messiah. There is no indication that the dispute is related to these elements of Paul’s message. What the
dispute does centre on, similar to the discussion in Galatians, is the position of gentiles. For an overview of
scholarship see Gordon Fee, Paul’s letter to the Philippians (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing 1995), 294,
also Karl-Wilhelm Niebuhr, Heidenapostel aus Israel; Die Jiidische Identitdt des Paulus nach ihrer Darstellung in
seinen Briefen, (Tubingen: Mohn Siebeck 1992), 88-89. Mark Nanos, in a recent analysis of the use of the word
‘dogs’ and its interpretation in Pauline scholarship, argues for a possible identification of the opponents
through this term (‘Paul's Reversal of Jews Calling Gentiles 'Dogs' (Philippians 3:2): 1600 Years of an Ideological
Tale Wagging an Exegetical Dog?’ Biblical Interpretation 17 (2009), 448-482).

76 Eisenbaum, Paul was not a Christian, 140.
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that he mentions to win this game of one-upmanship with other teachers. He was a
member of the learned Jewish elite of his day and he still identifies himself according to
these claims. But they simply pale in comparison to being a follower of Jesus. According to
Eisenbaum, Paul mentions only Jewish status markers here, because those were the only
ones that he and his opponents could lay claim to. If he had had any Roman status markers,
if he had been a Roman citizen for example, he would have mentioned that here as well.

Sechrest on the other hand does not believe that Paul identifies himself by the
claims to Jewish status at all. Rather, she argues that Paul here sets up Christian identity,
and that he does this in the framework of a Jewish understanding of race. In the passage,
Sechrest sees Paul creating three antitheses of Jewish and Christian identity.”” The first is
the opposition between righteousness through law versus through righteousness through
faith, which in her analysis represents the religious component of racial identity. The second
opposition contrasts boasting in Christ to boasting in the flesh, which corresponds to the
kinship element in Jewish identity. The third is the opposition between mutilation and
circumcision, which Sechrest reads as referring to two different groups.

In this passage she claims circumcision should be read as the Pauline group and
mutilation as ‘the mutilation faction’, a polemical reference to Jewish-Christian missionaries
who emphasised circumcision and law-observance. These are then distinct groups, which
correspond to the social identity element in the model of race she employs. Sechrest
concludes that when Paul describes the apocalyptic creation of a new people in Christ, he
uses the existing construct of race which connected kinship, social distinctiveness, and
beliefs about God.

Neither Eisenbaum nor Sechrest seem to me to see Paul’s rhetoric for what it is
worth, the latter putting too much weight on his terminology, the former underselling his
polemics. Sechrest takes Paul’s insults as a construction of opposites made in order to
define a new race, reading ‘mutilators’ as the definition of an actual group. Yet this term,
along with terms like ‘dogs’ and ‘evil workers’, are most likely derogatory terms for Paul’s
opponents, rather than indicators of specific people. Eisenbaum on the other hand
completely ignores Paul’s polemic appropriation of the term circumcision, and the very
Jewish context in which this places his identity construction. It is no coincidence that Paul
only mentions Jewish status markers; Roman citizenship would not be relevant in a debate
that revolves around the question of who counts as righteous before God and on which
grounds.

Paul’s rhetoric only makes sense if we accept that he confirms his status as a Jew; all
the markers of identity adduced by him serve to show that he is entitled to speak on behalf
of the God of Israel at least as much as his opponents. He establishes his authority as
someone speaking about issues such as circumcision and law, issues he knows about first
hand. Paul emphasises his own success in following the law, possibly to counter any idea
that he argues against following the law because he was a failure at it himself. As a Pharisee,
Paul knew the law, and he was perfect in following it, but in Christ, knowledge of the law no
longer matters. Paul is as much a member of God’s people as are his opponents, according
to their definition of the term, but Paul believes this definition no longer applies. In Christ he
has come to accept a different definition of God’s people, or ‘the circumcision’, as he can
still call this people.

77 Sechrest, A Former Jew, 145-149.
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The passage is thus not about Paul’s Jewishness as such, but about Paul’s need to
portray himself as well versed in his ancestral tradition, in order to be seen as a credible
interpreter of this tradition for a gentile audience. Paul distances himself from his own
circumcision and ancestry, something he can see as positive indicators of a special
relationship with God in other contexts (e.g. in Romans 3:1-2; 11:1-2), and calls them
garbage, in order to emphasise that belonging to God now happens via Christ, who is
equally accessible to Jews and non-Jews. Paul can ‘boast in the flesh’ to bolster his standing
with the Philippians, but he does not consider it relevant for his standing with God. In that
sense, it is worthless to him.

2.3 Neither Circumcision nor Uncircumcision

The second theme in our examination of Paul’s thought on Jew and gentile is that of
circumcision. This is a subject that occurs in several of Paul’s letters and on which he makes
a number of seemingly contradictory statements. Some of these statements about
circumcision appear to be similar to the baptismal statement, such as when Paul writes that
‘neither circumcision nor uncircumcision means anything’ (Galatians 6:15).

In the letter to the Galatians, Paul tries to convince his non-Jewish audience that
they do not need to follow the Jewish law and become circumcised in order to belong to
God.”® He was apparently concerned that they might be persuaded to do so by certain
fellow Christ-believing Jews, whom he sees as his opponents. The letter to the Philippians
shows evidence of a similar debate (Philippians 3:3-5), as seen above, and in Romans and 1
Corinthians the issue comes up as well (Romans 2:25-29; 4:9-12; 1 Corinthians 7:18-19). It
was thus an important part of the debates concerning the status of gentiles in which Paul
was involved.

Some scholars believe that the tradition of eschatological inclusion helps to
understand why Paul rejects the idea of gentile circumcision.’”® Paula Fredriksen argues that
even though circumcision is not addressed explicitly in traditions about gentile inclusion,
most sources seem to expect that gentiles will be accepted by God as gentiles. They leave
behind their traditional gods and accept the God of Israel, but they do not join the Jews and
become one people.®’ According to Fredriksen, the suggestion seems to be that the change
gentiles make is in turning to a different divinity, not in converting in the full sense of
following Jewish law and circumcising. Jews and gentiles both will be saved, as two distinct
groups. An example of this is the prophecy in Tobit:

’® De Boer states in his recent commentary that ‘Paul’s letter was written primarily to refute the gospel of the
new preachers, to break their hold on the Galatian churches’. De Boer sums up the gospel of these new
preachers as: ‘you believe in Christ—fine; but you must now also observe the law, beginning with the rite of
circumcision’ (De Boer, Galatians, 50, 60); Martyn, Galatians, 13-34; Dunn, The Epistle to the Galatians, 14-20;
Barclay, Obeying the Truth, 75-105; Esler, ‘Paul’s Contestation’, 23-34; Witherington, Grace in Galatia, 278.
”In her recent study of circumcision in Paul and other Jewish sources such as 1, 2 and 4 Maccabees, Josephus
and Philo, Nina Livesey agrees that Paul bases his view of gentile circumcision on the idea of the ingathering of
the nations at the end time (Nina E. Livesey, Circumcision as a Malleable Symbol (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck
2010), 91-92).

¥ paula Fredriksen, ‘Judaism, the Circumcision of Gentiles, and Apocalyptic Hope: Another Look at Galatians 1
and 2’, Journal of Theological Studies 42 (1991), 532-564, 547-548.
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After this they will all return from exile and will rebuild Jerusalem in splendour;
and in it the temple of God will be rebuilt, just as the prophets of Israel have said
concerning it. Then the nations in the whole world will all be converted and
worship God in truth (mavte & €0vn émotpéliovoly aAndLYOR; doPeloay kOpLov
tov Beov). They will abandon their idols, which deceitfully had led them into their
error; and in righteousness they will praise the eternal God (ki katoplOZovoLy T
8wl adtdr kal evioynoovoly movta te €6vn tov kipiov). All the Israelites
who are saved in those days and are truly mindful of God will be gathered
together; they will go to Jerusalem and live in safety for ever in the land of
Abraham, and it will be given over to them. (Tobit 14:5-7)

The Israelites will return to Jerusalem and the nations of the earth will abandon their idols
and worship the eternal God. They are not collapsed into one group; the gentiles do not
become Jews. They are described as worshipping God while still, apparently, remaining
gentiles.

However, Fredriksen appears to be misrepresenting the tradition somewhat and
overstates its clarity and uniformity on this issue. The prophecies in the Sibylline Oracles 3
discussed above do mention the law in relation to gentiles. Gentiles even sing a hymn about
the law: ‘Let us all consider the law of the highest God, for it is the most righteous of all laws
on earth’ (vopov OYiiotoro Beod dpalwuedo TavTeg 00Te SLKALOTITOG TEAETHL TUVTWOV KOTH
voilov, Sibylline Oracles 3. 719-720). According to Buitenwerf, ‘consider the law’ should
possibly be understood as ‘comply with the law’.8! Buitenwerf, as already noted, believes
that gentiles are thought to ‘adopt the Jewish religious and ethical practices’ in these
prophecies.?? The least that can be said is that they are portrayed as falling under one law
with Jews. A further prophecy in this book of the Sibyllines makes this explicit:

The Immortal in starry heaven will put into effect a common law for the people,
valid over the entire earth (kowdév te vouov kot yolay Gmecwy GropWTOLS),
applying to everything done by miserable mortals. For he is the sole God and
there is no other (axbtog yap povog €oti Bedg kolk €otiv €’ &Arog) (Sibylline
Oracles 3. 758-760).

In the final section of this chapter, we will look in more detail at this text, but we can see
here that although the issue of the circumcision of gentiles is not explicitly addressed,
gentiles can be portrayed as following the same law as Jews in the end time.

The same idea can be seen in Isaiah, where the nations are said to hear the way of
God in order to walk in it:

And many nations shall go and say, Come, and let us go up to the mountain of the
Lord (mopeloovtal €0vm ToAAx kol €podoLy Sedte Kol GVaPOuer €ig T0 0pog
kuplov), and to the house of the God of Jacob; and he will tell us his way, and we
will walk in it (Gvoyyedel fuwy thy 660v adtod kol Topevoduede): for out of Sion
shall go forth the law, and the word of the Lord (€eAeloetar vopog kal Adyog
kupiov) out of Jerusalem. (/saiah 2:3)

8 Buitenwerf, Book Il of the Sibylline Oracles, 282.
8 Buitenwerf, Book Il of the Sibylline Oracles, 260.
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In this prophecy, the law is clearly expected to have meaning for gentiles. Walking in the
way of God is used as a synonym for law observance in Isaiah (see e.g., Isaiah 42:24), and
the passage might well be read as an instruction that gentiles should keep the law.®

The exact definition of what it means when gentiles join themselves to the Lord and
becoming his people is not given, but the law could be thought to play a role in making
gentiles God’s people. The point is not so much that these texts clearly demand law
observance of gentiles, but that they are open to such an interpretation. It is therefore not
necessary to assume that any Jew who believed the end-time had come would necessarily
oppose gentile circumcision.

Paul, however, does oppose circumcision, and | believe Fredriksen is right to see this
as a consequence of his particular take on the status of eschatological gentiles. His
argumentation suggests that he attacks gentile circumcision in order to oppose full
conversion of gentiles to become Jews. Since circumcision was considered by both Jews and
non-Jews to be the distinguishing mark of Jews, accepting circumcision would have
amounted to conversion and would have turned these gentiles into full proselytes; they
would have joined the Jewish ethnos.?* Paul does not want this to happen and argues that
someone who becomes circumcised has to follow the entire law and thus become a
proselyte. For Paul, taking this route constitutes a denial of Christ:

Mark my words! I, Paul, tell you that if you let yourselves be circumcised, Christ
will be of no value to you at all ("I6c éyw Iladlog Aéyw UPiv OtL €av
TepLTéuvnode, XpLotog LUac obder woenoet). Again | declare to every man who
lets himself be circumcised that he is obligated to obey the whole law
(LopTUpopaL &€ TOALY TaVTL AVOPWTR TEPLTELVOUEVW OTL ODELAETNG €0TLY OAOV
Tov vopov moifiowt). You who are trying to be justified by law have been alienated
from Christ; you have fallen away from grace. (Galatians 5:2-4)

This passage shows that Paul’s opinion on circumcision is related to messianic eschatology:
gentile circumcision is incompatible with Christ and to circumcise is to become alienated
from Christ. Because Christ is the beginning of the new age, gentiles can now be accepted
by God as gentiles. That is one of the changes the new age has brought. If non-Jews decide
to become circumcised, they try to take a different route towards divine acceptance,
namely that of becoming a proselyte. This route had been available before and, according to
Paul, apparently still is, but it is a route that denies the change that Christ has made. For
Paul, if a non-Jew is circumcised, he will have to obey the whole law; he becomes a Jew. In
doing so, he places himself outside of the grace provided by Christ and alienates himself
from Christ. He acts as if the world was still the same old world where in order to find
salvation as a gentile you needed to become a Jew.®

 The same idea can be found in Isaiah 56.6-8; 66.21. Terence Donaldson concludes that Jewish eschatological
tradition tended to anticipate the inclusion of the gentiles as gentiles, but contained latent elements that
could have been developed in a proselyte direction (see Donaldson, “Proselytes or 'Righteous Gentiles', 27).
According to Donaldson, Philo expects gentiles in the messianic age to become full proselytes.

¥ On the role of circumcision as a marker of Jewishness in antiquity, see Cohen, The Beginnings of Jewishness,
158.

&1t is this aspect of the eschatological position of gentiles that is missing in the interpretation of this passage
and of Paul’s view on circumcision in general in representatives of the ‘new perspective’, who tend to read it in
terms of the opposition between the law and faith. According to De Boer, for example, ‘to want to predicate
justification on circumcision and law observance now that Christ (faith) has come into the world (...) is to nullify
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So far Paul can thus be seen to stay within the bounds of Jewish tradition, as
Fredriksen maintains; opposing gentile circumcision does not imply a criticism of the
practice for Jews, or as such.®® However, the picture is slightly complicated by the way Paul
argues against gentile circumcision. According to Fredriksen’s view, it would have been
enough for Paul to say that circumcision is simply not for gentiles, because they, unlike Jews,
do not need it.®” Yet Paul takes a very different tack, one that implies a much more radical
critique. Immediately before the passage from Galatians just quoted, Paul equates the
acceptance of Jewish practices by the gentile Galatians with the religious traditions they
used to observe, and even with the powers that ruled them at that time:

Formerly, when you did not know God, you were slaves to those who by nature
are not gods. But now that you know God--or rather are known by God--how is it
that you are turning back to those weak and miserable principles (viv &¢ yvovteg
Beby, partov 8 Yrwobévteg LTO Beod, TAG EMLOTPéPETe TAALY €TL TO GoBeVh Kol
TTWY& OTOLXELR OLg TUALY &vwber dovdelely Bédete)? Do you wish to be enslaved
by them all over again? You are observing special days and months and seasons
and years (Nuépag mapatnpelobe kol ufvag kel kolpovg kal éviavtovg)! | fear for
you, that somehow | have wasted my efforts on you. (Galatians 4:8-10)

Here Paul makes a comparison that is clearly intended to be derogatory. He sums up the
former religious practices of the Galatians and their acceptance of Jewish customs as
‘observing special days’. Paul compares following the Jewish law with returning to slavery,
the same kind of slavery that was associated with their idolatry in the past.88 Following the
Jewish law would in a sense mean a return to idolatry; both entail enslavement to the
principles (otoLyelw), the elements of the cosmos.®® This slavery is precisely what Christ had
freed them from:

So also, when we were children, we were in slavery under the basic principles of
the world (010 & otouxele Tod k6opov). But when the time had fully come, God

God’s grace (...), thus to fall out of the realm of this grace and to become separated from Christ (De Boer,
Galatians, 315). James Dunn sees the contrast here as one between ‘a lifestyle characterized by circumcision
and determined by the entire law’ and ‘faith as complete reliance on and openness to God’s grace’ (Dunn, The
Theology of Paul, 637-638).

8 Although as Daniel Boyarin points out, if following the Jewish law is no longer a requirement for being
accepted by God, then the meaning of the law is redefined (Boyarin, A Radical Jew, 272-273, nt.9).

¥ This is the way Paula Fredriksen and Pamela Eisenbaum reconstruct his position based on the tradition of
gentile eschatological inclusion. They pay little attention to Paul’'s polemics against circumcision or
acknowledge that his argumentation against circumcision presents a complication.

® Not all scholars agree that Paul is referring to Jewish practices here. Troy Martin, for example, argues that
the Galatians were literally returning to their former religious traditions, see Troy Martin, ‘Apostasy to
Paganism: The Rhetorical Stasis of the Galatian Controversy’ Journal of Biblical Literature, 114/3 (Autumn
1995), 437-461; also ‘Pagan and Judeo-Christian Time-keeping Schemes in Galatians 4:10 and Colossians 2:16’,
New Testament Studies 42 (1996), 105-119. However, since Paul warns a few verses later that ‘those people
are zealous to win you over’ (4:17), and addresses his audience as ‘you who want to be under the law’, he
clearly has the same problem of gentiles being urged to follow the law in view here, as in the whole of the
letter. In addition, an attempt to reconstruct what practices Paul may be referring to, based on his description
here, should take into account that he is not trying to accurately depict these practices, but to make an
insulting statement with the intent to dissuade his audience.

¥ For the role of the cosmic principles in this context, see George H. van Kooten, Cosmic Christology in Paul
and the Pauline School (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck 2003), 64-79.
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sent his Son, born of a woman, born under law, to redeem those under law, that
we might receive the full rights of sons. Because you are sons, God sent the Spirit
of his Son into our hearts, the Spirit who calls out, "Abba, Father." So you are no
longer a slave, but a son; and since you are a son, God has made you also an heir.
(Galatians 4:3-7)

The Galatians had been freed from slavery and accepted as sons through the spirit of Christ.
Now, if they take up the Jewish law, they voluntarily return to this slavery; as Paul put it in
the passage on circumcision quoted above, they alienate themselves from Christ and fall
away from grace. That is why he warns them against it in such unusually strong terms. This
rhetoric can be understood from the paradigm of gentile eschatological inclusion, but it is
far more polemical with regard to Jewish law and practices than other sources. The best
explanation for these polemics seems to be that they took shape in response to the
opposition that Paul encountered. He was faced with people who were trying to persuade
his Galatian audience of the need to follow the law and become circumcised. These people
whom Paul saw as his opponents were most likely Jews who shared Paul’s belief about
Christ, but differed in their attitude towards the relevance of the law for gentiles.90

Most scholars who discuss the debate between Paul and his opponents in Galatia
believe that it is Paul’s attitude towards circumcision which needs explaining, whereas that
of his opponents represented the traditional Jewish stance. Based on her analysis of Jewish
eschatological expectations, Paula Fredriksen argues the exact opposite. Since the
expectations about gentile eschatological exclusion in her view uniformly hold that gentiles
do not fully convert in what she calls a ‘halakhic sense’, any Jew who suggested that gentiles
should circumcise introduced a ‘startling novelty’. Fredriksen finds the explanation for Paul’s
opponents’ unusual demand that gentiles circumcise, in the delayed coming of God’s
kingdom: ‘time drags when you want it to end’.’® Fredriksen places the motivation of this
group squarely in the spread of the gospel. Perhaps, she speculates, they feared that the
prominence of gentiles in the movement had contributed to the rejection of the gospel by
most Jews. Or perhaps they felt that if the spokespeople of the movement were Jews, as
circumcised gentiles would be, their chances of success would be greater. Whatever their
motivations, their proposal was rejected, according to Fredriksen, because a mission to
gentiles to convert them to Judaism was too novel.”

Several objections can be raised against Fredriksen’s reconstruction. Firstly, as
already concluded above, Fredriksen misjudges the supposed uniformity of the
eschatological tradition about gentiles. While some sources indeed simply describe gentiles
abandoning their idols and turning to God, others can be read as suggesting gentile law
observance. Again there is the danger here, which is my second objection, of seeing existing
tradition as a blue print, or even a straightjacket, from which one would have to break free
to make ‘startling novelties’. The end time as it was experienced by Paul and his opponents
did not conform to any traditional expectation: it was a messianic age with a now absent

% Nina Livesey argues that Paul equated the practice of the law with slavery in Galatians for two possible
reasons. It was either because circumcision would require association with Jews who answer to Rome and to
Roman rule, or it signifies that Paul’s revelation of the resurrected Jesus signals the end time and the gathering
of gentiles. According to Livesey, Paul’s opponents did not recognise that the end time was approaching, since
they operated under a different world clock (Livesey, Circumcision as a Malleable Symbol, 91).

ot Fredriksen, ‘Judaism, the Circumcision of Gentiles’, 559.

92 Fredriksen, ‘Judaism, the Circumcision of Gentiles’, 561.
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messiah. That there would be differing interpretations of what was required of gentiles
under such circumstances should not surprise us. Even more so, since local communities of
Jews and gentiles worshipping God together as one group, did not have any place in
traditional expectations either. It might be one thing to imagine the Lord preparing a feast
for all the nations in the end-time, as prophesied in Isaiah (Isaiah 25:6), but quite another to
sit down for a meal together in Antioch. Such a novel situation would require a rethinking of
previous expectations.

In general, for gentiles who abandoned their traditional religion and chose to
worship only the God of Israel, the normal corollary would be circumcision.” In a sense,
gentiles who gave up their gods but did not circumcise could be seen to enter an ethnic no
man’s land. As the hallmark of a Jew and a convert, circumcision would relieve the tension
that this situation might be felt to create. There is thus no need to assume that all Jews who
believed the end-time had come with Christ would also be convinced that gentiles should
now not become circumcised. Eschatological traditions allowed for more diversity of opinion
and circumstances conformed less to what might have been expected.

Paul and those whom he saw as his opponents were thus caught in unique and
unexpected circumstances, to which they reacted in different ways. Their clash over gentile
circumcision led to some polemical statements on the part of Paul, which in some cases
amounted to a personal attack. With regard to his opponents, he associates circumcision
with mutilation and castration: >*

| wish those agitators would castrate themselves (8¢eiov kal amokOyovtal ol
avaototobvteg vuc.). (Galatians 5:12)

Watch out for those dogs, watch out for those evil workers, watch out for the
mutilation (BAémete tolg klvag, PAETeTe TOUC KakolLG épyotag, PAEmeTe TV
ketoetounv). (Philippians 3:2)

Again Paul does not discredit gentile circumcision specifically, even though this is what is at
stake. Instead, by equating circumcision to mutilation, he reflects negatively on the practice
as such. Those who propagate gentile circumcision are vilified by Paul. In associating
circumcision with castration, Paul distances himself from his own tradition and taps into the
general cultural hostility towards circumcision.” A later decree under Antonius Pius

» Although the definitions of who counted as a Jew and who did not were far from uniform, circumcision was
generally seen as the mark of a Jew. A complete rejection of the gods, as demanded by Paul, would generally
imply a full conversion to Judaism. On the various degrees of gentile association with Judaism, see Cohen, The
Beginnings of Jewishness, 140-198.

o According to Martin de Boer, Paul is alluding in Galatians 5:12 to the ritual castration that occurred in the
devotion to the goddess Cybele (De Boer, Galatians, 325). The thesis that Paul’s concern about circumcision in
Galatians originates in an antipathy towards the cult of the Mother of the Gods, which was practiced in
Anatolia, is central to Susan Elliott’s recent study of the letter (Elliott, Cutting too Close for Comfort, 13). Yet
this hypothesis begs the question why Paul then discusses circumcision in a similar way in letters to other
locations where this specific religious context was lacking.

%> On Paul’s attitude and language in relation to contemporary understandings of circumcision on the part of
non-Jews, especially in connection with ideas about masculinity, see Karin B. Neutel and Matthew R.
Anderson, ‘The First Cut is the Deepest: Masculinity and Circumcision in the First Century’ in Biblical
Masculinities, Peter-Ben Smit and Ovidiu Creanga (eds.), (Sheffield: Phoenix Press 2013) forthcoming.
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determined that the penalty for unlawful circumcision would be castration, an
uncomfortable echo of Paul’s judgment on his opponents.®®

Unlike these opponents, Paul feels that gentiles should not become Jews, but should
remain a separate group. Yet while Paul, in not allowing gentiles to become Jews, argues for
a preservation of difference, he does so, rather paradoxically, by claiming that there is no
difference:

For in Christ Jesus neither circumcision nor uncircumcision has any value, but only
faith expressing itself through love (¢v yop Xpuot® ‘Inood olte Tepitoun TL
toyver olte dkpoPuotior &ALk TLOTLG O ayatng évepyouuévn). (Galatians 5:6)

Neither circumcision nor uncircumcision means anything; what counts is a new
creation (olte yop TepLtoun TiL €0TLY oUTE GkpoPuOTLE GAAL KoLV KTLOLG).
(Galatians 6:15)

On the basis of the expectations concerning gentile eschatological salvation, we might
expect Paul to say to gentiles: do not circumcise, because you are gentiles, not Jews. In
effect what Paul says is, do not circumcise, because circumcision is meaningless. His position
thus appears to turn into something of a critique on circumcision as such. Since circumcision
no longer distinguishes those who belong to God from those who do not, the corollary
seems to be that it no longer has no value or meaning. These two texts seem to echo the
baptismal formula earlier in the letter, where Paul denies the distinction between Jew and
Greek.”” All three texts offer an alternative (being ‘in Christ, Galatians 3:28; ‘faith expressing
itself through love’, Galatians 5:6; ‘new creation’ Galatians 6:5) explains or determines the
denial of the distinction.

Even though Paul can describe circumcision as meaningless, whether a person
becomes circumcised or not is still not a matter of indifference to Paul. The act is not value-
neutral for Paul: while there is nothing positive to gain in circumcising, for him there is much
to lose in doing so. To attach meaning to circumcision in the way that gentiles would do by
becoming circumcised would be to deny that the distinction has been both fulfilled and
ended in Christ, as we saw above (Galatians 5:2-6). So while circumcision has no value
according to Paul, it can still be important not to circumcise. What we see in both these
passages is that Paul opposes circumcision to something else, in the first to faith and in the
second to a new creation. A third variation on this pattern can be found in 1 Corinthians,
where Paul opposes circumcision to the law:

Was a man already circumcised when he was called? He should not become
uncircumcised. Was a man uncircumcised when he was called? He should not be
circumcised. Circumcision is nothing and uncircumcision is nothing. Keeping God's
commands is what counts (1 Tepitoun o006V €oTLY kol T akpoBuoTic 0DSEV
€0TLY, GAAX THPMOLG €VTOAGY B€oD.). (1 Corinthians 7:18-19)

% See Andreas Blaschke, Beschneidung: Zeugnisse der Bibel und verwandter Texte, (TUbingen: Francke Verlag
1998), 357-359.

" The parallel is also noted by De Boer, who understands this in terms of a ‘new identity’: ‘the dualities of the
present world (Jew/Greek, slave/free, male/female. Circumcision/uncircumcision) have been abolished’ (De
Boer, Galatians, 402-403).
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In this chapter of the letter to the Corinthians, Paul deals with the issue of marriage. He
addresses various groups about how to act in marriage and whether to become or stay
married. To illustrate his point that there is no need to change, Paul gives the examples of
circumcision and sIavery.98 In light of the messianic age in both these cases, the rule is: stay
as you are (though Paul undermines this rule with his advice to slaves, as we shall see in
Chapter lll). Since both circumcision and uncircumcision are nothing, there is no need to
change. Paul then comes up with the unusual statement that what counts is keeping God’s
commandments. For many Jews, circumcision would be very much a part of God’s
commandments, but evidently not for Paul.*

Paul can thus subordinate circumcision to other things, such as faith, or God’s
commandments. Paul can also subordinate physical circumcision to metaphorical
circumcision, which then becomes the true measure of a person:

A man is not a Jew if he is only one outwardly, nor is circumcision merely outward
and physical (kal kpLvel 1 ék pioewe akpofuotic: TOV Vouov terodow ot TOV Ll
YPOUUOTOC Kol TepLTopfic TapePatny vopov). No, a man is a Jew if he is one
inwardly; and circumcision is circumcision of the heart, by the Spirit, not by the
written code (GAL" 6 €év @ kpunt® Toudlog, Kol TePLTOUT Kapdlag €V TreluatL
00 YPOUUATL, 00 O émaLvog ok €& avlpwmwy &AL’ ék toD Beod). Such a man's
praise is not from men, but from God. (Romans 2:28-29)

The real meaning of circumcision apparently is its metaphorical meaning. Being circumcised
and being a Jew is presented here as a desirable state, yet the meaning of circumcision is
transformed from a physical to a spiritual state. John Barclay notes that while the
juxtaposition of these two types of circumcision is a familiar theme in Jewish literature, Paul
departs from his predecessors in the ‘sharpness of the antithesis’ between the two, as well
as in suggesting that circumcision of the heart is the only kind that matters and is possible
for gentiles and Jews both.'® The same thought is found in the letter to the Philippians,
immediately after Paul has attacked his opponents who do feel that physical circumcision
matters:

For it is we who are the circumcision, we who worship by the Spirit of God, who

glory in Christ Jesus, and who put no confidence in the flesh (fueic yap €oper 1
TepLToun, ol mreluatl Beod Aatpelovteg kol kouywuevolr év XpLot® ‘Inood kol
ok €V oapkl memoLBotec). (Philippians 3:3)

Circumcision is still a worthwhile identity to claim, but in this passage, as discussed above,
Paul transforms its meaning. It now excludes those Jewish Christians who argue for
circumcision, but includes gentiles who share Paul’s faith in Christ. Like Paul, Philo places

% |t is often assumed that Paul brings in these two categories to illustrate a rule about marriage because they
are associated with each other as the three pairs of the baptismal formula. See further references to this point
in Chapters lll and IV in the context of my discussion of slavery and marriage.

* As John Barclay observes, given that circumcision was normally regarded as one of the requirements of the
law, Paul’s argument here and in Romans 2:26 would sound very strange (John Barclay, ‘Paul and Philo on
circumcision: Romans 2.25-9 in social and cultural context’, New Testament Studies 44/4 (1998), 536-556, 545).
Paul himself confirms this view of the law in Galatians 5:3, as discussed above.

100 Barclay, ‘Paul and Philo on circumcision’, 551-552. The contrast between circumcision of the heart and of
the flesh is found in many sources, e.g., Deuteronomy 10:16; 30:6; Leviticus 26:41; Jubilees 1:23.
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value on a metaphorical interpretation of circumcision. To him, circumcision stands for a
curbing of passion and impiety. However, he does insist on keeping the actual practice of
circumcision, and maintains that it offers several practical advantages, such as hygiene and
more successful procreation.101 Philo’s argument that literal observance of circumcision is
required, in spite of its allegorical meaning, suggests that there were those who abandoned
the practice of circumcision. While valuing the allegorical meaning, and apparently not
repudiating Judaism, they no longer felt the need to circumcise.’® There is other evidence
that some Jews neglected circumcision or underwent a procedure known as epispasm,
intended to reverse the effect of circumcision.'® Paul also knows of this practice, as we saw
in the passages from 1 Corinthians, where he advises believers not to become
‘uncircumcised’ (émLomdopet).

Several Jewish sources of the period condemn the practice of epispasm.104 The
attitudes towards circumcision in Greek culture would have made life difficult for some
Jews, since the Greek and Roman aversion to circumcision put pressure on those who
wanted to take part in all aspects of Greek society.105 In this whole debate, Paul takes up a
unique position. He prioritises metaphorical circumcision, rejects physical circumcision of
gentiles, and discredits the practice of circumcision by equating it with mutilation. He still
claims the term circumcision to denote closeness to God, but applies it to people who are
not physically circumcised. It is little wonder that this idiosyncratic approach to circumcision
gained a hostile response from some of Paul’s Jewish contemporaries.106

In response to this opposition, Paul does not argue about the end-time and its
consequences for gentiles, but rather about faith and new creation, which have
consequences for both Jew and gentile.107 We cannot therefore say, with Fredriksen, that
Paul’s eschatology provides a complete explanation of his view on circumcision, nor that this
view falls within the existing tradition of gentile eschatological exclusion. While the latter
still provides the best explanation for his basic stance on gentile circumcision, the direct
polemic with those who argued in favour of circumcision of gentiles should be seen as an
important influence on his thought and the cause of his more extreme statements. For Paul,
circumcision was not only of no value to gentiles, it had also lost certain aspects of its
meaning in general, since for the first time, in the messianic age it no longer distinguishes
those who belong to God’s people from those who do not. Paul’s language and thought
shows a degree of flexibility; in spite of his negative remarks about circumcision for gentiles,
he can still use circumcision as a category of privileged identity. Paul can claim to be the

" philo discusses circumcision in several works: On the Migration of Abraham 92, Special Laws 1.1-11,

Questions on Genesis 3.48. On Philo’s view of circumcision, see Livesey, Circumcision as a malleable Symbol,
41-76, also Barclay, ‘Paul and Philo on circumcision’, 538-543; Alan Mendelson, Philo’s Jewish Identity,
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), 55-56.

1% john J. Collins, ‘A Symbol of Otherness: Circumcision and Salvation in the First Century’, in “To See Ourselves
as Others See Us”, Christians, Jews, “Others” in Late Antiquity, Judith Neusner and Ernest S. Frerichs (eds.),
(Chico: Scholars Press 1985), 163-186, 172-173

1 Robert G. Hall, ‘Epispasm, Circumcision in Reverse’, Bible Review (1992), 52-57.

Hall, ‘Epispasm’, 55-56.

Hall, ‘Epispasm’, 53-55.

See also Barclay, ‘Paul and Philo on Circumcision’, 549-550. Livesey concludes that Paul uses the term
circumcision ‘freely and in innovative ways’ (Livesey, Circumcision as a Malleable Symbol, 121).

107 Cohen, The Beginnings of Jewishness, 566.

104
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circumcision and intend the term as positive reference to God’s people, both Jews and non-
Jews.

2.4 Abraham, Father of Jew and Gentile

The same flexibility and creativity with regard to tradition is evident in Paul’s redefinition of
Abrahamic ancestry. As noted, in the letter to the Galatians, Paul is involved in a discussion
with opponents who felt that gentiles needed to become circumcised and follow the law, in
order to belong to God. Paul is clearly concerned that these opponents have been
successful. He fears that his audience has been persuaded to accept their view and will
decide to start following the Jewish law. Throughout the letter to the Galatians, Paul argues
passionately that such a move is not necessary, and would even complicate their situation.

As part of his argument, Paul sets out his views about who counts as the
descendants of Abraham. It has been suggested that it is not Paul himself who is concerned
about Abraham in relation to gentiles, but that his opponents brought Abraham up in the
course of their argument, therefore necessitating a reply from Paul.’® As far as we can
reconstruct their argument, it seems entirely possible that Paul’s opponents, if they felt that
only full conversion of gentiles was acceptable, would present belonging to Abraham as a
desirable state to their gentile audience.’® Since observance of the Jewish law was seen as
the defining characteristic of those who belong to Abraham’s kin, the figure of Abraham
would serve their argument very well.**° pPaul, then, replies with his own version of who
counts as Abraham’s heirs, and he does so with conviction.'** He uses the claim that
Abraham is the ancestor of both Jews and gentiles, to support his case that the gentile
Galatians do not need the Jewish law to become his offspring.

Paul’s argument about Abraham, however, takes up a tradition that was rarely
referred to in other Jewish texts: the notion of the blessing of the nations in Abraham
(Genesis 12:3 and 18:18):

Consider Abraham: "He believed God, and it was reckoned to him as
righteousness" (kaBwg ’APpady émiotevoer T@ 0ed, kol €roylodn adt® e€ig
dwkatootvmy). Understand, then, that those from faith are children of Abraham
(C'widokete dpa 6tL ol €k Tlotewg, obtoL viol elow ’APpadu). The Scripture

108 So, e.g., De Boer, Galatians, 185; Philip F. Esler, ‘Paul’s Contestation’, 25. Eisenbaum and Dunn, however,

both see an intrinsic reason for Paul’s interest in Abraham. According to Eisenbaum, Abraham was a
‘particularly useful model for preaching and teaching to Gentiles’. Paul presents himself as a ‘new kind of
Abraham’; as apostle to the nations, he creates the descendants that were promised to Abraham (Eisenbaum,
Paul was not a Christian, 201). In contrast, Dunn sees Genesis 15:6 as ‘fundamental to Paul’s theology of
justification’ (Dunn, The Theology of Paul, 375).

1% gee, e.g., the reconstruction in Martyn’s commentary of the argument of the ‘Teachers’, as he calls Paul’s
opponents (Martyn, Galatians, 117-126).

"% The connection between belonging to Abraham’s descendants and observing the law can be found, e.g., in
Josephus, Jewish Antiquities 5.101-113; 4 Maccabees 18:1, see Birgit van der Lans, ‘Belonging to Abraham’s
Kin’, 307-318, also Edward Adams, ‘Abraham's Faith and Gentile Disobedience: Textual Links between Romans
1 and 4’, Journal for the Study of the New Testament 65 (1997), 47-66, 49.

m According to Philip Esler, Paul thought, just before writing Galatians 3: ‘You regard descent from Abraham
as a desirable thing? ... Then let me tell you what it means and how to get it!’ (Esler, ‘Paul’s Contestation of
Israel’s (Ethnic) Memory of Abraham’, 25). Esler also discusses the various views on the specific case made by
these opponents (24-25).
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foresaw that God would justify the gentiles by faith, and announced the gospel in
advance to Abraham: "All nations will be blessed through you" (mpoidoloa &¢ 1)
ypadn OTL €k TioTewg Sikaiol ta €6vm O Bedg, mpoeunyyeAloato @ "APpady 6tL
"Evevioyndnoovtal év ool Tavta te €0vn). So those from faith are blessed along
with Abraham, the man of faith (Gote ol ék Tilotewg €dAoyodvtal oLV TG TLOTG
"ABpec).(Galatians 3:6-9)

The motif that Paul uses here, of Abraham as the father to many nations, is seldom reflected
on in contemporary literature, but serves him well to refute the claim that Abraham was
father of the Jews only, and that a gentile ought to become a Jew in order to belong to
Abraham.'*? Both in Galatians and in Romans, where Paul also discusses Abrahamic descent,
the blessing of the nations plays a central role in Paul’s argument in connection to faith. It
was a theme that enabled Paul to connect Abraham to gentiles, when he was generally seen
as the ancestor of Jews only.

This passage thus explains that the key to gentile access to Abraham lies in faith
(Tlotic). Paul argues that because Abraham ‘believed God (émiotevoer t¢ 6ew) and it was
reckoned to him as righteousness’ (Genesis 15:6), ‘those from faith’ (ol ¢k Tiotewe), including
the Galatians, count as his sons (Galatians 3:7). The clause ‘those from faith’ is usually
translated as ‘those who believe’.'** This interpretation makes sense of the contrast that
Paul evokes between faith and the works of the law (€€ €pywv vopov i € dkofic Tlotewg)
just before this passage, when he asks his audience on what basis they received the spirit
(Galatians 3:1-5). As consequence of their faith, ‘those who believe’, and, it is implied, not
those from the law, will be blessed with Abraham (Galatians 3: 8-9).

This crucial nominative phrase ‘those from faith’ (ol é mlotewc), is read very
differently in the ‘radical new perspective’. Both Pamela Eisenbaum and Caroline Johnson
Hodge argue that faith is not considered here by Paul as a characteristic of the Galatians,
but primarily as a characteristic of Abraham. Given that Paul’s argument deals with kinship,
Eisenbaum and Johnson Hodge believe the term ‘those from faith” should be interpreted to
mean ‘those descended of faith’ or ‘those who descend from faithfulness’.*** The faith or
faithfulness in question is not that of the Galatians, but of Abraham, and refers to his
faithful response to God’s promises as told in Genesis (Genesis 12:3, 15:3-6, 18:18). In this

1 Birgit van der Lans suggests that it could very well be Paul who came up with the motif of the blessing of
the nations, since it is rare and would not suit his opponents (Van der Lans, ‘Belonging to Abraham’s Kin’, 314-
316). Likewise, Martin Goodman assumes that this theme originated with Paul, given that Abraham was
primarily seen as the embodiment of the law (Martin Goodman, ‘Epilogue’ in Abraham, the Nations and the
Hagarites: Jewish, Christian, and Islamic Perspectives on Kinship with Abraham, Martin Goodman, George H.
van Kooten and Jacques T.A.G.M. van Ruiten (eds.), (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 509-512).

3 As Dunn notes on the issue of objective versus subjective genitive in the clause pistis christou (riotic
xpLotod) in Galatians 2-3, ‘it is difficult to see anything other than faith in Christ in view’ (Dunn, The Theology of
Paul, 381).

14 Eisenbaum, Paul was not a Christian, 206; Johnson Hodge, If Sons then Heirs, 85. For a more detailed
discussion with Johnson Hodge’s views on this passage, see Karin B. Neutel, ““Neither Jew nor Greek’: Abraham
as a Universal Ancestor’, in Abraham, the Nations and the Hagarites: Jewish, Christian, and Islamic Perspectives
on Kinship with Abraham, Martin Goodman, George H. van Kooten and Jacques T.A.G.M. van Ruiten (eds.),
Leiden: Brill 2010, 291-306.
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view, it is not their own faith that makes gentiles right with the God of Israel; they are the
recipients of the promise, because of Abraham’s faithfulness, not their own attitude.

Eisenbaum and Johnson Hodge’s interpretation of ‘faith’ (wiotic) in this passage is
connected with their tendency to read the clause pistis Christou (miotic xpiotod), which is
generally, also in this study, translated as ‘faith in Christ’, as a reference to the faithfulness
of Christ.*> In connection with Christ, pistis is taken to be a quality of Christ, not of someone
who has faith in him. A major objection to this interpretation, apart from the fact that it
runs counter to Paul’s argument in this and other passages, is that Paul does not refer to
Christ’s ‘obedient’ death and resurrection apart from this clause.’® He is very clear,
however, about the importance of faith (miotic) as a quality of his audience and praises
them for it. Given the centrality of Christ in Paul’s message, we can wonder what this faith
would be about, if it were not “faith in Christ’. Rather, an interpretation of pistis Christou as
referring to the believers attitude towards Christ as lord and God’s actions in sending and
raising him, make best sense of the way Paul refers to faith throughout his letters.**’

Because faith is not defined as a quality of the Galatians by Eisenbaum and Johnson
Hodge, even though Paul talks about faith in relation to them in the opening verses of the
chapter (Galatians 3:2-5), it follows that the newly defined descendants of Abraham, those
who arise out of his faith, are the gentiles in general. Paul would then argue that descent
occurs ‘out of the faithfulness of Abraham’, but would leave us none the wiser, in this
perspective, as to who these descendants are, beyond the fact that they are gentiles.118

This leads to a rather strained reading of the chapter, since the polemical tone and
argument seem to lose their impetus. Eisenbaum stresses that the purpose of Paul’s mission
is ‘to integrate all these various non-Jewish peoples into the Abrahamic family’, but she
leaves unexplained what view of Abraham Paul argues against here. As we will see below,

> 0n the clause as a subjective genitive, see Eisenbaum, Paul was not a Christian, 189-195; Johnson Hodge, If

Sons then Heirs, 90-91.

¢ Johnson Hodge describes the faithfulness of Christ as ‘Christ’s obedient death and resurrection, which have
offered to gentiles an opportunity to be made right with the God of Israel (Johnson Hodge, If Sons then Heirs,
90). The suggestion that Christ’s resurrection was his own obedient act rather than something done by God is a
further difficult aspect of this view, which cannot be further explored here.

7 An exception to Paul’s lack of interest in Christ’s attitude towards his death is Philippians 2:5-11, where Paul
does describe Christ’s incarnation and crucufixion, but he does so without reference to faith. The passage
ends, though, with a description of the attitude of the faithful to these events. Paul writes there that God
raised Christ, so that every tongue would confess ‘that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father’
(Philippians 2:11). This would seem to be a description of pistis Christou. Matthew Easter recently summarised
the objective-subjective genitive debate and concludes that ‘neither can win the day on the basis of
grammatical or immediate contextual arguments’. The solution should therefore come, he suggests, from
interpreters coming to grips ‘with the much larger hermeneutical and theological assumptions at play for both
sides’ (see Matthew C. Easter, ‘The Pistis Christou Debate: Main Arguments and Responses in Summary’,
Currents in Biblical Research 9 (2010), 33—47, 44). There are several arguments weighing in favour of an
objective genitive reading, however, in my view. Firstly, as Dunn shows, that the antithesis between works of
the law and pistis Christou, suggest that both are actions done by the same subject, and therefore require a
reading ‘faith in Christ’. More importantly, there can be no doubt that Paul considered faith an essential and
praiseworthy quality in his audience and in himself as well. Paul tells the Romans, e.g., that he thanks God for
them, ‘because your faith (miotic Uu@V) is being reported all over the world’ and hopes that he and they can
encourage each other’s faith (Romans 1:8, 12, cf. 1 Thessalonians 1:8; 3:6). Thirdly, Paul can describe the
content of this faith as being, that Christ was raised: ‘And if Christ has not been raised, our preaching is useless
and so is your faith’ (1 Corinthians 15:14).

2 Johnson Hodge If Sons, Then Heirs, 80-84.
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Paul clearly opposes faith to the law in this chapter (Galatians 3:2, 10-14), and writes that
the law had a function until faith came (Galatians 3:22-25), a sequence of events that
cannot refer to the faith of Abraham.!*® While the translation ‘those descending from
[Abraham’s] faith’ may thus make good sense in the context of kinship language, it makes
little sense as an exclusive category in Paul’s overall argument. Paul rather establishes a
connection in the chapter between the faith of Abraham, of Christ and of his audience,
whom he can call ‘those who believe’ (tol¢ TLotebovoiy, Galatians 3:22).

Paul brings in the link between Abraham and Christ in the second part of the
chapter, by interpreting the seed of Abraham, to whom the promise is given, as a reference
to Christ:

The promises were spoken to Abraham and to his seed (t¢) 8¢ "APpacy éppébnooy
ol émayyerlal kel t¢) oméppatt adtod). The Scripture does not say ‘and to seeds,’
meaning many people, but ‘and to your seed’, meaning one person, who is Christ
(00 Aéyer, Kal 7tolc omépuaoiy, ¢ €ml TOAADY, &AL o¢ &b’ evde, Kal ¢
oméppatl oov, O¢ €otv XpLotdg). (Galatians 3:16)

According to Paul, the singular form of the noun ‘seed’ in Greek (omépua) indicates its
reference to a single descendant (Galatians 3:16).'*° He appears to argue against a specific
understanding of Abraham’s seed here, when emphasising that ‘seed’ is not used in a plural
form, as if it were referring to many people (¢ éml ToAA®QV, 3:16). By identifying Christ as
the singular seed of Abraham, Paul challenges the traditional interpretation that the Jewish
people collectively constituted Abraham’s seed.!?

At the end of the chapter, Paul then explains how Christ as the seed connects his
audience to Abraham. By citing the formula which is central to this study, a formula
associated with baptism, Paul reminds his audience of something that they are already
familiar with: ‘there is neither Jew nor Greek, neither slave nor free, nor male and female,
because you are all one in Christ Jesus’ (Galatians 3:28). From this baptismal inclusion into
Christ, using the logic of incorporation, Paul can then draw his conclusion and give his
bottom line: ‘if you belong to Christ, then you are Abraham’s seed, heirs according to the
promise’ (Galatians 3:29). Both Jew and gentile are ‘in Christ’ and therefore both are
Abraham’s seed and heir.

Halfway through the chapter, Paul brings in a central point, that of the law (Galatians
3:17-25). This is probably intended to cut off a possible criticism since, as already noted,
Abraham and the law were closely associated in contemporary Jewish thought. Because

11 order to clarify who counts as descendants, Johnson Hodge brings in Christ as a referent of faithfulness in

the opening of the chapter, even though this has no direct basis in the text. Christ only appears explicitly in
verse 12, but is introduced by her into verses 7-8, in order to be able to define ‘those from faith’ beyond
Abraham, as the ancestor. The references to faith are thus not only seen to indicate the faithfulness of
Abraham, and of God, but that of Christ as well. Although Christ is not mentioned in Gal 3:6-9, Johnson Hodge
believes that his faithfulness is implied in these verses (particularly in Gal 3:7-8). Christ’s faithful obedience to
God’s plan, his death and resurrection, is what enables the gentiles to belong to Abraham. Christ is the
necessary link between him and the gentiles; it is only because of Christ’s faithfulness that kinship can be
established. ‘Those from faith’ are thus those who descend from the faithfulness not only of Abraham, but also
of Christ (see Johnson Hodge If Sons, Then Heirs, 82-84, 90-91). Again this excludes any reference to the
Galatian believers, which complicates the reading of the argument as a whole.

29 0n the singular versus the plural interpretation of ‘seed’, see De Boer, Galatians, 222-223.

2! See Van der Lans, ‘Belonging to Abraham’s Kin’, 316.
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Paul has singled out faith as the crucial factor for gentile inclusion into Abraham, and has
opposed faith to the law (Galatians 3:10-14), he has left himself open to questions about the
status of the law. In contemporary sources, Abraham was associated with law observance in
general, and circumcision in particular, precisely those issues against which Paul argues. He
therefore takes pains to separate Abraham from the law of Moses, a separation for which
he has two justifications. He points out firstly that God’s dealings with Abraham preceded
those with Moses, and secondly that they were handled by God in person, while Moses
functioned as a mediator and had to interact with angels (Galatians 3:17; 19-20).**? The law,
he concludes, is therefore secondary to the promise to Abraham, and cannot change
anything about it (Galatians 3:17-20). Its function was only temporary, and has ended with
the coming of Christ (Galatians 3:19; 23-25). We will come back to this passage and Paul’s
attitude towards the law in the next section. We can note here in conclusion about Paul’s
discussion of Abraham in Galatians, that the polemic against the law serves to emphasise
that kinship with Abraham is formed through Christ, rather than through the law. Because
the promise trumps the law, because the coming of the seed ends the law, those in Christ,
both Jew and Greek are the newly-understood descendants of Abraham.

In the letter to the Romans, Paul develops a similar argument with regard to
Abraham, again denying law observance and circumcision as prerequisites for having him as
an ancestor and again extending his ancestry to non-Jews, based on faith:*?*

Is this blessedness, then, pronounced only on the circumcised, or also on the
uncircumcised (0 Wakaplogdg o0V 00TOg €Ml THY TePLTOUmY 1) kol €ml v
akpoPuoti)? We say, ‘Faith was reckoned to Abraham as righteousness’
(Eloyiofn t¢) "APpactys 7 TLOTLC €i¢ dikatoovvny). How then was it reckoned to
him? Was it before or after he had been circumcised (év TepLtopuf dvtL 1) év
akpoPuotie; olk €v TepLtopf) GAL’ év akpofuotie)? It was not after, but before he
was circumcised. He received the sign of circumcision as a seal of the
righteousness that he had by faith while he was still uncircumcised (kal onuelov
EroPerv mepLtoufic obpaylde ThHg Sikatoolvng Thg Tlotewe ThHC €v Th dkpoBuoTtice).
The purpose was to make him the ancestor of all who believe without being
circumcised and who thus have righteousness reckoned to them, and likewise the
ancestor of the circumcised who are not only circumcised but who also follow the
example of the faith that our ancestor Abraham had before he was circumcised
(el 0 elval adtov ToTépa TAVTWY TOV TLOTELOVTWY OL’ dkpoPuotieg, €ig To
AoyLobfval [kal] adtolg [tnr] Sikeloolvmy, Kol ToTéP TEPLTOURC TOLG OUK €k
TepLTopfic wovor @AAk kel Tol¢ otoixobowy tolg Iyveow TR év dkpoPuoti
Tlotewe Tod Tatpog MUV "APpaa). (Romans 4:9-12)

Here, the circumcision of Abraham himself becomes important to the argument. Abraham
was regarded as righteous by God when he had not yet been circumcised (Genesis 15:6); he

122 According to James Dunn, the contrast with Moses is clearly negative, while the reference to angels ‘is
much more positive than has often been assumed’. There can be no doubt, though, that Paul mentions the
angels to lower the status of Moses in relation to Abraham (Dunn, The Theology of Paul the Apostle, 139-140).
2 Edward Adams sums up this view ‘because faith is the determining factor, all who share Abraham’s faith
and exercise it as he did, regardless of whether they are circumcised or uncircumcised, belong to his family’,
‘Abraham's Faith and Gentile Disobedience’, 47-66. Benjamin SchlieRer gives an extensive overview of the
history of the interpretation of this passage, see Benjamin Schlieer, Abraham's Faith in Romans 4: Paul's
Concept of Faith in Light of the History of Reception of Genesis 15:6 (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck 2007), 221-239.
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was only later circumcised to confirm this righteousness. Abraham thus becomes a dual
character, both circumcised and uncircumcised, and can be the ancestor to both groups, as
long as they follow Abraham’s example of faith. He is the father of the uncircumcised
believers (4:11), who have righteousness reckoned to them on the basis of their faith, just as
Abraham’s faith was reckoned to him as righteousness while he was still uncircumcised
(Genesis 15:6). He is also the father of the circumcised (4:12), when they are not only
circumcised, but also have the same faith that Abraham had before he was circumcised.
Paul thus shows that circumcision alone is not enough to create kinship with Abraham.'*
Just as in Galatians 3, in Romans Paul inserts faith as a necessary requirement for belonging
to Abraham, thereby redefining who belongs to Abraham. He not only extends his ancestry
to certain uncircumcised gentiles, but limits it to those of his circumcised descendants who
follow in his messianic faith. Eisenbaum’s notion that Paul merely adds a second line of
descent from Abraham is not confirmed in our analysis, since Paul also opposes existing
assumptions about who counts as Abraham’s children. In Paul’s redefinition of Abraham and
of circumcision, his view of the law already comes up as an important corollary issue. We
will therefore now extend our exploration of this subject and turn to the question of Paul’s
attitude to the law as part of his eschatological perspective.

2.5 Paul and the Law

It may seem foolish to attempt to outline here an issue as complex and divisive as Paul’s
thought on the law. Yet it will be helpful to reflect on some aspects of this crucial topic, a
topic closely connected to Paul’s ideas about Jews and gentiles. We can build on our
discussion of circumcision and Abraham, which has already set up some of the important
guestions and passages. Having a clearer sense of Paul’s attitude toward the law will enable
us to understand how his ideas relate to contemporary thought on human unity and
interconnectedness, to which we will turn in the second part of this chapter. Some
contemporary sources describe an ideal future in terms of the absence of boundaries, with a
single law governing all people. Paul’s various statements on the law should therefore be
included in an analysis that aims to place his thought in the context of the cultural
conversation on ethnic difference and unity of his time.

Given the central importance of eschatological unity for Paul’s attitude towards Jews
and gentiles, the exploration of Paul’s ideas about the law here will focus on those aspects
that are explicitly connected to his eschatology. While the importance of eschatology for

% 1n his monograph on Romans 4, Benjamin SchlieRer makes a rather complex argument, although he shares

the idea that Paul’s aim is to show that Abraham is the father of both the circumcised and the uncircumcised.
According to SchlieRer, verse 11 describes Abraham; the mention of the foreskin (51" dxpopuotiag) is not a
reference to the uncircumcised believers, but to the uncircumcised status of Abraham when he became father
of all believers ‘before their differentiation into circumcised and uncircumcised’. Verse 12 then calls Abraham
the father of the circumcised in a metaphorical sense, similar to the way Paul uses it in Romans 2:25-29. The
two dative constructions then describe the circumcised (tolg o0k é&k mepitopfic povov) and uncircumcised
believers (kal 7Tolg otolyobow tolg Iyveoww Tfg év dkpoPuotie TioTewg tod Tatpog MUAV APpodi)
respectively, in the same order as Romans 1:16, which serves as a template here for SchlieRer. The
uncircumcised believers are thus described as ‘those who follow the example of the faith that our ancestor
Abraham had before he was circumcised’. SchlieRer seems to place undue weight on the parallel formula ‘all
who believe’ (mavti t@ motedovti) in Romans 1:16 and lets his reading be determined by the fact that Paul in
that verse describes these believers as ‘Jew first and then Greek’ (Toudeie e TpdTOV Kol “EAANVL).
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Paul’s thought is generally recognised, it is striking that his attitude towards the law can still
be analysed by scholars without reference to his focus on the messianic age or the end
time.'?

In Eisenbaum’s take on Paul, however, the end time is the decisive factor, also when it
comes to the law. It is because the end time allows the acceptance of gentiles by God as
gentiles, that the law no longer has relevance for them. Whatever Paul’s comments about
the Jewish law are, they are, according to Eisenbaum, meant to address the question of the
way in which Torah relates to gentiles.126 Christ is, in her words, ‘an extrasystemic means of
incorporating Gentiles into God’s family’.**’ The systemic means, the Torah and covenant,
remain in place for Jews and Paul ‘never speaks against Jews’ observance of Torah’.}*®

Yet as we have seen in connection with circumcision, it cannot simply be concluded
that any negative remarks Paul’s makes about the law result from the fact that he was
opposing its relevance for gentiles. Not only does Paul nowhere make this specific point
explicit, he also criticises the law in a wider sense. This is evident in the passage from
Galatians discussed earlier, where Paul contrasts the promise to Abraham to the law of
Moses. This passage leads up to the central text of this study, and argues the temporality of
the law which acted as a pedagogue until Christ came. Since it emphasises the place of the
law in God’s plan, it is a key text in understanding Paul’s idea of the law in connection with
the end time.

The argument that Paul makes about Abraham in Galatians 3 has already been
discussed above (section 2.4). To sum up briefly, the main emphasis in this chapter is on the
importance of God’s promise to Abraham, and the fact that both Jews and gentiles can
belong to his family as recipients of this promise. Since the overall issue of the letter is the
question of gentile law-observance, particularly circumcision, Paul’s redefinition of
Abrahamic ancestry serves to bolster his point that gentiles do not need to accept the
Jewish law. Paul then needs to address the position of the law; if there is no reason to
follow the law in order to belong to Abraham, if the law does not affect the promise, then
why does it exist?™?® How do these two entities, the promise and the law, relate to each
other?

2> Hermann Lichtenberger, for example, does not include texts that discuss the law in an eschatological

context, in his summary of Jewish thought on the law in the time of Paul (‘Das Tora-Verstdandnis im Judentum
zur Zeit des Paulus’). Although James Dunn, in the same volume, does discuss the temporal function of the law
in Paul, he accepts that Paul reacted to the function of the Torah as generally understood in second temple
Judaism. This understanding is summed up in two points: that the function of the law is not to enable ‘getting
in” to the covenant, or to earn God’s acceptance, and that obedience to the Torah is a requirement for
continuing membership of the covenant. Dunn assumes that Paul reacts to one of these aspects, although he
acknowledges that other elements gleaned from his own writings could play a role as well (Dunn, ‘In Search of
Common Ground’, 312). Eschatological thought is also absent in Niko Huttunen’s study, Epictetus and Paul on
Law: A Comparison (London: T&T Clark International 2009), as well as in Andrew Das, Paul, the Law, and the
Covenant (Peabody: Hendrickson 2001).

126 Eisenbaum, Paul was not a Christian, 219.

127 Eisenbaum, Paul was not a Christian, 224.

128 Eisenbaum, Paul was not a Christian, 224.

129 ps Martyn observes, ‘compelled by his own argument to ask why the Law should have come into the
picture at all, Paul devotes a subsection to the genesis of the Law, to the linked advents of faith and Christ, and
to the resulting antinomy between the Law and the faith of Christ’ (Martyn, Galatians, 295).
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My point is this: the law, which came four hundred and thirty years later, does
not annul a covenant previously ratified by God, so as to nullify the promise. For
if the inheritance comes from the law, it no longer comes from the promise; but
God granted it to Abraham through the promise. Why then the law (Tt odv 6
vopog)? It was added because of transgressions, until the offspring would come to
whom the promise had been made; and it was ordained through angels in the
hands of a mediator (ueotitov). Now a mediator involves more than one party; but
God is one. Is the law then opposed to the promises of God? Certainly not! For if
a law had been given that could make alive, then righteousness would indeed
come through the law (6vtwg €k vopov &v v 1 Siketoolvn). But the scripture
imprisoned (ouvékieloer) all things under the power of sin, so that what was
promised through faith in Jesus Christ might be given to those who believe. Now
before faith came, we were guarded and imprisoned under the law (Um0 vopov
éppovpolpede. ouykielduevol) until faith would be revealed. Therefore the law
was our disciplinarian (matdaywyoc) until Christ came, so that we might be
justified by faith. But now that faith has come, we are no longer subject to a
disciplinarian (Galatians 3:17-25)

Paul explains the relationship between God’s promise to Abraham and the law of Moses by
saying that the latter served an interim function: it came several hundred years after the
promise, and functioned until the fulfiiment of the promise came. The temporary character
of the law is emphasised here: the law came ‘four hundred and thirty years later’ (0 peta
TETPOKOOLE, Kol TPLOKOVTe €Tm yeyovwg vopog 3:17) and was added ‘until the offspring
would come’ (&ypiLc o0 €A0n to omépue 3:19). It functioned ‘before faith came’ (1po tod &¢
eABely Ty milotwy) and ‘until faith would be revealed’ (ei¢ thv uéilovoav mioTLy
amokeAvpOfivar 3:23). The law is thus portrayed as secondary to the promise and as only
temporary, after Abraham and until Christ.

Three further characteristics indicate that Paul paints a rather negative picture of the
law here. The law was added ‘because of transgressions’ (t@v Tapefaoewy xapLy Tpooetedn,
3:19)."° Furthermore, it did not come directly from God, as the promise did, but via angels
and through a mediator (peoitne, 3:19,20)."*' And finally, it served to guard and imprison
(bmd vépov Eppoupolpede ouykAeLduevol, 3:23), as a pedagogue (matdaywydc, 3:23-24).1%

3%t is debated whether Paul intends to say here that the transgressions were the cause of the addition of the

law, or rather its goal. Since Paul states in Romans, also in a discussion about the temporary aspects of the law,
that ‘the law was added so that the trespass might increase (véuog 8¢ mapelofilBev, Tva TAeovaon TO
Tepetwike, Romans 5:20), it seems plausible that the idea here as well is that the law causes transgression (so
Martyn, Galatians, 354-355). For an overview of the scholarly discussion, see De Boer, Galatians, 230-231.

131 According to Martyn, ‘God was absent at the Genesis of the Sinaitic law’ (Martyn, Galatians, 366). De Boer
agrees with Martyn that ‘no life-giving law was given by God’ and even describes the angels as ‘tampering
with” God’s covenant with Abraham (De Boer, Galatians, 228, 230). Dunn, however, sees the metaphor in a
more positive light, see above, note 122.

32 There is much debate on the qguestion whether the pedagogue is essentially a positive or a negative
metaphor for Paul here. De Boer gives an overview of the debate and sees the primary function of the
metaphor as ‘underscoring the temporary nature of its [the law’s] control over humanity’ (De Boer, Galatians,
241). For a discussion of the role of the pedagogue and his position in contemporary culture, see David J. Lull,
““The Law Was Our Pedagogue”: A Study in Galatians 3:19-25’, Journal of Biblical Literature 105/3 (1986), 481-
498. Lull concludes that ‘as a “pedagogue”, the Law was limited to the task of curbing “the desires of the flesh”
of those who were kept in its custody’ (Lull, ““The Law Was Our Pedagogue”’, 497). Michael J. Smith sums up
Paul’s metaphor of the pedagogue as that of a ‘temporary restrictive wall’, (Michael J. Smith ‘The Role of the
Pedagogue in Galatians’, Bibliotheca Sacra 163 (2006), 197-214, 214).
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While the exact nature of each of these characteristic is debated, especially the extent to
which they should be seen as a expressing a negative view of the law, in the context of the
chapter and the letter as a whole, their tone should be clear. Up until this passage, Paul has
consistently denied a positive role to the law, saying that through the law he ‘died to the
law’ (Galatians 2:19) and that the law brings a curse (3:10-12).**® His explanation of the
secondary and temporary nature of the law of Moses fits with the antagonistic attitude he
displays in these chapters.134

There is a limit, however, to Paul’s prioritising of the promise at the expense of the
law. He still wants to maintain that both are part of the same plan: the law is not opposed to
God’s promises.”’ Yet rather than attribute this plan to God, Paul brings in scripture as the
agent who ‘imprisoned (ovvékieioev) all things under the power of sin’ (Galatians 3:22).
Scripture functions as a kind of intermediary between God and the law, allowing Paul to fit
the law, in spite of the negative way he has characterised it, into the ultimate fulfilment of
God’s plan of the promise to Abraham through faith.'*

It can be asked what Paul actually explains about the law in this passage, since it is still
unclear why the law was necessary to bridge the period between the promise to Abraham
and its fulfilment in Christ. What is clear is that the negative terms that are connected with
the law here, such as transgressions, sin, and confinement, suit the purpose of the letter,
which is to dissuade Paul’s Galatian audience from accepting the law and seeing it as a
positive factor that will allow them to become part of God’s people.137

With hindsight, Paul can clearly see the shortcomings of the law. There is an element
here, | would suggest, of Paul arguing ‘from solution to plight’: the law could not work,
because it did not work, and we know that it did not work because Christ came.”® This
comes to the fore in a statement such as ‘if a law had been given that could make alive, then
righteousness would indeed come through the law’ (Galatians 3:21, cf. Romans 8:3). Yet
whatever the obscurities in Paul’s argument, he evidently aims to undermine the idea of
gentile law observance by showing the temporary and limited function of the law of Moses.
He does so by arguing about the law as such, and does not specify its relation to gentiles.

It is difficult to maintain, therefore, that Paul’s answer to the question ‘why then the
law’, is that the promise is for gentiles and the law for Jews, as the ‘radical new perspective’
suggests. This would have been a clear solution to the problem that Paul created by
redefining the children of Abraham as being apart from the law, but it is not the one that he

33 0n the various interpretations of Paul’s difficult logic in these verses see Stanton, ‘The Law of Moses and

the Law of Christ’, 112-114.

3% 1n the subsequent chapters, Paul use the term law with a much more positive connotation, see Stanton,
‘The Law of Moses and the Law of Christ’, 114-16.

135 According to Martyn, Paul here draws back from ‘the abyss that would be constituted by totally separating
the word “Law” from God’, although he does compel the Galatians to gaze for a moment into this abyss ‘of a
Law that is for them godless, the Law of Sinai’ (Martyn, Galatians, 368-370).

% | would agree with De Boer that the personification of scripture here is rhetorically motivated and should
not be pressed, as if Paul is making a statement about scripture as such (De Boer, Galatians, 234).

7 According to De Boer, Paul’s ‘primary rhetorical concern’ in this part of the letter is ‘to undermine the
seemingly convincing way the new preachers in Galatia have caused the Galatians to contemplate becoming
fully law observant’ (De Boer, Galatians, 239-240).

¥ The idea that Paul was not motivated by any plight, or anything that he saw as being wrong with Judaism
(other than that it was not Christianity), led E.P. Sanders to coin this famous phrase (E.P. Sanders, Paul and
Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of Patterns of Religion (London: SCM Press 1977), 443).
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provides.139 The answer Paul comes up with is rather less clear cut, since it involves
distancing the law from God, while still maintaining that it does not go against God’s
promise.

On the other hand, the ‘new perspective’ appears hesitant to draw the full conclusions
from its own reading. There is no indication that it is only certain functions or aspects of the
law, such as those that serve to distinguish Jews from gentiles, that are at stake here, as the
Dunn claims.™*° Paul appears to be discussing the law as a whole, not merely the law ‘taken
over too completely by Israel’, or a misunderstanding of the law in ‘a misplaced emphasis on
boundary-marking ritual’, as Dunn maintains.**! Paul describes the law of Moses as having a
function until Christ, the seed of Abraham came. Now that Christ has come, those who are
in Christ, both Jew and Greek, are God’s sons, and therefore Abraham’s children and heirs
(Galatians 3:28-29). We will come back to the question of the law in both the ‘new’ and the
‘radical new’ perspective below, but will first turn to the law in Paul’s letter to the Romans.

The fact that Paul's view of the temporary nature of the law is closely bound up with
his message about Jews and gentiles is confirmed in Romans. Two passages will serve to
illustrate this. The first is the end of Romans 3, where Paul argues that the circumcised and
the uncircumcised are all justified through faith. Paul develops a theme here that was
already set out in the first two chapters of Romans, about Jew and Greek being in the same
position before God. As he famously writes of his message in the opening section of
Romans, ‘For | am not ashamed of the gospel; it is the power of God for salvation to
everyone who has faith, to the Jew first and also to the Greek (80vouLg yop 6eod €otLy €ig
owtnplay mavtl ¢ miotevovtt, Tovdulw Te Tp@TOY kKol “EAAnvi, Romans 1:16). This theme
of ‘Jew first and also Greek’ recurs in the next chapter, in connection with God’s judgement:

There will be anguish and distress for everyone who does evil, the Jew first and
also the Greek (Tovduiov te mpdtov kal “EAinvoc), but glory and honour and
peace for everyone who does good, the Jew first and also the Greek (Tovbaiw te
Tp@tor kel “EAAnvi). For God shows no partiality (o0 yap éotiv mpoowmoAnusie
Tope T@ 0e®). (Romans 2:9-11)

As a concept, God’s impartial judgement can be widely found in contemporary Jewish
thought; it is seen as an ‘axiomatic attribute of God’.**? paul’s specific understanding of this
impartiality, however, as not distinguishing between Jew and gentile is not found
elsewhere. This particular interpretation of the theme of divine impartiality is of essential

39 This point is made also by N.T. Wright in response to earlier scholars, such as Lloyd Gaston, on whom the

‘radical new perspective’ builds: ‘the argument of Galatians 3 actually hinges on the divine purpose to create
not two families (...), but one (N.T Wright, The Climax of the Covenant, 172).

140 According to Dunn, it is the ‘social function’ of the law, in protecting and disciplining Israel, which gave Paul
‘the criterion by which to discriminate between commandments of the law, allowing him to devalue or discard
some while affirming the others’ (Dunn, The Theology of Paul, 719-720).

10 qguote Dunn in full: ‘1 will be arguing that an important hermeneutical key to such crucial passages as
3:27-31, 7:14-25, and 9:30-10:4 is precisely the recognition that Paul’s negative thrust against the law is
against the law taken over too completely by Israel, the law misunderstood by a misplaced emphasis on
boundary-marking ritual, the law become a tool of sin in its too close identification with matters of the flesh,
the law sidetracked into a focus for nationalistic zeal’ (Dunn, Romans 1-8, Ixxi-Ixxii). Dunn’s hesitancy is evident
when he writes that ‘the means by which God’s saving righteousness can now be received (should we add,
most fully and effectively?) is by believing in Christ’ (Dunn, The Theology of Paul, 373).

142 Bassler, Divine Impartiality, 43. For examples of contemporary sources, see also Jewett, Romans, 209.
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importance in Romans and is closely related to the letter’s theme of the righteousness of
God.'?

The impartiality of God in connection with his judgement provides a necessary
supposition for Paul’s subsequent claim that ‘we have already charged that all, both Jews
and Greeks, are under the power of sin’ (Tpontieoauede yop Tovdaiovg te kal “EAinvog
Tovteg V' auaptlav elval, Romans 3:9). While Paul has in fact not made this charge yet,
but does so in a series of quotations that follows after this verse, he has made the point that
God’s judgement does not distinguish between Jews and Greeks. He then builds on this
impartiality to argue that there is also no impartiality when it comes to grace and
justification.

In the climax of this part of the letter, Paul presents his solution to the problem that
all human beings are under sin:

But now (Nuvi &), irrespective of the law (ywplc vouov), the righteousness of
God has been disclosed, and is attested by the law and the prophets (t0od véuou
kol TV mpodnTadv), the righteousness of God through faith in Jesus Christ for all
who believe. For there is no distinction (o0 yap éotiv dLxotoAn), since all have
sinned and fall short of the glory of God; they are now justified by his grace as a
gift, through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus, whom God put forward as a
sacrifice of atonement by his blood, effective through faith. He did this to show
his righteousness, because in his divine forbearance he had passed over the sins
previously committed; it was to prove at the present time (év 1@ viv kalp®,)
that he himself is righteous and that he justifies the one who has faith in Jesus.
Then what becomes of boasting? It is excluded. By what law (5t molov véuov)?
By that of works (t&v épywv)? No, but by the law of faith (Sux vépou Tiotewc). For
we hold that a person is justified by faith apart from works prescribed by the law
(xwplc épywr vouou). Or is God the God of Jews only? Is he not the God of
Gentiles also? Yes, of Gentiles also, since God is one; and he will justify the
circumcised on the ground of faith and the uncircumcised through that same
faith (0 Bedc O¢ OlkaLWoeL TePLTOUTY €k TLOTEWG Kol GkpoPuotiow Suk ThC
Tlotewg). Do we then overthrow the law by this faith? By no means! On the
contrary, we uphold the law. (Romans 3:21-31)

We can by no means address all the issues that play a role in this complex passage. What is
important for our purposes is to see that Paul again addresses a temporal aspect of the law,
‘now’ the righteousness of God has been disclosed, that is apart from the law (3:21), to
prove his justice ‘at the present time’ (€v 1@ viv kalp®, 3:26). Even though the story Paul
tells about the law here has somewhat different emphases when compared with the
passage from Galatians discussed above, Paul reaches a similar conclusion about faith in
Christ and its relevance for the position of Jew and non-Jew before God. As in Galatians, the
element of time is important: now (vuvvi), righteousness from God is made known which is
irrespective of, or outside of the law (xwplc vouov), while still being attested by the law and
the prophets (3:21)."** The law thus appears to function as scripture, and it is most likely in

S For the connection between the two themes, see Dunn’s introduction to his commentary on Romans

(Dunn, Romans, Ixi-Ixiii). See also Bassler, ‘Divine Impartiality’, 43-58.

Y4 While it is possible to read the clause ‘outside law’, or ‘without law’ (xwpic vépov, 3:21) as referring to law
in a more general sense, it seems plausible that Paul is speaking about the same law both times that he uses
the word nomos in this sentence, and in a way that is similar to the phrase ‘without works of the law’ (ywplg
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this sense that Paul can claim that he upholds the law (vépov Lotdvopev, 3:31), as he goes on
to discuss what is written about Abraham.'®> He maintains, though, that the law does not
play a role in God’s righteousness. The law is replaced by faith, and both the uncircumcised
and the circumcised can, only ‘now’, be justified through faith, without distinction.**°

For Eisenbaum, this passage is ‘arguably the most important in Paul’s letters’.**’ Paul
here describes ‘the ingathering of the nations at the culmination of history’.**® He assures
his gentile audience that they will be part of the redemption along with the Jews, who are
part of this same redemption. Eisenbaum makes her interpretation explicit by inserting
some crucial additions to her translation of Paul’s declaration about faith, or faithfulness:
God is one, it is he who ‘justifies the circumcised out of [his] faithfulness [to the covenant]
and the uncircumcised through faithfulness [of Jesus]’ (Romans 3:30). Her reading of the
passage thus requires that the two pistis-clauses refer to two different types of faithfulness,
with God being the subject of one and Christ of the other. Since the objects of the two types
of pistis can then be understood as Jews and gentiles respectively, the passage can be
understood as a cornerstone of the idea that Christ only saves gentiles, since Jews already
have the Torah.

The interpretation of pistis Christou as the ‘faithfulness of Christ’ was already
discussed above, where this translation was criticised. Apart from this clause, it is
guestionable whether Eisenbaum’s reading makes sense of the important question Paul
asks in this passage: For we hold that a person is justified by faith apart from works
prescribed by the law. Or is God the God of Jews only? (3:28-29). In order for the question
to lead logically from what precedes it, justification though works must be something
associated with the idea that God is the God of Jews only, it must require that gentiles are
excluded. Otherwise Paul’s question does not follow from his previous statements.
Eisenbaum, however, paraphrases Paul’s argument about justification and law as:

‘Were Jews ever made righteous before God merely by fulfilling the requirements
of Torah? Of course not! Rather it’s been through trusting God. For we know that
for anyone to be righteous in God’s sight, that one must be faithful above all
else—must trust God’s promises—and this is true whether or not the person
fulfils the requirements of Torah. Or does God belong exclusively to Jews?'**’

Epywr vopov), 3:28, cf. 3:19-20) that occurs later on in this passage. Since the second reference to the law in
the verse clearly refers to the law of Moses (‘the law and the prophets’, (tod vduou kal TV Tpodpntdv, 3:21),
this reading confirms Paul’s point that the law and prophets testify to the fact that God’s righteousness is now
no longer connected to the Mosaic law, but rather to faith in Christ. See also Dunn, who describes the phrase
‘outside the law’ here as ‘outside the national and parameters set by the law, without reference to the normal
Jewish hallmarks’ (Dunn, Romans 1-8, 165). For the view that ‘law’ here refers to ‘no form of law’, see Jewett,
Romans, 274.

5 Just as Paul brings in ‘scripture’ in his discussion of the law in Galatians (3:22), to allow the law a place in
God’s plan for salvation, he argues here that righteousness is apart from the law, even though the law is
witness to this righteousness, a function it has as scripture. On the law as witness in Romans, see Richard B.
Hays, ‘Three Dramatic Roles’, 158.

14¢ As Richard Hays notes, ‘The very fact that the Mosaic Law serves to identify Israel as a distinctive people
disqualifies it from serving as the basis of God’s more universal setting-right (Rechtfertigung) of all peoples’
(‘Three Dramatic Roles’, 154).

147 Eisenbaum, Paul was not a Christian, 248.

Eisenbaum, Paul was not a Christian, 249.

Eisenbaum, Paul was not a Christian, 249.
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149
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According to Eisenbaum, Paul thus argues against the view that Jews are justified through
Torah observance, and claims instead that it is faithfulness and trust that are essential. It is
difficult to see, however, how such an opposition between Jewish attitudes towards Torah,
could lead to the question of whether God is the God of Jews only. The logic of the
argument requires that ‘works of the law’ forms a distinction between Jew and gentile, a
distinction that can then be rectified with the assertion that God is one (3:30).%*° Since
Eisenbaum asserts that Paul uses pistis in this passage to describe the correct attitude
towards the Torah for Jews, it becomes very unclear how all of this relates to gentiles,
which, according to Eisenbaum, is in fact Paul’s only concern. Not only is the urgency of the
guestion whether God is the God of Jews alone completely absent in this reading, it also
assumes that Paul distinguishes between two types of faith, or faithfulness, when there is
no indication in the passage that this is where Paul is heading. Eisenbaum’s reading of this
crucial passage then does not convince, since it appears to bring a pre-conceived notion of
Paul’s understanding of salvation to the text.

We now turn to the third and final passage that discusses the temporary nature of the
law, and the consequences for Jews and gentiles, which occurs in Romans 10. Here Paul
describes Christ as the telos, the end or goal of the law (Romans 10:4). This statement, just
as the passages from Galatians 3 and Romans 3, leads up to a conclusion about Jew and
Greek:

| can testify that they have a zeal for God, but it is not enlightened (6tv (fjAov
Beod €youoLy &AL’ ol kot émiyvwoliv). For, being ignorant of the righteousness
that comes from God, and seeking to establish their own (thv i6low dikarochvmy
(ntodvteg otfowt), they have not submitted to God’s righteousness (tf)
dikaoolvy 10D Beod oy Umetaynoav). For Christ is the end of the law so that
there may be righteousness for everyone who believes (téAo¢ yap vopov XpLotog
€l¢ diketoobvny Tavtl T¢) mLotevovtL). (...) For one believes with the heart and so
is justified, and one confesses with the mouth and so is saved. The scripture says,
‘No one who believes in him will be put to shame.” For there is no distinction
between Jew and Greek (o0 yap €otiv Suxotolrn Iovdaiov Te kal “EAinvog); the
same Lord is Lord of all and is generous to all who call on him. (Romans 10:2-4;
10-12)

While the passage from Galatians discussed above reflects a polemic between Paul and
fellow Christ-believing Jews, who have tried to persuade the Galatians of a different view of
the law, the issue that Paul deals with in this passage and in this part of Romans as a whole
(Romans 9-11), is most likely Jews who do not share his convictions about Christ.™>* It is
these Jews to whom Paul refers when he states that ‘not all who are descended from Israel
are Israel’ (Romans 9:6), and whom he describes as the natural branches that have been cut
off temporarily from the olive tree (Romans 11:17-24). In Romans 10, Paul explains where
he believes these Jews go wrong: they are zealous for God, but they do not recognise the

B0 arguing against Bultmann’s view that ‘works of the law’ are a characteristic of all people, Rdisdnen states
that ‘works of the law are something that separates the Jew from the Gentile’ (Raisdnen, Paul and the Law,
171, emphasis in the original). The same point can be made against the idea that works of the law are not a
characteristic of Jews, for Paul, as Eisenbaum claims.

L Eor the role of this passage in the context of chapters 9-11 and the letter as a whole see Steven Richard
Bechtler, ‘Christ, Téloc of the Law: The Goal of Romans 10:4’ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 1 (1994) 288-308, 289-
291.
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righteousness of God.™ They try to establish their own righteousness (thyv i8lav

dikaLoovvny), rather than accept God’s (Romans 10:2-3).

Paul rounds off his explanation by stating what these Jews have missed: ‘for Christ is
the end of the law so that there may be righteousness for everyone who believes’. The
meaning of the term telos (téioc, Romans 10:4) is disputed; it can mean ‘purpose’ or ‘goal’,
as well as ‘end’, meanings which clearly need not be seen as contrasting.”® That Paul here
uses telos in a temporal sense, and refers to Christ as the end of the law, is in agreement not
only with his use of this term in other eschatological contexts, but also with his description
of the temporary role of the law in Galatians 3."*

The passage suggests that for Paul the Jews for whom he is concerned have failed to
acknowledge that God’s righteousness as revealed now, in the end time, is different from
the way righteousness was configured before. Because it is faith which is now the critical
issue, there is no distinction between Jew and Greek. As argued above, | think faith should
be understood as exactly that which Paul describes as lacking in those Jews who are his
concern here: they do not recognise what God has done in Christ. Faith means
acknowledging that God has started the messianic age in the resurrection of Christ and that
therefore all people can now be accepted by him.

2.5.1 What Was Wrong With the Law?

This final passage on the law brings us back to the question with which we started this
chapter: what was wrong with Judaism for Paul? What was wrong with the Jewish law is a
closely related question and we have seen the various answers provided by the different
perspectives on Paul (section 1). It has become clear that the ‘radical new perspective’ does
not provide a convincing reading of these passages, especially when it comes to Abraham
and the law, but rather requires a strained interpretation, that imposes a pre-conceived idea
on the text.

152 - .. . . .
While Paul’s acknowledgement of the zeal of his is sometimes seen as a negative remark, it rather seems a

positive characteristic in itself. The problem Paul points out is that this zeal is misdirected through a lack of
knowledge, rather than constituting a problem as such. Jewett, for example, sees Paul developing a ‘critique of
zeal that lacks recognition of the poisonous residue of competition’ (Jewett, Romans, 616)

3 There is much discussion about the translation of the term ‘telos’ here, especially the question whether it is
meant to describe Christ as the end of the law, or rather as its goal. Badenas concludes in his monograph on
the verse that ‘on philological and contextual grounds, it appears that it should be understood teleologically:
that Christ brings to the believer the righteousness promised in Scripture’ (Badenas, Christ the End of the Law,
148). Badenas acknowledges, however, that Paul uses telos in a temporal sense in eschatological contexts,
which is | would argue, how it occurs here (Christ the End of the Law, 79). | do not think that there is any need
however, to play these two meanings off against each other, as long as the word is understood to indicate that
righteousness is now connected exclusively to Christ, for Paul. According to Dunn, Paul expresses criticism of
fellow Jews who want to preserve the temporary function of the law and remain in custody as minors, when
the eschatological moment has come for transition to sonship (Dunn, ‘In Search of Common Ground’, 330).

> As Ben Witherington writes, the argument in Romans 10:4 is salvation-historical, not Christological.
Witherington argues that the sense of this passage is close to 2 Corinthians 3:13-14, where Paul speaks of the
telos of the Mosaic covenant, metaphorically described as the end of the glory on Moses face (Ben
Witherington lll, Jesus, Paul and the End of the World: A Comparative Study on New-Testament Eschatology
(Downers Grove: Inter Varsity Press 1992), 119). This is also the view of Dunn, who notes that ‘as in Galatians
3-4, the law in its temporary role has now reached its end with the coming of Christ for Gentile as well as Jew’.
Dunn qualifies this end however, as referring only to ‘the law as defended by the heroes of zeal, as protecting
Jew and excluding Gentile’ (Dunn, The Theology of Paul, 368).
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The ‘radical new perspective’ seems driven at times by the desire to present us with
an inoffensive Paul, or at least a Paul who was offensive only to gentiles, not to Jews. Yet
Paul’s own writings give us several indications that he was indeed hostile to views held by
other Jews, and did not mince words when he came into conflict with them. The fact that
the major, though certainly not the only, issue of conflict was the position of gentiles, does
not make these conflicts any less Jewish. As the ‘radical new perspective’ itself argues, the
position of gentiles in the end time was a thoroughly Jewish concern.

The claim made in this perspective that if Paul was a Jew, who indeed considered
himself to remain faithful to God’s plan, he could not be critical of his own tradition, or be
seen by others in that tradition to be breaking its boundaries does not hold up. That Paul
himself thought that he was ‘an excellent Jew’ does not mean that his contemporaries
necessarily thought he was, or that we can proclaim him to be so.™> As John Barclay notes,
‘to reinstate Paul in hindsight as a “legitimate” Jew would be to impose a theological
judgement over historical reality’.*®

While the ‘new perspective’ makes better sense of Paul’s views as discussed here,
especially in its emphasis on the similar positions of Jews and gentiles, it contains within it
an inherent tension that ultimately proves problematic as well.">” According to Dunn, Paul
does not address the law as a whole in the passages discussed in this section, but rather
certain parts or functions of the law. As Dunn concludes in connection with the notion of
the end of the law, ‘it was the law as preserving Israel’s distinctiveness which should be
regarded as at an “end””."*® While Dunn thus acknowledges the eschatological dimension to
Paul’s thought on the law, he assumes that Paul makes a distinction between different
functions of the law:

The law had a special relationship with Israel, particularly to protect and
discipline Israel in the period from Moses to Christ. But that was only a temporary
role. It should not be assumed, however, that this is the only function of the law
and therefore that the coming of Christ means the abolition of the law."*

While Dunn’s interpretation certainly constitutes an advance on previous perceptions of
Paul as criticising Jewish legalism, it does present a certain inconsistency, as Niko Huttunen
has also recently pointed out. Paul’s references to the law and to ‘works of the law’ refer to
the law in general, something which Dunn also acknowledges.*®® Dunn’s argument that, in
practice, Paul is concerned about certain laws only, is then rather problematic, since in
Huttunen’s words, Paul ‘does not specify his criticism against certain commands’. 161 When

133 Eor the observation that Paul saw himself as an excellent Jew, see Paula Fredriksen, Augustine and the

Jews: A Christian Defense of Jews and Judaism (New Haven: Yale University Press 2008), 63.

¢ John M.G. Barclay, ‘Paul Among Diaspora Jews: Anomaly or Apostate?’, Journal for the Study of the New
Testament 60 (1995) 89-120, 115-119

7 Heiki Rdisinen comes close to capturing what is at stake for Paul when he writes that Paul attacked the law
‘as the Jewish gateway to righteousness’. The problem that this interpretation of Paul presents Radisanen with,
however, is that Jews did not look for righteousness in the Torah. He therefore concludes that Paul either
‘gives an inaccurate picture or else bases his view on insufficient and uncharacteristic evidence’ (Raisdnen,
Paul and the Law, 178-181).

% Dunn, The Theology of Paul, 516.

Dunn, The Theology of Paul, 160.

Dunn, The Theology of Paul, 358.

Huttunen, Paul and Epictetus on Law, 140.

159
160
161
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speaking about ‘works of the law’, Paul assesses them negatively as a whole. He does not
criticise only some commandments, but the entire law, and if Paul can be seen to specify a
function of the law, it is its role with regard to God’s righteousness.

Yet accepting Paul’s criticism of the law, not as a criticism of Jewish nationalism only,
but as criticism of the law in general, as Huttunen rightly does, brings up a question that is
familiar to Pauline scholarship. ‘What then is the origin of Paul’s legalistic picture of
Judaism?’*®? As Dunn formulates this problem, ‘the need to attain one’s own righteousness
was not part of traditional Jewish teaching'.163 Huttunen wrestles with this question, but
finds a partial solution in a comparison with Greco-Roman criticism on the law.'®*

This is where, | believe, an eschatological perspective can provide a valuable angle,
and offer an explanation for Paul’s description of contemporary Jewish attitudes. When we
see Paul’s thought about Christ and the law from an eschatological perspective, it becomes
evident that his major problem with contemporary Jews is that they do not share his
conviction that the end time has begun. They do not see Christ’s death and resurrection as
the definitive acts of God, but understand God’s righteousness to function as it did before,
through the covenant and the Torah.

For Paul, however, God’s act in the law and the covenant has now been replaced by
his act in Christ, as had always been God’s plan. To keep attributing value to that previous,
and, for Paul, merely interim, act is to deny God’s momentous deed of inaugurating the
messianic age. The attitude towards the law that Paul rejects is thus not one that is
characteristic of the Judaism of his time per se, but is rather one that lights up only in
contrast to Paul’s understanding of the end time. It only becomes visible from Paul’s point
of view, and his understanding of God’s plan as it is unfolding. The attitude of other Jews
who do not see Christ as messiah is characterised for Paul by a lack of response to what he
understands as God’s new salvation of all peoples, apart from the law.

There seems little point, therefore, in analysing second-temple Judaism for signs of an
attitude that could be qualified as ‘righteousness through the law’. ‘Righteousness through
the law’ does not describe an understanding of the law as such, it describes an attitude that
only exists in contrast to Paul’s message. Because Paul is convinced that God has done
something new, he can dismiss those who do not share his views as clinging to something
old, and in doing so, as trying to establish their own righteousness. Again, first-century Jews
who did not see Jesus as the messiah would not consider themselves to be concerned about
establishing their own righteouseness apart from God’s grace. As Dunn observes, this is not
part of traditional Jewish teaching. They only appear to do so from Paul’s point of view. That
Paul understands this approach to righteousness as one of ‘doing’ rather than as one of faith
(so, e.g., Galatians 3:10-12), makes sense from his perspective. In Paul’s eyes, it is wilfully
ignoring God’s gift, and going against it. Yet it is evident that contemporary Jews would not
describe their own attitude in such terms. Looking for this understanding of righteousness in
contemporary Judaism is thus in a sense looking for Paul's rhetorically-constructed
adversaries.

162 Huttunen, Paul and Epictetus on Law, 142.

Dunn makes this observation in connection with Philippians 3:8 where Paul speaks of his ‘own
righteousness which is from the law’ (un &wv &unv Sikaoobvny Ty ék vouou).

* Huttunen makes a comparison between Christ and Heracles as examples of moral excellence (Huttunen,
Paul and Epictetus on Law, 142-153).

163
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There can be no doubt that for Paul, one of the most important consequences of
God’s new act in Christ is the lack of distinction between Jew and Greek, nor that efforts to
keep this distinction in place are the major source of Paul’s criticism of ‘works of the law’. If
we encounter the idea of a messiah with positive role for gentiles first in Paul, and if Paul
also presents the messianic age as a time when gentiles can be accepted by God apart from
the law, then it makes sense that Paul would assume that the law had lost one of its
essential functions, namely to distinguish between those who belong to God and those who
do not. There is no need to assume that Paul was driven by a criticism of the law per se; his
negative statements with regard to the law seem primarily intended to explain its temporal
limitation (as noted with regard to Galatians 3:21, cf. Romans 7). The Jewish law can thus
continue to serve as a moral compass for Paul (so, e.g., Romans 13:8; 1 Corinthians 7:19,
14:34; Galatians 5:14).

As we have seen in this section, Paul on the one hand opposes those fellow Christ-
believers who feel that gentiles should follow the law, and part of his polemic against the
law occurs in this context. He argues also against those Jews who do not see Jesus as the
messiah sent by God to inaugurate the end time. In both discussions, Paul’s problem with
the Jewish law is not those parts of it that wrongfully exclude gentiles, as is assumed in the
‘new perspective’. Nor is it, as the ‘radical new perspective’ assumes, that Paul objects only
to those who want gentiles to follow the Jewish law. Rather, Paul takes issue with anyone
who does not accept that Jew and Greek, in the end time, have access to God in the same
way through Christ. By underlining that God does not distinguish between peoples, Paul
picks up a theme that was present in wider contemporary Jewish and wider Greco-Roman,
thought, as we will see below.

3 Ancient Cosmopolitanism: Neither Greek nor Barbarian

The contextual approach to the interpretation of the baptismal formula in Chapter | has
suggested that Paul’s phrase can best be understood against the background of the idea of
eschatological unity. At the end time, as in other ideal places and societies, people will
belong to one homogeneous community. The various sources discussed in the first chapter
emphasise different aspects of social unity. One strand, among which we included Jewish
eschatological expectations about gentiles, made reference to an end to boundaries and a
unity of peoples. In this chapter, we have seen that although the tradition of gentile
eschatological inclusion goes some way to explain Paul’s belief that gentiles can belong to
God without becoming Jews, there are also some notable differences between the ethnic
unity expressed in Paul’s letters, and that found in the sources that envisage gentiles turning
to God at the end time.

In part this may be explained by a difference in what we might call urgency. Texts
that foresee gentile eschatological inclusion describe a time in the more or less distant
future; they intend to warn those who, in their eyes, do not acknowledge God or do not
worship him in the right way, about his impending judgement, while also giving hope to
others that their loyalty will be vindicated. At some point in the future, everyone will be
forced to recognise the true and living God. Paul, on the other hand, writes in a situation
where he believes this future has become the present. Gentiles are turning to God, and he
sees their inclusion into God’s people, into the children of Abraham and the true
circumcision, taking place before his eyes. At the same time, there are others who dispute
what Paul believes is happening, or who dispute the terms by which all this should happen.
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They believe, for example, that non-Jews should be circumcised in order to belong to God.
Thus the specific circumstances under which Paul makes his statements about Jew and non-
Jew would seem to account to some extent, as | have argued, for his distinctive message.

Yet | think there is a further contemporary discussion which also provides a context
for understanding Paul’s statements. Again, as in the sources put forward in the first
chapter, | do not wish to suggest a direct dependence of Paul on other sources, but rather
propose that certain ideas were ‘in the air’; they were widespread and available, picked up
by many people at the same time. Foremost among such ideas current in the early Empire,
especially, though not exclusively, among Cynic and Stoic thinkers, is cosmopolitanism.*®> It
is summed up in what Daniel Richter calls ‘the most famous thing Socrates never said’,
which is quoted by Epictetus, Cicero, and Plutarch: ‘When anyone asks you where you are
from, you should never say “I am an Athenian”, or, “I am a Corinthian”, but rather, “l am a
Cosmian”.*®® According to Martha Nussbaum, this quote, however fictive, presents a Greek
male refusing the invitation ‘to define himself by lineage, city, social class, free birth, and
even sex. He insists on defining himself in terms of a characteristic that he shares with all
other human beings, male and female, Greek and non-Greek, slave and free.”*®” It can thus
be heard as the opposite of the identification in the terms used in the prayers of
thanksgiving examined in chapter |, and as similar to Paul’s baptismal formula.

The basis for making such a claim about cosmic citizenship is the thesis that there is a
kinship between God and humankind, an idea that is present in various forms in Paul’s time,
as we shall see.’®® Yet the beginning of this thesis lies much earlier, and can be found
already in Homer. Harold Baldry traces these ideas from their earliest written forms,
through to the beginning of Christianity, in his study on The Unity of Mankind in Greek
Thought. Homer's description of Zeus as ‘father of men and gods’ is a phrase ‘pregnant with
the two ideas, kinship with the divine and the brotherhood of man, which emerged to
maturity in later centuries’. 169

After Homer, in the fifth century, a growth in geographical and anthropological
knowledge resulted in an increase in awareness of the diversity of human life. The historian

% The importance of both Cynic and Stoic thought in relation to Paul has long been recognised, although

other philosophical influences have been suggested as well. Troels Engberg-Pedersen is one of the strongest
advocates for seeing Paul’s thought in the context of Stoic thought, most recently in Cosmology and Self in the
Apostle Paul: The Material Spirit (Oxford: Oxford University Press 2010), also Paul and the Stoics (Louisville:
Westminster John Knox Press 2000). The Cynic background for Paul is particularly associated with Francis
Downing (e.g., Cynics, Paul and the Pauline Churches: Cynics and Christian Origins Il (London: Routledge 1998).
| certainly do not wish to suggest that Paul should be seen either as a Cynic or a Stoic, but merely that since
Cynic-Stoic cosmopolitan ideas were popular in the first centuries, they may have influenced Paul too. A
number of authors writing on cosmopolitanism include a reference to Paul, particularly to Galatians 3:28 (e.g.,
Kwame Anthony Appiah, Cosmopolitanism: Ethics in a World of Strangers (New York: W.W. Norton & Company
2006), xiv; A.A. Long, ‘The Concept of the Cosmopolitan in Greek & Roman Thought’, Daedalus: Journal of the
American Academy of Arts and Sciences 137/3 (2008), 50-58, 57; Richter, Cosmopolis, 66).

166 Richter, Cosmopolis, 86. Richter notes that none of the extant Dialogues of Plato mention such a statement,
even though it is found in Epictetus, Discourses 1.9; Plutarch, On Exile 600f—601a; Cicero, Tuscan Disputations
5.108-109.

%7 Martha C. Nussbaum, ‘The Worth of Human Dignity: Two Tensions in Stoic Cosmopolitanism’, in Philosophy
and Power in the Graeco-Roman World, Gillian Clark and Tessa Rajak (eds.), (Oxford: Oxford University Press
2002), 31-50, 31.

%8 See G.R. Stanton, ‘The Cosmopolitan Ideas of Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius’, Phronesis 13 (1968), 183-195,
185.

% Harold C. Baldry, The Unity of Mankind in Greek Thought (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1965), 2.
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Herodotus aims to preserve the ‘wonderful actions of the Greeks and the barbarians’, a
phrase that not only testifies to the interest in diverse human phenomena, but also shows
that the division of humanity into Greeks and barbarians had come on the scene by this
time.'”® The term ‘barbarian’ originally had a linguistic connotation, but gradually gained a
cultural reference. Under the influence of the Persian Wars, as a result of a heightening in
Hellenic self-consciousness, the barbarian became the generic opponent to Greek
civilisation.'”* The oppositional categories Greek and barbarian continued to play an
important role in Greek thought for centuries. Paul Cartledge sees this pair of opposites as
essential in classical thought:

Beginning at the highest level of generality, the classical Greeks divided all
humankind into two mutually exclusive and antithetical categories: Us and Them,
or, as they put it, Greeks and barbarians. In fact, the Greek-barbarian antithesis is
a strictly polar dichotomy, being not just contradictory but jointly exhaustive and
mutually exclusive.'”?

These two strands of thought, humankind as divided into Greek and barbarian, and a human
race with common characteristics, are both present in much of Greek thought. According to
Baldry, an idea of unity that is the fruit of rational abstract thought is formed along two
routes: awareness of the human race as an aggregate, the sum total of all individual human
beings, which can be called the geographical approach, and a biological approach, involving
the conception of humans as specific beings, a distinct type with certain typical
characteristics that mark them off from the gods on the one hand and from animals on the
other.'” While the seeds of cosmopolitanism were thus sown early, not only in Homer and
Herodotus, but also, as Richter’s recent study shows, in Plato and Aristotle, its flowers, to
borrow his terminology, only appeared late, during the beginning of the Roman Empire.*”
As we shall see, Paul’s Jewish contemporary Philo of Alexandria is the first author to use the

170 Frangois Hartog argues that Herodotus is not the ‘inventor’ of the barbarian, but suggests the origin of the
concept lies in the Persian Wars: ‘In Homer, there are no barbarians, but, then, there are no Greeks either;
subsequently, to declare some to be Greeks went hand in hand with declaring the others to be barbarians.
Without Greeks there can be no barbarians, and so, to that extent, Herodotus is not the “inventor” of the
barbarian. It might be supposed that it was with the Persian Wars that the two terms were constituted as a
pair and passed into the shared knowledge of the Greeks.” (Francois Hartog, The Mirror of Herodotus: The
Representation of the Other in the Writing of History, (Berkeley: University of California Press 1988), 323). See
also Baldry, The Unity of Mankind, 16-21.

! Edith Hall shows how the barbarian was categorised in Greek tragedy as the negative embodiment of
Athenian civic ideals. ‘The most important distinction Athenian writers draw between themselves and
barbarians is (..) political. Greeks are democratic and egalitarian; the barbarians are tyrannical and
hierarchical. But the economic basis of the Athenian empire was slavery, and most of the large number of
slaves in fifth-century Athens were not Greek. This class division along ethnic lines provided further stimulus
for the generation of arguments which supported the belief that barbarians were generically inferior, even
slavish by nature.” (Inventing the Barbarian: Greek Self-Definition through Tragedy (Oxford: Clarendon Press
1989), 2). Hartog observes a similar political emphasis in Herodotus, who sees royalty as the hallmark of the
barbarian (Hartog, The Mirror of Herodotus, 324).

172 Cartledge, The Greeks, 11-12. For the wider tendency in Greek thought to categorise in polar opposites, see
Lloyd, Polarity and Analogy, 15-85.

173 Baldry, The Unity of Mankind, 24-25.

174 Richter, Cosmopolis, 66.
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term kosmopolites, citizen of the world.*” It was specifically when a unified Empire was

formed, that the idea of a unified humanity flourished.'’®

The transformation of social and personal relations that such a view of unity was
thought to entail becomes evident in the following passage from the second-century Stoic
Hierocles. According to Hierocles, everyone is surrounded by a series of concentric rings:

For each of us, most generally, is circumscribed as though by many circles, some
smaller, some larger, some surrounding others, some surrounded, according to
their different and unequal relations to one another. The first and closest circle is
that which each person draws around his own mind, as the center: in this circle is
enclosed the body and whatever is employed for the sake of the body. For the
circle is the shortest and all but touches its own center. The second after this one,
standing further away from the center and enclosing the first, is that within which
our parents, siblings, wife, and children are ranged. Third, after these, is that in
which there are uncles and aunts, grandfathers and grandmothers, the children
of one’s siblings, and also cousins. After this comes the one that embraces all
other relatives. Next upon this is the circle of the members of one’s deme, then
that of the members of one’s tribe, next that of one’s fellow citizens, and so,
finally, that of those who border one’s city and that of people of like ethnicity.
The furthest out and largest one, which surrounds all the circles, is that of the
entire race of human beings (6 0D Tavrtog awbpwTwy yévoug). Once these have
been thought through, accordingly, it is possible, starting with the most
stretched-out one, to draw the circles—concerning the behaviour that is due to
each group—together in a way, as though toward the center, and with an effort
to keep transferring items out of the containing circles into the contained.
(Hierocles, from How Should One Behave towards One’s Relatives (Stobaeus,
Anthology 4.84.23))""’

Hierocles’ image of rings shows how the idea of a unified humanity could affect all human
relationships in their various degrees of closeness. The idea that there is an ultimate circle
that embraces all people makes the suggestion possible that all the concentric rings that
surround each individual can and should be collapsed, so that the outer is pulled inwards
and human race as a whole becomes one’s own ethnicity.’’® The task that Hierocles
imagines is to treat those of the outer circles as if they belonged to the inner circles.!”
Family connections and ethnic bonds are extended to include an increasing number of
people, until, if we keep transferring as Hierocles suggests, all finally become part of the

7> philo uses the term for Moses (in On the Life of Moses 1.157) and for anyone who is obedient to the law

(On the Creation, 3). See Long, ‘The Concept of the Cosmopolitan’, 51.

¢ This is observed by several scholars, e.g., A.A. Long, ‘The Concept of the cosmopolitan in Greek & Roman
thought’, Daedalus: Journal of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, 137/3 (2008), 50-58, 58; also
Baldry, The Unity of Mankind, 167, 176; Richter, Cosmopolis, 111, 116; Nussbaum, ‘The Worth of Human
Dignity’, 36.

7 Translation from the Greek by llaria Ramelli, translated from the Italian by David Konstan (Hierocles the
Stoic: Elements of Ethics, Fragments, and Excerpts (Atlanta : Society of Biblical Literature 2009), 91).

78 ‘Hierocles offered this way of reducing the conventional gaps separating close family members from other
citizens, and citizens from foreigners.” (A.A. Long, ‘The Concept of the Cosmopolitan’, 57). Long makes a direct
connection between Hierocles’ idea of unity and Paul’s statement in Galatians 3:28.

7 see Richter, Cosmopolis, 80, who sees the feeling of oikeibsis (an affective disposition for things to which
one belongs), as the central Stoic concept which ‘disposes the individual to perceive all other members of the
human race as kin’.
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inner circle. To cut down the distance in our relationship towards each person would result,
according to Hierocles, in fairness (uetplov).

Both this cosmopolitan view of a unified human community, and the notion that all
humans are connected to the divine through reason, make up the cultural conversation in
which Paul’s idea that there is ‘neither Jew nor Greek’ was formed.'®® We will examine each
of these two aspects in turn, first the notion of human kinship with the divine, then the idea
of an undivided world. The purpose here is not to provide an extensive overview, but rather
to highlight a number of salient texts that can help to understand the environment in which
Paul’s thought took shape.

3.1 Human Kinship with the Divine

The notion of a cosmopolitan community has its foundation in the idea that all human
beings have a share in reason. This, according to Richter, is as close as we come in ancient
thought to a tenet, that anthropos is ‘a rational, mortal animal’.*®* Dio Chrysostom clearly
expresses this:

the man who has expert knowledge, when asked what anthropos is, replies that it
is a mortal animal endowed with reason ((Gov Aoyikov Bvntov). For that happens
to be true of anthropos alone and nothing else. (Dio Chrysostom, Oration 36,19)

What is characteristic of first-century cosmopolitan expressions of this maxim is the idea
that there are no classifications or divisions, and that all humans have the same reason, the
same mind. In addition, their shared reason not only connects people to each other, but
also forms the connection between humans and the divine.'®* Dio expresses this idea of the
connection between humans and God explicitly in terms of a common capacity in Greeks
and barbarians. In his twelfth discourse, the so-called Olympian Discourse, Dio explains how
the entire human race has a conception of God. Knowledge of God is formed in every
creature endowed with reason, thereby making the kinship between God and human beings
evident:

now concerning the nature of the gods in general, and especially that of the ruler
of the universe, first and foremost an idea regarding him and a conception of him
common to the whole human race (10D Elpmavtog avBpwrivou yévoug), to the
Greeks and the barbarians alike (0poiwg pev ‘EAinvov, opotwg 8¢ PapPipwy), a
conception that is inevitable and innate in every creature endowed with reason
(vaykaloe kol éudutog évmavtl T¢) Aoylk®), arising in the course of nature
without the aid of human teacher and free from the deceit of any expounding

% Michelle V. Lee sets out the importance of Hierocles, Cicero and other Stoics and their ideas about human

unity for understanding Paul’s use of the body metaphor in 1 Corinthians. ‘The idea of a bodily universe was
applied to a universal and bodily humanity’, ‘Stoic social ethics was based upon the ability to understand the
nature of a unified humanity’ (Paul, the Stoics and the Body of Christ (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
2006), 59).

181 Richter, Cosmopolis, 73.

8 This distinguishes the Aristotelian view of reason from the Stoic view. The Stoic idea of human logos and
the idea that all human beings possess reason in precisely the same way can be seen as an inevitable
development from Stoic physics and cosmology, see Richter, Cosmopolis, 69-86.
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priest, has made its way, and rendered manifest God’s kinship with man and
furnished many evidences of the truth (Dio Chrysostom, Oration 12. 27)

Dio’s Olympian Discourse was held in Olympia at the time of the games (possibly 101 or 105
CE).*® Central to this discourse is the knowledge of God, and Dio distinguishes four sources
of this knowledge. The first source, which is the one referred to in the passage above, is the
innate and universal acknowledgement of a divine ruler. Both barbarians and Greeks have a
conception of God, in the same measure (6poiwc).’® After digressing to discuss the way
even animals and plants honour God and follow his order, and the foolishness, in
comparison, of those people who believe that the universe has no ruler or master, Dio
concludes:

to resume, then: man's belief in the deity and his assumption that there is a God
we were maintaining that the fountainhead, as we may say, or source, was that
idea which is innate in all mankind and comes into being as the results of the
actual facts and the truth, and idea that was not framed confusedly nor yet at
random, but has been exceedingly potent and persistent since the beginning of
time, and has arisen among all nations (méoL tolc €Bveoiv) and still remains,
being, one may almost say, a common and general endowment of rational
beings. (Dio Chrysostom, Oration 12, 39)

Again Dio expresses the universality of the idea of a God: it has arisen among all nations.
This idea is common to rational beings (tod AoyLkod yévoug), who can, we may conclude, be
found among all nations. According to Dio, all peoples, Greeks and barbarians, have reason
and knowledge of God. These ideas are quite similar to Philo of Alexandria’s concept of the
human mind as a fragment of the divine logos. Philo believes that humans in terms of their
body, are made up of the stuff of the cosmos: of earth, water air and fire. All humans in
terms of their minds, however, have the imprint of the divine logos:

Every human being (miic &vBpwmoc), as far as his mind is concerned (Swovoiaw), is
akin to the divine Logos (Qkelwtal A0yw Oelw) and has come into being as a
fragment or casting or effulgence of the blessed nature, but in the structure of his
body, he is related to the entire cosmos (Philo, On the Creation of the World,
146)'®

In his explanation of the account of human creation that is given in the second chapter of
Genesis (Genesis 2:7), Philo comes to a description of the relationship between the first
created human and all subsequent humans. They have a kinship with him (ovyyévein, 145),
in that they are also a fragment or casting of the divine, although the relationship between
the first man and the divine is much stronger. The resemblance between the first man and

83 4. J. Klauck and B. Babler (eds.), Dion von Prusa: Olympische Rede oder Uber die erste Erkenntnis Gottes

(Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgeselschaft 2000), 26-27, D. A. Russel (ed.), Dio Chrysostom: Orations VI,
XIl and XXXVI, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1992), 16.

184 opolwg does not simply denote that both have it, but also says something about the equal measure in which
they have it. See also Klauck, Dion von Prusa, 63.

8 Translation Runia, On the Creation, 85.
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the rest of humanity thus lies in their minds, which in diminishing stages resemble the logos
of God."®®

Epictetus likewise describes reason as the most important characteristic of
humankind. Humans are the rational animal; their ratio is what distinguishes them from
other animals:

Consider who you are. To begin with, a human (&v8pwmoc); that is, one who has
no quality more sovereign than moral choice, but keeps everything else
subordinate to it, and this moral choice itself free from slavery and subjection.
Consider, therefore what those things are from which you are separated by virtue
of the faculty of reason. You are separated from wild beasts, you are separated
from sheep. In addition to this you are a citizen of the world (moAltng tod
koopov), and a part of it, not one of the parts destined for service, but one of
primary importance; for you possess the faculty of understanding the divine
administration of the world, and of reasoning upon the consequences thereof.
(Epictetus, Discourses 2.10.1-3)

The faculty of reason in humans is closely connected to their role as citizens of the world, as
this text shows. The link between the two is the divine. Human rationality is of divine origin
and Epictetus’ conception of God is best understood as a universal mind.*®” This notion of
the divine origin of the human mind is fundamental to Epictetus’ thought, and can be found
in many of his discourses, for example:

But you are a being of primary importance; you are a fragment of God (dmdomaopuo
€l tod Beod); you have within you a part of him. (Epictetus, Discourses 2.8.11)

As Long notes, for Epictetus, as for all Stoics, ‘our minds are literally “offshoots” of God,
parts of God that God has assigned to be the mind or self of each person’.’®® Yet for
Epictetus, as for Philo, people are not only minds, but they are also bodies. Epictetus
typically describes the body as humans’ animal side. In his discourse From the Thesis that
God is the Father of Mankind, How May One Proceed to the Consequences, Epictetus shows
that just as our kinship with the divine enables us to be like the gods, our kinship with
animals, through our body, inclines us to be beasts:

But since these two elements have been conjoined in our creation, the body,
which we have in common with animals, and mind and reason, which we have in
common with the gods, some incline to the former relationship, miserable and
mortal, while a few incline toward this divine and blessed one. (Epictetus,
Discourses 1.3.3)

For Epictetus, it is the responsibility of every person to choose the appropriate attitude and
behaviour, to incline towards the human and stay away from the animal. In the discourse
entitled How from the Fact that We are Akin to God Should One Proceed to the

186 A similar idea of the unique status of humans can be found, e.g., in On the Decalogue 134; On the Special
Laws 4.14. See Runia, On the Creation, 342; Van Kooten, Paul’s Anthropology, 50; Worthington, Creation in
Paul and Philo, 188-189.
187 Long, Epictetus, 148.

188 Long, Epictetus, 145.
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Consequences, Epictetus draws implications from Cynic and Stoic cosmopolitanism, using
the concept of a government of God and people.189 In this passage, Epictetus argues that if
people identify themselves according to the highest authority in their ancestry, they should
declare themselves children of God:

If what is said by the philosophers regarding the kinship of God and man is true,
what other course remains for men than to do what Socrates did, when asked to
what country he belonged, never to say ‘Il am an Athenian’ or ‘l am a Corinthian’
but ‘I am a citizen of the universe’? (...) Well, then, anyone who has attentively
studied the administration of the universe and has learned that ‘the greatest and
most authoritative and most comprehensive of all governments is this one which
is composed of men and God, and that from him have descended seeds of being,
not merely to my father to my grandfather, but all things that are begotten and
that grow upon earth, and chiefly to rational beings, seeing that by nature it is
theirs alone to have communion in the society of God, being intertwined with
him through the reason,’- why should not such a man call himself a citizen of the
universe (kooptov)? Why should he not call himself a son of God (viov tod 6eod)?
(Epictetus, Discourses, 1.9.1-6)

Humans descend from God, and live in one society with him, who has the highest authority
of all. Consequently, if we identify ourselves according to our origin, we should identify
ourselves in terms of our relationship with him: citizen of the universe and son of God.**°
Epictetus clearly brings out the link between reason as a universal human and divine
characteristic, and the notion of a universal community.

3.2 An Undivided World

By the first century, the Stoic idea of the universe as a city in which humans and gods live
together on the basis of their shared reason has become ‘a kind of universalist ideology’.191
This idea is adopted also by non-Stoics, such as Philo, who is, as far as we know, the first
author to use the term kosmopolites, citizen of the world.’ He uses it twice, once for

Moses (On the Life of Moses 1:156) and once for those who follow the law of Moses:

And his exordium, as | have already said, is most admirable; embracing the
creation of the world, under the idea that the law corresponds to the world and
the world to the law (w¢ kal 70D kOOpOU TG VOU® kol TOD VOUOU TG KOOW®D
ovvgdovtog), and that a man who is obedient to the law, being, by so doing, a
citizen of the world (kal T0D vopipov avdpoc €0Blg dvtog koopomoAitou), arranges
his actions with reference to the intention of nature, in harmony with which the
whole universal world is regulated. (Philo, On the Creation, 3)

189 See Robert Dobbin’s comments in Discourses: Book 1 Translation with an Introduction and Commentary by

Robert F. Dobbin, (Oxford : Clarendon Press 1998), 123-124.

190 Loeb, Epictetus vol Il, 344, nt.1.

Runia, On the Creation, 107. Runia cites Arius Didymus (found in Eusebius, Praep. Ev. 15.15.4-5) as an
example.

192 Long, ‘The Concept of the Cosmopolitan’, 51; Runia, On the Creation, 103.
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David Runia argues that Philo is concerned here to demonstrate the superiority of the law of
Moses. By describing the Jewish law simply as nomos, without any further clarification, Philo
associates the law of Moses as closely as possible with the natural or cosmic law. Following
the cosmic law, the law of nature, was generally seen as the ideal way to live.>* While Philo
does not exactly equate the Jewish law with the universal law, he sees a ‘far-reaching
harmony’ between them, according to Runia.*®* Living in accordance with the law of Moses
thus constitutes an ideal way of living, for Philo, since this law is in harmony with the way in
which the universe is regulated. This is the same for everyone, since, as we have seen, Philo
believed that all human beings share in God’s reason. This also explains Philo’s hope that
one day, everyone would become a cosmopolitan, by accepting the Jewish law:

and then, if they make any fresh start and begin to improve, how great is the
increase of their renown and glory? | think that in that case every nation,
abandoning all their own individual customs (katoAimovtog &v oluet To 18w,
and utterly disregarding their national laws, would change and come over to the
honor of such a people only; for their laws shining in connection with, and
simultaneously with, the prosperity of the nation, will obscure all others, just as
the rising sun obscures the stars. (Philo, On the Life on Moses 2.44)

This passage is one of the few where Philo develops something of an eschatological
vision.'® In praising the laws of Moses, Philo can imagine a time when the flourishing of
God’s people will make their law even more widely known and respected, so that all nations
will decide to abandon their own laws and customs. The ideal of a world where all people
fall under one law, or conversely, do not live divided by different laws and boundaries, is
one that we will examine further. The presence of such an ideal in Stoic thought is well
established in scholarship.'®® Here, I will focus on examples of this type of thought that
mention the absence of boundaries between people and the idea of a unified community in
an idealised time.

The first example, already discussed in Chapter I, comes from Plutarch, who in On
the Fortune or the Virtue of Alexander describes how Alexander the Great created a unity of
peoples. As a mediator to the whole world, Alexander wanted to mix and unite people
everywhere, radically changing the distinction between Greek and barbarian. Plutarch
begins this passage by citing the ideal of the Stoic Zeno, that everyone should live together
in one community. He considers the unity that was created by Alexander, to be a realisation
of this Stoic vision:

1% On the ideal of living ‘kata phusin’, see Richter, Cosmopolis.

1% Runia suggests that Philo sees this perhaps more in terms of a Platonic perspective, of a model and a
faithful copy (Runia, On the Creation, 107).

> For a discussion of Philo’s eschatological thought, see John Collins, who notes that in this passage Philo
‘envisaged the conversion of Gentiles’, but in general is ‘interested in the spiritual triumph of virtue rather
than in the physical victory of a messianic king (John J. Collins, Between Athens and Jerusalem: Jewish Identity
in the Hellenistic Diaspora (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 2000), 135). Although not put in the explicit eschatological
terms used by others, Philo also seems to expect something similar to divine restoration of Israel, in
emphasising that the Jewish people will prosper, to which the law is central. ‘Here the condition for the future
action in the form of collective conversion is the impact made by the Laws of Moses together with the glorious
and prosperous times of the Jewish people’ (Borgen, Philo of Alexandria, 216).

1% E.g., in Schofield, The Stoic Idea of the City, Richter, Cosmopolis.
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Moreover, the much admired Republic of Zeno, the founder of the Stoic sect, may
be summed up in this one main principle: that all people (mavtag dvépwmoug)
should not live differentiated by their respective rules of justice into separate
cities and communities, but that we should consider them to be of one
community and one polity, and that we should have a common life and in order
common to us all, even as a herd that feeds together and shares the pasturage of
a common field. (Plutarch, On the Fortune 329A-B)

As noted in Chapter |, the accuracy of Plutarch’s portrayal of Zeno’s Republic is highly
debated. The passage is most likely rather a reflection of the ideal of human unity as it
functioned in Plutarch’s time. The ideal world is a place where people live in one community
and are governed by one rule of justice and are no longer divided.

According to Plutarch, while there was much to be admired in Zeno’s vision, Alexander
surpassed Zeno, in that he made this vague ideal a reality; he achieved what the Stoics only
dreamt about, that people would not live divided into several groups and cities, but would
all be united into one community. This idea is more explicitly described by Plutarch as a
mixing up of customs and habits between Greek and barbarian:

He bade them all consider as their fatherland the whole inhabited earth (v
olkoupévny), as their stronghold and protection his camp, as akin to them all good
men, and as foreigners only the wicked; they should not distinguish between
Grecian and foreigner (BupBapikor) by Grecian cloak and targe, or scimitar and
jacket; but the distinguishing mark of the Grecian should be seen in virtue, and
that of the foreigner (BepBapikdv) in iniquity; clothing and food, marriage and
manner of life they should regard as common to all, being blended into one by
ties of blood and children. (Plutarch, On the Fortune 329 C-D)

The philosophical ideal realised by Alexander is depicted by Plutarch as a time when virtue is
a potentially universal characteristic, and therefore as a time when everyone is potentially a
Greek. Plutarch redefines Greekness as something that is unconnected to birth or descent.
While Plutarch placed his ideal in a quite distant past, the Epicurean Diogenes,
whose inscription and thought were already introduced in the previous chapter, describes a
similar ideal as a longed-for future. Diogenes aims his message at all people, ‘shouting out
loudly to all Greeks and barbarians’ ("EAinor k[al] PapBapolrg), including those who may
conventionally be called foreigners, even though there really is no such category:

and we contrived this in order that, even while sitting at home, we might be able
to exhibit the goods of philosophy, not to all people here indeed, but to those of
them who are civil-spoken; and not least we did this for those who are called
"foreigners," though they are not really so (5t tolU¢ kaAOULéVOUg pev E€voug o
unv ye ovtec). For, while the various segments of the earth give different people
a different country, the whole compass of this world gives all people a single
country, the entire earth, and a single home, the world. (Excerpt from Diogenes
of Oenoanda, Fragment 30)

While now already the world may be seen as a single home for all people, in Diogenes’
message of hope for the future and the coming of a Golden Age, there will definitely be no
more boundaries:
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then truly the life of the gods will pass to human beings. For all things will be full
of justice and mutual love, and there will be no need of fortifications or laws and
all the things which we contrive on account of one another (Sikatoolvmg yop
€otal peot movte kol GLieAinileg, kol ol yevnoetal TeLx@v 1) vopwy ypelo
kel Tavtwv 6o 6L aAAAoUg okevwpoluedu). As for the necessities derived from
agriculture, as we shall have no [slaves then], for indeed we [ourselves shall plow]
and dig and tend [the plants] and [divert] rivers (..)(Tepl &¢ TV &m0 yewpyleg
arovkoilwy, ¢ ok Ecopévar Tulelr tote dovAwr] kel yop &[pdooper aldtol] kol
okapoluer, kol TOV ¢ultdv empuei[noouedn], kol motapo[l mapatpéouey).
(Diogenes of Oenoanda, Fragment 56)*’

As already noted in Chapter |, the Golden Age envisaged by Diogenes bears a resemblance
to that found in the Sibylline Oracles. It is a time when there will be no laws or barriers, but
only justice and mutual love. The Jewish eschatological vision in book 3 of the Sibylline
Oracles describes a world of peace and plenty, where all people will live under a new divine
law.

When this predetermined day comes to an end, the judgement of the immortal
God comes upon the mortals; a great judgement and reign will come upon the
people. For the earth, mother of all, will give the mortals excellent fruits in
abundance, consisting of grain, wine, and olive oil. (it will give) a delicious drink of
sweet honey from heaven, trees, the fruit of fruit-trees, and fat sheep, cows,
lambs of sheep, and kids of goats. It will break open sweet sources of white milk.
The cities and the rich fields will be full of good things. And there will be no sword
and no cry of battle on earth. And the earth will no longer be shaken while
groaning deeply. There will no longer be war or drought on earth, no famine, and
no hail will damage fruits. Instead, there will be great peace on the entire earth,
and kings will be friends with each other to the end of time. The Immortal in
starry heaven will put into effect a common law for the people, valid over the
entire earth (kowodv te vopor katd yalav &necwv avépwtolg), applying to
everything done by miserable mortals. For he is the sole God and there is no
other (xdtog yop uovog €otl Bedg kolk €otLv €t’ &Arog). (Sibylline Oracles 3. 741-
760)

Like Philo, the Sibyl imagines a future where all people will fall under one law. While in Philo
this one law is clearly the law of Moses, the Sibyl appears to suggest that God will put in
place a new single law, that applies to everyone. According to Buitenwerf, ‘all human beings
will live according to the precepts of divine natural law’. "% It is significant in light of our
discussion of the law in Paul, that the connection is made here between the one law and the
fact that there is one God. It suggests the underlying common idea that if all people accept
the one God, there can be no law that divides them; one God implies a single law, whether

the law of Moses or a new divine law.

7 Translation by Pamela Gordon, Epicurus in Lycia, 126. For the text of the inscription see Ferguson Smith, The
Epicurean Inscription, 243.

198 Buitenwerf, Book /I of the Sibylline Oracles, 285. Buitenwerf connects this passage to the concept of an
ideal society, in which humans live together according to common moral rule (natural law) in non-Jewish
Greco-Roman tradition (Book Il of the Sibylline Oracles, 287).
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The ideal of a common law could thus take various forms in end-time descriptions. A
third Jewish end-time expectation has more in common with Diogenes’ vision of the
absence of laws and boundaries:

The earth belongs equally to all (yale & i1om mavtwv), undivided by walls or
fences (o0 telyeowr ol TepLdpaypnols SiopepLlopévn). It will bear abundant fruits
spontaneously. Lives will be in common and wealth will have no division (ioivoi
Te Blov kal mAoDTOg &uoipog). For there will be no poor man there, no rich, and
no tyrant, no slave (00 y&p TTwy0¢ €kel, od TAolOLOg, 0LGE TUparvog, obd 6oDAOC);
no one will be either great or small anymore, there will be no kings, and no
leaders: all are equal there (kowf & uo mowvteg). (...) No spring, no summer, no
winter, no autumn, no marriage, no death, no selling, no buying (o0 yauov, od
Bavator, obd Tpooelg, ovd’ dyopaopolc), no sunset, no sunrise: because he will
make one great day. (Sibylline Oracles 2. 319-329)

This passage, which was discussed extensively in the previous chapter, comes closest to
Paul’s end-time ideal as expressed in the baptismal formula. In this prophecy, there no
longer are fences or walls that divide people. The absence of laws is thus seen as part of the
general absence of division between people, that is emphasised in the repeated negations
of the passage. The idea of the law as a fence or wall (telyoc) is attested in other sources as
well, such as in the Letter of Aristeas. Here, the fence of the law is seen as a positive
measure:

When therefore our lawgiver, equipped by God for insight into all things, has
surveyed each particular, he fenced us about with impregnable palisades and
with walls of iron (mepidpoter Muag ddlakomole yepafL kol oLdnpolc Telyeoiy), to
end that we should mingle in no way with any nations. (Letter of Aristeas 139)

The idea of an undivided earth in the Sibylline Oracles 2 thus most likely refers to an
eschatological situation where peoples are not separated by laws, but form one
community.**® An undivided world where people do not live divided by different regulations
was thus a feature of first-century thought, whether this world was placed in the past, in the
realm of the ideal or in a more or less distant future.

Conclusion

Scholars studying cosmopolitanism do not hesitate to include Paul among ancient
cosmopolitan views.’® A. A. Long, for example, writing on the concept of the cosmopolitan
in Greek and Roman thought, observes of Paul’s baptismal statement that ‘this negation of
race, status and gender differences is a rhetorically charged application of the Stoics’ claim

199 Similarly in Proverbs, where the Septuagint reads ‘so they that forsake the law praise ungodliness; but they
that love the law fortify themselves with a wall (ol & dyan@uteg tov véuor mepLdilovoLy €xvtolg Telyog)
(Proverbs 28:4). See Johann Cook, ‘The Law of Moses as a Fence and a Fountain’ in Sense and Sensitivity:
Essays on Reading the Bible in Memory of Robert Carroll, Alastair G. Hunter & Phillip R. Davies (eds.), (London:
Sheffield Academic Press 2002), 280-288.

200 See, e.g., Appiah, Cosmopolitanism, xiv; Long., ‘The Concept of the Cosmopolitan’, 57; Richter, Cosmopolis,
66.

125



A Cosmopolitan Ideal

that all human beings are the same in virtue of their basic natural attributes’.?* Recent

scholarship on Paul, however, is much more reluctant to make such claims and is concerned
to read Paul within a Jewish framework. As we have seen in this chapter, there is no need to
assume that the two perspectives are necessarily opposed; both views can be reconciled if
we understand the potentially cosmopolitan nature of Jewish eschatological expectation.

We have seen that what drives Paul is the realisation that the messianic age has
arrived; a time when all peoples will finally turn to the living God. We have also seen that
Paul was thinking through what such an age would look like, while living in a cosmopolitan
cultural climate that held up a unified world and the unity of all peoples as an ideal. Paul’s
understanding of this messianic age as we have encountered it in this chapter can be seen
as a distinct Jewish eschatological expression of this common ideal. | would conclude that
we should consider Paul’s eschatological thought as a form of Jewish cosmopolitanism.
Paul’s thought is no less Jewish for being cosmopolitan, but stands in a tradition that
includes such diverse texts as the Sibylline Oracles and the works of Philo. Similarly, it is no
less cosmopolitan for being Jewish, but describes a unified humanity in the terms of a
distinct culture, just as Greek and Roman authors do.

Paul’s descriptions of himself as a Jew, his statements about circumcision, his
discussion of Abraham, and his view of the law can all be understood as a working out of
several concrete points of this Jewish cosmopolitan view, in the specific context of his
understanding of Christ. His claims about the law as no longer determining who can be
justified by God, and his notion of the end of the law, are examples of this process.

Contemporary ideas about the unity of all humanity clearly put strong emphasis on
the relation of humans to the divine. What unites people, according to most of the authors
discussed, is their reason, which they share with God. According to Philo, the human mind is
a fragment or ray of divine reason. Dio Chrysostom states that all humans have a conception
of God, both Greeks and barbarians. This conception is based on the fact that all humans
share their reason with God, who is therefore related to humans. As Epictetus puts it, ‘you
are a fragment of God’. As we saw in the previous chapter, Paul’s ideas about baptism and
unity centre on community and cosmos. Paul believes that a new creation is forming in
Christ, a creation where, he claims, there is no difference between Jew and Greek. It is
possible that in making such claims about the consequences of this new creation for Jew
and gentile, Paul drew on the widely held view that human beings are all linked to God in
the same way. By saying that there is ‘neither Jew nor Greek’ and that God does not
distinguish, Paul thus contributes to the contemporary conversation about how different
peoples relate to God.

Paul’s focus on the law also is shared by contemporaries thinking about human
unity. In both Jewish and non-Jewish sources, laws were seen as obstacles and boundaries
between people. A unified human community does not seem to coexist with laws, unless
there is an explicitly uniform law.

Still, Paul’s claim that there is neither Jew nor Greek does not mean that he refrains
from using the categories and terminology of Jewish tradition, or from distinguishing
between the positions of Jew and non-Jew in history. The salvation stories of Jews and
gentiles remain distinct, up to a certain point: the salvation of gentiles is only made possibly
by God’s partial rejection of Israel. Abrahamic ancestry and circumcision remain positive

201 Long, ‘The Concept of the Cosmopolitan’, 57.
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categories for Paul, even if their content is radically redefined. In a way Plutarch uses a
similar strategy, when he redefines Greek as virtuous and barbarian as iniquitous. While
claiming to mix up all peoples, and declaring ethnicity a non-issue, Greek is still associated
with what is good and barbarian with what is bad. Paul’s seemingly self-evident way of
referring to non-Jews as ‘the foreskin’, or the idea that in Christ, such gentiles can now be
seen as metaphorically circumcised, certainly required a great deal of empathy with a
Jewish world-view from the average Greek man or woman.

On the other hand, Paul can be scathing about the Jewish law, and about practices
such as circumcision, in ways unlike any contemporary Jewish author known to us. He
seems to stand back from his own tradition and at times treat it and those who do not share
his particular view of it, with vitriol and contempt.

Three very different approaches to ethnic difference and ethnic categories can be
identified in Paul’s letters: there is a denial of difference, there is also an affirmation of
distinction and Jewish privilege, and then there is an occasional contempt for Jewish
custom, in the case of circumcision. Paul still uses Jewish categories but redefines them
according to what he sees as a new era. When challenged, he can attack these same
categories according to their traditional definitions or simply deny their relevance.
Depending on the rhetorical circumstances Paul can therefore claim to be the circumcision,
declare circumcision of no importance, or compare circumcision to mutilation. And he can
take any of these approaches while making one and the same point.

In the introduction to this chapter, | have argued for an understanding that allows
Paul some creative freedom in working out the tradition of gentile eschatological inclusion.
The most obvious creative move made by Paul is the one that is the focus of this study as a
whole; it is the linking of ‘neither Jew nor Greek’ to ‘neither slave nor free’ and ‘no male and
female’. By connecting ethnic inclusion to wider social issues, Paul demonstrates that he
does not stay within the boundaries of traditions about gentiles, but has a far wider social
perspective. This wider perspective will be the subject of next two chapters.
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Chapter lll
Neither Slave nor Free: Brothers in the Lord

Introduction

The pervasive presence of slavery in the eastern Mediterranean of the first century is
reflected in Paul’s writings. Every one of his letters mentions slaves or slavery, most
frequently in a metaphorical sense. Paul calls himself a slave of Christ; he encourages his
audience to be slaves to each other and proclaims their freedom from the enslaving power
of sin and death. In only a few passages do we get a sense of the actual slaves who were
part of the audiences that he addresses, and of Paul’s attitude towards them.

The proclamation in Paul’s formula that there is ‘neither slave nor free’ in Christ is
one such statement referring to actual, non-metaphorical slaves. When Paul speaks about
‘all of you who were baptized into Christ’ (Galatians 3:27), those who were baptized
apparently included both slaves and free people. This chapter examines Paul’s claim that
there is ‘neither slave nor free’ and his further thought on slaves in the context of wider
first-century ideas about slaves. As we have seen in the first chapter, the notion of an ideal
society as one that does not include slavery surfaces in various forms in contemporary
sources. It is one of the themes that occurs in utopian or eschatological visions, and finds its
strongest extant expression among first-century Jewish authors. Since the ideal of the
absence of slavery is not usually brought into the discussion about Paul’s views on slaves
and slavery, doing so opens up the possibility of further contextualizing his ideas and
moving away from the highly politicised nature of the current debate.

For centuries, Paul’s attitude towards slaves and slavery has occupied scholars and
other readers of his letters. Opinion has been divided as to whether Paul was critical of
slavery, or rather supportive of it. During the struggle for abolition of the slave trade and of
slavery, in the 18th and 19th centuries, both defenders of slavery and abolitionists appealed
to Paul’s letters to substantiate their argument.1

The notion that slavery in Antiquity was somehow more benign than in recent slave
societies has persisted among classicists as well as biblical scholars until the end of the
twentieth century. The incorporation of the work of Keith Bradley and Orlando Patterson in
New-Testament scholarship, however, has led to an increasing awareness of its violent
character. Patterson’s view of slavery as a form of social death and Bradley’s emphasis on
the controls and incentives used to manipulate slaves, have helped to clarify the degrading
nature of slavery in the ancient world, including in Paul’s time.?

Awareness of the painful reality of slavery in Antiquity has led many scholars to
adopt a critical stance towards Paul and towards the apparent absence of concern for the
fate of slaves in his letters. John Byron, one of the leading scholars on Paul and slavery,
speaks for many when he declares that ‘the lack of any clear condemnation from the

' The role of Paul’s letters in abolitionist as well as pro-slavery theology in the nineteenth-century debate is
discussed by Albert Harrill (Harrill, Slaves in the New, 165-192; see also Barclay, ‘Am | not a Man and a
Brother’, 3-13).

?See John Byron, Recent Research on Paul and Slavery (Sheffield: Phoenix Press 2008), 1-35; Orlando
Patterson, Slavery and Social Death (Cambridge: Harvard University Press 1982); Keith R. Bradley, Slaves and
Masters in the Roman Empire: A Study in Social Control (Oxford: Oxford University Press 1984).
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apostle’s pen is almost deafening’.3 The dominant view in contemporary scholarship is that
Paul was a ‘social conservative’, whose writings confirmed the inferior position of slaves in
society. This is the conclusion reached by Byron in his recent summary of research on Paul
and sIavery.4 Both Albert Harrill and Jennifer Glancy, in their respective recent monographs
on slavery in early-Christian writings, consider Paul’s letters to confirm the inferior position
of slaves. According to Harrill, ‘Paul, in the final analysis, does not present a polemical
argument against slavery as an ideology or institution in the Roman world’. > Glancy sees
Paul not only as a conservative, but also as something of a hypocrite, since ‘the apparent
erasure of division between slave and free that Paul proclaims in [Galatians] 3:28 is only a
cover-up, as Paul goes on to reinscribe customary and legal distinctions between slave and
free’.®

As these quotes indicate, the current discussion about Paul and slavery is to a large
extent informed by contemporary questions and categories. Measuring Paul on a scale that
runs from conservative to progressive can only be motivated by a modern agenda. In an
article discussing Harrill's work, Glancy identifies herself, along with Harrill as ‘social
progressives who find a conservative Paul’ and acknowledges being ‘politically motivated’ to
recognise ‘the complicity of early Christian discourse and practice in the history of slavery’.”
The label ‘social conservative’ thus seems to reflect not simply an understanding of Paul, but
rather of the role of his writing in subsequent history. Paul is not considered a ‘social
conservative’ in contrast to other ‘social progressives’ of his time, he is labelled a
conservative in contrast to modern values.

Using the approach set out in the introduction, this chapter makes an effort to place
Paul’s writings in the cultural conversation of his own day. Slavery was of interest to many in
the first century, and in descriptions of ideal societies in this period, the absence of slavery
features as one of the possible characteristics. The Sibylline eschatological vision of an age
when there would be ‘no tyrant, no slave’ expresses such a view, as do Philo’s depictions of
the Essenes and the Therapeutae. These sources will be examined along with other
references to places and times that were described as having no slaves.

This chapter will begin with the two main references to slaves in Paul’s letters, in 1
Corinthians 7 (section 1.1) and the letter to Philemon (section 1.2). Both these texts have
been interpreted by some as encouraging slaves to get out of slavery, and by others as
instructions to stay enslaved. The elliptic formulation of Paul’s advice to slaves to ‘rather use
(it)” in 1 Corinthians (7:21) is heard as advice to reject the opportunity of freedom, or
alternatively, to take it. Similarly, Paul’s letter to Philemon has been understood both as
sending the run-away slave Onesimus back to his master, and as a plea to Philemon to set
his slave free. How we assess Paul’s attitude towards slaves and slavery depends in large
part on our interpretation of these crucial texts. In addition, we will be examining a third

3 Byron, Recent Research, 17.

*In his summary of the field, Recent Research on Paul and Slavery, John Byron organizes his review of
scholarship into four categories. He distinguishes two views of Paul, ‘The Socially Conservative Paul’ and ‘The
Philosophical Paul’, and two views of slavery, ‘The Benign Institution: Legal Definitions of Slavery’ and ‘The
Violent Institution: Social Definitions of Slavery’. Though Byron creates a separate category for this view of
slavery as a violent institution, there seems to be a considerable overlap with the first category that regards
Paul as a ‘social conservative’.

> Harrill, Slaves in the New Testament, 30.

e Glancy, Slavery in Early Christianity, 35.

’ Glancy, ‘Slavery, Historiography’, 202.
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passage (1 Thessalonians 4:4), which, it has recently been suggested, might include an
oblique reference to slaves in relation to appropriate sexual behaviour (section 1.3).% This
chapter will take a fresh look at these texts and place them in the context of the first-
century cultural conversation about slave and free, especially the utopian theme of a society
without slaves.

The second part of the chapter will discuss three aspects of this contemporary
perspective. The first is the views on slave and free that stem from a cosmopolitan
perspective on humanity (section 2.1). The second aspect is the festival of the Saturnalia,
where the social roles of slave and free were reversed, and the origins attributed to this
festival as an imitation of a time when there were no slaves (section 2.2). In the final
section, descriptions of ideal communities or an ideal future without slaves will be discussed
(section 2.3). As will become clear from this contextual exploration, the proclamation that in
Christ there is ‘neither slave nor free’ will have resonated with contemporary thought about
cosmopolitanism, justice and an ideal future.

1 Paul’s Message: No Longer as a Slave

Even though the question of slavery has been of great interest to many later interpreters,
we do not get the impression from his letters that the position of slaves was a major issue
for Paul. Compared to the numerous references to Jew and non-Jew, passages that mention
slaves in a non-metaphorical sense are rare. Yet at the same time, the categories slave and
free were apparently important enough to be included in the formula about unity in Christ
in both instances where Paul uses it (Galatians 3:28; 1 Corinthians 12:13). As we have seen
in the first chapter, Paul underlines an argument about unity and inclusion in both verses, by
drawing on a pre-existing phrase. Neither passage directly addresses issues relating to slave
and free; instead, they focus on the distinction Jew-Greek in Galatians 3, and on wider social
difference within the community in 1 Corinthians 12.

In two other texts however, Paul does deal with the situation of slave and free, or
slave and master. In these passages, the baptismal formula is not mentioned, at least not
directly. In this section, we will look at two texts in Paul’s letters that mention slaves, 1
Corinthians 7 and the letter to Philemon. | will also discuss a third passage (1 Thessalonians
4:4), since Jennifer Glancy has recently suggested that the term ‘vessel’ that occurs in Paul’s
discussion of appropriate sexual behaviour in 1 Thessalonians could refer to slaves. While |
do not think her reading of the verse is persuasive, the issue Glancy brings up of the
consequences that Paul’s sexual ethic could have had for slaves, merits further attention.
We will start our exploration with the only comment in Paul’s letters that speaks directly to
slaves.

& As will be discussed in more detail below, Paul states in this verse that it is the will of God ‘that you abstain
from porneia; that each one of you know how to obtain your own skeuos (vessel) in holiness and honour’ (1
Thessalonians 4:4). The term skeuos or ‘vessel’ is usually interpreted to refer either to a wife, or to one’s body.
According to Glancy, however, it ‘could encompass sexual access to slaves in one’s own household’ (Glancy,
Slavery in Early Christianity, 62).
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1.1 Were You a Slave when You Were Called? 1 Corinthians 7:21-22

In 1 Corinthians 7, Paul directly addresses those members of the community who are
slaves.? The passage comes in the middle of a chapter that discusses marriage, celibacy and
divorce.” As a general guideline, Paul instructs his audience not to change their situation,
but to ‘remain in the situation in which you were called’ (1 Corinthians 7:20, also 7:17; 7:24).
Although he expresses a clear preference for living a celibate life and encourages his
audience not to marry, this preference does not mean that he urges them to abandon
existing marriages. Paul wants believers to stay as they were when they accepted God’s call,
even though he also acknowledges several exceptions to this rule. To illustrate the
instruction that a person should not change his or her marital status, Paul gives two
examples from two other social domains, i.e., circumcision and sIavery.11 The choice of
examples is a further indication that for Paul, these three social areas, marriage, and
ethnicity and slavery, which are mentioned together in the baptismal formula, were related.
We will first focus on the meaning of this controversial passage, before returning to the
context of the chapter and the role of this passage in its argumentation.

Rather than simply advise slave and free to remain in their respective social
positions, as he does in the case of circumcision, and as the logic of the argument of the
chapter as a whole requires, Paul in fact makes an unexpected move. Instead of urging
slaves to stay as they are, he encourages them not to feel bad about their situation, because
‘in the Lord’ they are freed, just as free people have become slaves:

Were you a slave when you were called, do not let it worry you (doDioc éxAneng,
un ool perétw), although if you can become free, rather use that (aAL” el kol
duvaonl ErelBepog yevéabul, pariov yxpfioat), because a slave who was called in
the Lord is a freedman of the Lord, just as someone who was free when called is a
slave of Christ (0 yop €év kuply kAnBelg 80DA0g GmeAclBepog KUPLOL €0TLY, OMOLWG
0 €AelBepoc kAnBelg 80DAGg €otiy Xpuotod). (1 Corinthians 7:21-22)

The example about slave and free staying in their respective social situations thus turns into
something of a consolatory note to the slaves in the Corinthian audience. Paul tells them
not to be concerned: were you a slave when joining the community, ‘do not let it worry
you’. In a much discussed elliptic phrase which we will examine in more detail below, Paul
advises slaves to take the opportunity to become free should it arise, and he tells them at
the same time that they are already freed in Christ. Since a slave is a freedman of the Lord

? John Byron gives an overview of the history of interpretation for this passage, from John Chrysostom to the
present day (Recent Research, 92-115) and notes a shift from a tendency to see Paul as advising slaves to
remain in slavery to recent consensus that he tells them to accept freedom.

191 Corinthians 7 will be central to the next chapter of this study. For a detailed examination of Paul’s sexual
ethic and his approach to marriage in 1 Corinthians 7, see Gaca, The Making of Fornication. Gaca explains
Paul’s sexual ethic and his emphasis on porneia against the background of the Septuagint notion of ‘rebellious
sexual fornication’. Also May, 'The Body for the Lord', who examines the sexual and social implication for Paul’s
understanding of ‘Christian identity’.

" That circumcision and slavery serve as examples illustrating a principle is a view shared by many scholars, as
is the observation that Paul here brings together the three pairs from Galatians 3:28. See e.g. Glancy, Slavery in
Early Christianity, 69; Scott Bartchy, Mallon Chresai, 162ff, Scroggs, ‘Paul and the Eschatological Woman’, 283-
303; Horrell, Social Ethos, 85; David R. Cartlidge, ‘1 Corinthians 7 as a Foundation for a Christian Sex Ethic’, The
Journal of Religion 55/2 (1975), 220-234, 221.
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and a free person a slave of Christ, slaves need not worry about their position. Paul
describes a role reversal here: those who are enslaved in society are freed in the Lord and
those who are free in society are slaves of Christ. Both groups are bound to Christ: the
slaves are not ‘free’, but ‘freed’ (dmeAelBepoc). While slave and free are thus both in a state
of subservience, the metaphor and word play lead Paul in effect to place the slave over the
free person ‘in Christ’, since a freedman was socially superior to a slave.'? According to the
historian Peter Garnsey, Paul here ‘appears to thumb his nose at all the important social and

cultural hierarchies of his world, as upheld by laws, conventions and values’.*®

1.1.1 Rather Use (It): Manumission and Freedom
While the second verse of this passage (7:22), thus contains a remarkable image involving
the reversal of slave and free, much of the scholarly interpretation has been focussed on the
first verse, verse 21, particularly on the phrase ‘rather use (it). In his overview of
scholarship on this passage, Byron even limits the discussion solely to verse 21.* The elliptic
formula, pailov yphowt, ‘rather use (it)’ has drawn all exegetical efforts to it, leaving the
verse which follows, and which is in fact the crux of Paul’s statement, relatively neglected.™
The attention has focussed on the question whether Paul advises slaves to use the chance
to become free, or rather tells them to remain a slave even when manumission is possible; a
question which has divided opinion on this text and on Paul’s attitude towards slavery.*®
However, Byron notes that a consensus seems to have been reached on the
interpretation of the phrase paiiov )(pﬁoocL.17 It is now generally accepted that Paul advised
slaves to use the opportunity to become manumitted, should this possibility arise.
Manumission, the freeing of a slave by the slaveholder, was a common practice in ancient
slave management and could occur for numerous reasons.’® In his study on freedmen in the

2 Dale B. Martin is one of the few to pay attention to this point. In his careful analysis of this passage, he
concludes that Paul ‘is introducing not a levelling of all Christians to one condition but an actual reversal of
normal status’ (Slavery as Salvation: The Metaphor of Slavery in Pauline Christianity (New Haven: Yale
University Press 1990), 65.

B peter Garnsey, Ideas of Slavery from Aristotle to Augustine (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996),
180. Garnsey unfortunately does not distinguish between the genuine, the pseudo-Pauline and the Pastoral
letters and even includes 1 Peter (2:18-21) under the heading ‘Paul’.

14 Byron, Recent Research, 92-115. Glancy quotes the verse, but does not discuss the reversal of slave and free
(Slavery in Early Christianity, 84), while Harrill (Slaves in the New Testament) does not mention the verse at all.
The study of S. Scott Bartchy, Mallon Chresai, which focusses on the clause ‘rather use it’, has been influential
among New Testament scholars, in spite of its rather forced reading and limited understanding of ancient
manumission practices.

 An exception is Garnsey, quoted above, and Richard Horsley, who concludes that verse 22 ‘relativises the
standing of slaves and free’ (Horsley, ‘Paul and Slavery’, 186).

16 Bartchy offers a third option: ‘if you can become free, by all means live according to god’s calling’ (Bartchy,
Mallon Chresai). Bartchy has rightly been criticised by Harrill, for his outdated ideas about ancient slavery and
manumission, his use of legal sources as representing social practice and his skewed reading of the passage (J.
Albert Harrill, The Manumission of Slaves in Early Christianity (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck 1995), 94-102).

v Byron notes that since Harrill’s work The Manumission of Slaves in Early Christianity, ‘there does not seem to
be anyone who opts for the “use slavery” option’ (Byron, Recent Research, 114).

¥ Two studies on manumission in antiquity have recently appeared. Rachel Zelnick-Abramovitz focusses on the
Greek world, while Henrik Mouritsen deals with Roman manumission (Rachel Zelnick-Abramovitz, Not Wholly
Free: The Concept of Manumission and the Status of Manumitted Slaves in the Ancient Greek World (Leiden:
Brill 2005); Henrik Mouritsen, The Freedman in the Roman World (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
2011). Mouritsen concludes that manumission was very common in the Roman world, ‘at least in some

133



A Cosmopolitan Ideal

Roman world, Henrik Mouritsen suggests that female slaves could be freed for the purpose
of marriage, dying slaves could be freed as a last favour or to avoid the cost of further
maintenance, and manumission could be granted as a reward for hard work.™ Holding out
the prospect of freedom to slaves was seen as a way of encouraging their diligence and
loyalty. Manumission had advantages for both master and slave. A slave sometimes paid for
manumission from his or her own savings.20 Since the responsibilities of the slave towards
the slaveholder did not end upon manumission, the master still benefited economically and
socially from the former slave. A contract stipulating the obligations of the freed person to
the former master could be drawn up, and failure to fulfil the terms of the contract could
result in re-enslavement.”!

According to Zelnick-Abramovitz, in her recent work on manumission in the ancient
Greek world, manumitted slaves remained outsiders who did not have political rights. After
manumission, a former slave was called an apeleutheros if still bound to a master, or an
exeleutheros if not bound to anyone anymore. A former slave could never be seen as
eleutheros, as fully free.”> When describing how the hierarchy between slave and free is
changed ‘in Christ’, Paul, likewise, does not describe a slave as free, but as freed,
apeleutheros (&melelBepog). In Paul’s metaphorical language, the distinction between slave
and free is levelled by bringing the free into slavery. Both slave and free are bound to Christ,
they both belong to him. Those called as slaves, however, end up having the upper hand in
Paul’s description, as their status as freed is superior to the slave status of the free.

In the verse, Paul speaks about the possibility of becoming free (60vaoaL éredBepog
vevéoBul), indicating that a slave might have some influence over the outcome. While this
may have sometimes been the case, as with self-purchase of manumission, the slave owner
would always be the one who ultimately decided. Though Harrill cites evidence of a slave
rejecting an offer of manumission, the offer in this particular case came not from the owner,
but from a third party.23 Given that manumission was simply an aspect of ancient slavery,
which served a purpose in the management of slaves for the slaveholder, it would hardly be
realistic to suggest to slaves that they should reject the possibility of manumission.

Recognition of this latter point has proved decisive for the interpretation of Paul’s
elliptic comment. How could slaves go against their owner’s wishes and remain enslaved
when their master, for whatever reason, no longer wanted them to be? For Paul to advise
something so unusual and impractical would be unlikely. That he would make such an
unlikely suggestion in an offhand manner, in an elliptical phrase that does not even explicitly

environments’ (The Freedman in the Roman World, 141). Both Zelnick-Abramovitz and Mouritsen agree that
manumission led to an in-between state. Since the distinction slave-free was such a basic division in society,
the one state seen as the negation of the other, making the transition from one into the other posed a
problem. As Mouritsen notes, ‘the very possibility of such movement automatically called into question the
given character of both statuses’. The process of transition therefore had to be carefully regulated (The
Freedman in the Roman World, 11).

9 Mouritsen, The Freedman in the Roman World, 142

*The idea that slaves generally paid for their manumission has become widely accepted, but is criticised by
Mouritsen, who maintains that ‘self-purchase did occur, but the evidence suggests that it was the exception
rather than the rule’ (The Freedman in the Roman World, 180).

21 On the reasons for manumission and the terms on which it occurred, see Mouritsen, The Freedman in the
Roman World, 120-205; Zelnick-Abramovitz, Not Wholly Free, 61-129.

22 7elnick-Abra movitz, Not Wholly Free, 99-125.

*Ha rrill, The Manumission of Slaves in Early Christianity, 86-87.
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state what was intended, makes for a highly problematic reading. Paul’s brief aside can best
be understood as a quick note of reassurance: ‘if you can become free, it’s ok to use that
opportunity’. Everyone should remain in the position in which he or she was called, yet for a
slave to become manumitted does not go against the principle of staying in one’s calling. If a
slave can become free, he or she should use that opportunity without the fear of breaking
the principle given by Paul.*

We can thus conclude that verse 21 must be understood to mean that Paul
encourages slaves to become free, if the opportunity arises. This should not be seen as a
criticism of the slave system as such, but simply as recognition that to be freed was a step
up from being enslaved.? It shows that Paul valued freedom not only as a spiritual, but also
as a social condition. Most slaves, however, did not have the opportunity to become free. It
is their position which Paul addresses in the passage as a whole. Those who were called as
slaves and remain so, do not need to be worried about their position ‘in Christ’.

1.1.2 Accept Freedom and Stay As You Are
Having established that Paul tells slaves that they are free ‘in the Lord’ and advises them to
take the opportunity to become free should it arise, we will now see how this advice fits into
the broader argumentation of the chapter in which it occurs. As noted above, chapter 7 of 1
Corinthians deals with the issue of marriage, and only mentions slave and free as an
illustration of the guiding principle ‘remain in the situation in which you were called’. The
guestion needs to be answered then how Paul can tell slaves to accept freedom and thus
change their situation as part of his larger argument about marriage.

In the chapter, Paul advises various groups about how to act in marriage and
whether to become or stay married. In the first paragraphs (7:1-16), Paul gives guidelines
for specific groups, but also argues exceptions: married people should not abstain from

** The nature of ellipsis as used in other New-Testament texts further supports this reading. After examining 21
other cases in the New Testament of ellipsis in conditional sentences using €. (e.g. 2 Corinthians 5:16b),
Stephen Llewelyn finds that in all these cases, the ellipsis should be completed by an element from the
preceding clause. If Paul had meant to have this ellipsis completed by anything other than the freedom
mentioned in the preceding clause, ‘he would have needed to say so explicitly’ (Stephen R. Llewelyn, A Review
of the Greek Inscriptions and Papyri Published in 1980-81 (New Documents lllustrating Early Christianity vol.6)
(North Ryde: Macquarie University 1992), 67-69).

My own attempt to shed light on this verse by examining the meaning of the phrase aAl’ el kol proved
inconclusive. The phrase is taken to mean either ‘but/indeed even if’, by those who favour the reading ‘use
slavery’, and is read as ‘but if indeed’, by those favouring ‘use freedom’. Philo’s use of &AL’ €l kol shows that
in his writings, both meanings occur. We find an example of the first in on the Change of Names 222: ‘Let none
of them of the lowly or obscure in repute shrink through despair of the higher hope from thankful supplication
to God, (&AL’ €l kal) but even if he no longer expects any greater boon, give thanks according to his power for
the gifts which he has already received.’ The second meaning of ¢AL’ €i kal is found in On Drunkenness 198:
‘Now for my part | do not wonder that the chaotic and promiscuous multitude who are bound in inglorious
slavery to usages and customs introduced anyhow, ...... should give credence to traditions delivered once and
for all, and leaving their minds unexercised, should give vent to affirmations and negotiations without inquiry
or examination. (&AL’ €l kai) But | do wonder that the multitude of so-called philosophers, who feign to be
seeking for exact and absolute certainty in things, are divided into troops and companies and propound
dogmatic conclusions widely different and often diametrically opposite not on some single chance point, but
on all points great or small, which constitute the problems which they seek to solve.” The difficulty of
interpreting aAL” el kal is illustrated by the translation of On Joseph 24, which reads in the Loeb edition ‘nay,
even if’, while the French translation by Amaldez et al. gives, in my opinion correctly, ‘si, au contraire’.

S0 also Gla ncy, Slavery in Early Christianity, 96.
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sexual relations, but when both partners consent to it they can do so for a time (though not
for too long or lack of self-control will give the devil his chance, 7:1-7). It is best for widowed
people not to remarry, but if they do not have enough self-control they should, because it is
better to marry then to burn with desire (7:8-9). Married people should not divorce, but if
their non-believing spouse wants to leave, they should let them, because God wants us to
live in peace (7:16).

Even though Paul gives many regulations regarding marriage, and significantly
advises in several instances to change one’s position, he makes the larger point that
marriage is no longer of great importance. In a passage dealing with the coming end of time,
one that will be discussed in greater detail in the next chapter, he gives the following
explanation for this:

What | mean is this, brothers, time has been shortened (0 kaLpO¢ ouVeoTEAUEVOG
éotiv), therefore from now on, those who have wives should be as though they
did not (oL €xovtec yuvaikag ¢ un €xovtec wolv), those who mourn should be as
though they were not mourning, those who rejoice as though they were not
rejoicing, those who buy as though they were not possessing, those who use the
world as though they were not overusing it, because the form of this world is
passing away (mapayel yap 0 oxfjue tod koowov tovtov). (1 Corinthians 7:29-31)

Those who have wives should live as if they do not. Marriage has only limited importance, it
is a distraction; it is a part of the world that is passing away. Paul does not advise to
withdraw from the world, but to take on a dispassionate attitude towards it, to live as if not
(o¢ m']).26 The coming end of the world relativizes all human actions. Paul places his
guidelines with regard to marital status formulated in 1 Corinthians 7 against this
background. Some Corinthian believers apparently felt the need to change their marital
status because of their new faith. Paul’s position is that the time is too short to be
concerned with the world. Believers should not withdraw from the world, but should not be
engrossed by it either.

In the paragraph which includes the passage about slaves (7:17-24), Paul gives a
general principle of conduct that he claims to decree in all communities: that everyone
should stay in the position in which they were called (ékocotov ¢ kékAnker O 0edg, oUTwg
TepLmateltw 7:17). He formulates and reformulates this principle and, as already noted,
illustrates it with two examples, circumcision and slaves. These examples reflect the
divisions named in the baptismal formula. The overarching subject of marriage and celibacy
deals with male and female, while the two examples deal with the division between Jew and
Greek (through circumcision), and slave and free. The relative importance of these social
distinctions is denied in each case.

This denial comes most explicitly in the matter of circumcision, of which Paul says
that it means nothing:

*In chapter | of this study, the importance of eschatology for Paul’s understanding of the cosmos and the
community is examined. According to Edward Adams, Paul here ‘moves, for the moment, beyond the issue on
hand and speaks to the Corinthian community at large, urging the whole church to adopt a more avowedly
apocalyptic outlook on life in the world’ (Constructing the World: A Study in Paul's Cosmological Language
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark 2000) 131.
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Was a man already circumcised when he was called (mepLtetunuévog Tig éxinon)?
He should not become uncircumcised (un émLomaodw). Was a man uncircumcised
when he was called (¢v dkpoPuotie kékAntal Tic)? He should not be circumcised
(un TmepLteurésbw). Circumcision is nothing and uncircumcision is nothing
(TepLToun 00GEV €0TLY Kol M GkpoPuotioe o0dEV éativ). Keeping God's commands
is what counts (&AA& tTMpnoLg €vtoAdv Oeod.). (1 Corinthians 7:18-19)

Paul employs circumcision as a clear example illustrating that you should stay as you are.
There is no need to circumcise, or to undo your circumcision, because it is simply irrelevant.
So how does the situation of slaves illustrate the principle of staying as you are?

As just seen, most slaves were not in a position to change their situation.
Furthermore, those slaves who could change their status were told by Paul to go ahead and
do so. He thus seems to make an exception to his own principle, just as he does for several
situations relating to marital status, as noted above. The manner in which he employs the
example of slaves takes him from the rule ‘do not change’, to the consolation ‘you do not
need to change’. Rather than advise slaves to stay as they are, Paul encourages them by
saying that ‘in Christ’ their position has already changed. All this suggests that it is not the
aptitude of the comparison which led Paul to use the categories slave and free as an
illustration of the principle, but rather that its association with marriage and circumcision, as
related social categories that underwent a major change in light of the coming end time. We
can conclude from Paul’s message to slaves in 1 Corinthians that he apparently thought
slaves might be concerned about their situation, but that he felt there was no need for this.
In relation to Christ, slave and free were in a similar situation.

1.2 As a Brother: Paul’s Letter to Philemon

We now turn to our second text in Paul’s letters that discusses slave and free. Unlike the
previous passage, this text is not addressed to slaves, but rather to a slave owner, and
discusses a single slave. The letter to Philemon has played an important role in the debate
about Paul’s attitude towards slavery and has, like the passage from 1 Corinthians discussed
above, been read both as a confirmation of slavery and as a challenge to a slave holder, in
advising him to set his slave free.? In this letter, Paul writes to Philemon, a man with whom
he is personally acquainted, about the latter’s slave, Onesimus. Even though the message of
the letter seems intended for Philemon only, and speaks to a singular ‘you’ almost
exclusively, it is also addressed by name to two others, Apphia and Archippus, and to the
community that meets in Philemon’s house. The letter contains a plea by Paul on behalf of
Onesimus, although what it is that Paul asks of Philemon is not immediately evident, nor is it
clear what the situation is exactly between Onesimus and Philemon. Paul hints that

%’ The letter continues to attract a great deal of scholarly interest, with no apparent consensus in sight. To
name just a few recent publications: Joseph A. Marchal, ‘The Usefulness of an Onesimus: The Sexual Use of
Slaves and Paul's Letter to Philemon’, Journal of Biblical Literature 130/4 (2011), 749-770; D. Francois Tolmie
and Alfred Friedl (eds.), Philemon in Perspective: Interpreting a Pauline Letter, (Berlin: De Gruyter 2010); Scott
S. Elliott, “Thanks, but no Thanks’: Tact, Persuasion, and the Negotiation of Power in Paul’s Letter to
Philemon’, New Testament Studies 57 (2010), 51-64. Recent summaries of the history of interpretation of
Philemon can be found in D. Francois Tolmie, ‘Tendencies in the Research on the Letter to Philemon’, in
Philemon in Perspective: Interpreting a Pauline Letter, D. Francois Tolmie and Alfred Friedl (eds.), (Berlin: De
Gruyter 2010), 1-28, and in Byron, Recent Research, 116-137.
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something has happened between them, but the details remain obscure. Whatever the plea
to Philemon was, the fact that the letter is addressed to a larger group of people probably
means that Paul intended there to be some public scrutiny of Philemon’s reaction.?®

Many scenarios have been offered to explain the history behind this letter. It has
proven tempting to speculate about the developments that shaped the triangle formed by
Paul, the slave Onesimus and his master Philemon, and we will look at several of these
scholarly reconstructions below. Yet while much of this conjecture has focused on what
happened between Onesimus and Philemon, the crucial event triggering the letter occurred
between Onesimus and Paul. As Paul writes in verse 10: ‘I appeal to you for my child, whom
| have begotten while in chains, Onesimus’. Although it is unclear how Paul and Onesimus
ended up in the same location, it is evident that during the time that they were together,
Onesimus came to accept Paul’s message of faith in Christ. It is this change in Onesimus, his
joining in the faith that Paul and Philemon already shared, that motivated the letter and
that colours Paul’s perspective on the past, the present and the future, as expressed in it. In
this section we will explore this letter, and try to see what it tells us about Paul’s attitude
towards slave and free.

1.2.1 The Change: No Longer as a Slave
Paul begins the letter with praise for Philemon. He gives thanks for the love and faith that
Philemon has for Jesus and for all believers (mavtag toug iyloug, 4-5). He speaks of the joy
and encouragement he has had from Philemon’s love, and how Philemon has refreshed the
hearts of the believers (te omAayyve t@dv ayiwv, 7). Several of the words Paul uses in
flattering Philemon, such as love (&yamm), heart (omAayyve) and brother (d8eAdoc), return in
the appeal to him that follows. With his opening paragraph, Paul sets the tone for the letter
and with his praise for Philemon, makes it more difficult for him to refuse his request.29

The introduction of Paul’s request signals a change in tone: ‘Therefore, even though |
am bold enough in Christ to command you to do what is fitting (to0 avfikov), | rather appeal
to you through love’ (8-9). Even though Paul feels he is in a position to tell Philemon what to
do, he rather chooses to ask him. Paul asserts his authority over Philemon, but does not
overtly capitalise on it. He asks Philemon to do ‘what is appropriate’, ‘what is fitting’ (to
avijkor). Though we do not yet know what it is that Paul asks, it is not something he
presents as exceptional, or unusual, but as something the circumstances demand. In using
the term t0 dvfikov Paul suggests that Philemon is asked to do something that would be
appropriate for anyone in his situation.

Paul then comes to his reason for writing the letter, and | will quote this part of the
letter in full:

| appeal to you for my son, whom | have begotten while in chains, Onesimus, he
was once useless to you but is now useful to you and me, | am sending him back

%% Chris Frilingos notes that the letters' multiple recipients and the plural used in the closing request and
benediction indicate that this epistle was read aloud to Philemon and the household ekklesia: ‘The stage is set:
Will Philemon publicly deny the apostolic prisoner's plea?’ (Chris Frilingos, “'For My Child, Onesimus": Paul and
Domestic Power in Philemon’, Journal of Biblical Literature 119/1 (2000), 91-104, 99).

*® Ernst Wendland gives a detailed analysis of the form of the letter in relation to its rhetorical purpose (“You
Will Do Even More Than | Say”: On the Rhetorical Function of Stylistic Form in Philemon’, in Philemon in
Perspective: Interpreting a Pauline Letter, D. Francois Tolmie and Alfred Friedl (eds.), (Berlin: De Gruyter 2010),
79-112.
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to you, that is, my own heart. | would have liked to keep him with me, so that on
your behalf he could serve me, in chains for the gospel, but | wanted to do
nothing without your consent, so that your goodness might not be by compulsion
but voluntary. For perhaps he was separated for a short time, so that you might
have him back for ever, no longer as a slave, but as more than a slave, as a
beloved brother, especially for me, how much more for you, both in the flesh and
in the Lord (taye yop Sue tobto éxwplodn mpog Wpav, Tva alwvior adtov améxng,
OUKETL ¢ S0DAOV GAAL UTEp S0DAOV, AOEAPOV GyamnTOV, LaALOTE €uol, TOOW &€
paAlov ool kel €v oapkl kol €v kupiw.). If then you count me as a partner,
receive him as you would me. And if he has wronged you or owes you anything,
put that on my account. |, Paul, am writing with my own hand, | will repay; not to
mention that you owe me your very self besides. Yes, brother, let me have some
benefit from you in the Lord, refresh my heart in Christ. (Philemon 10-20)

Paul writes that Onesimus has become his son in prison. The phrase he uses, that he has
‘begotten him’ (6v éyévvnon), undoubtedly refers to Onesimus being converted by Paul. Paul
uses the metaphor of fatherhood several times in his letters, to describe his relationship
with those who have accepted his message about Christ (cf. 1 Corinthians 4:15; Philippians
2:22; 1 Thessalonians 2:11). This is the news that the letter brings to Philemon: while
Onesimus was away, he has become a believer, just like Philemon himself is. Paul continues
with a pun on Onesimus’ name: he was once useless and now useful to both of us (11). The
name Onesimus, a name frequently used for slaves, meant ‘useful’. | do not think there is
any need to speculate on whether Onesimus was a useless slave, as some commentators
do.*® What has made him useful in Paul’s eyes is most likely the simple fact of his
conversion, which has turned him into a member of the community. As a non-believer he
was useless, his faith has made him useful to Paul.

Paul is now sending Onesimus back, presumably with this letter. The fact that Paul
writes to Philemon about the future of Onesimus is in itself an acknowledgement of
Philemon’s authority as a slaveholder, over his slave. Yet Paul undermines this authority by
suggesting that he could have kept Onesimus without Philemon’s consent, but chose not to.
Even though he would have liked to have kept Onesimus with him (13), to serve him on
Philemon’s behalf, he does not want to force this good deed on Philemon (14, kota
avayknv). Paul apparently wants to present his authority as a leader in the religious
community as overriding Philemon’s social authority as a master.

Perhaps, Paul says, Onesimus was separated for a time from Philemon, so that he
might have him back forever, but now under different circumstances. Philemon is
encouraged to see the loss of his slave in a positive light: he has been away, but has come

¥ see e.g. John M.G. Barclay, ‘Paul, Philemon and the Dilemma of Christian Slave-Ownership’, New Testament
Studies 37 (1991), 161-186, 164. Tobias Nicklas believes, however, that the word is used ‘ad absurdum’, given
the framing statements about a child-parent relationship (Tobias Nicklas, ‘The Letter to Philemon: A Discussion
with J. Albert Harrill’, in Paul’s World, Stanley E. Porter, (ed.), (Leiden: Brill 2008), 201-220, 218). Joseph
Marchal has recently suggested that Paul refers here to the sexual usefulness of Onesimus: ‘Paul’s
characterization of Onesimus in Philemon could have been translated as “good for intercourse” rather than
simply “useful”. According to Marchal this is a ‘condescending and chilling turn of phrase’ (Marchal, ‘The
Usefulness of an Onesimus’, 761-762). The main objection to this reading, apart from the incompatibility of
Paul’s sexual ethic with the sexual use of slaves or with sex between men, is that it requires us to accept that
Onesimus was somehow not ‘good for intercourse’ previously, but has become a useful sex object for both
Paul and Philemon now that he has accepted Paul’s message about Christ.
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back as a brother. In this verse, Paul comes closest to defining the new relationship between
Onesimus and Philemon and the change this required from Philemon especially: ‘no longer
as a slave but as more than a slave, as a beloved brother, especially to me, how much more
to you, both in the flesh and in the Lord.” Onesimus comes back no longer as a slave (oUkétL
w¢ dobAov), but, because of his conversion, as a brother (d6eApov). Paul does not give any
special reason for this change; it is simply another way of saying that Onesimus has become
a believer. As Philemon has not been a witness to this event, it is Paul who has to give him
this news in the letter.

This verse about Onesimus and Philemon as brothers is the crucial one for our
examination of the letter in light of the baptismal formula. That Onesimus is now no longer
a slave, but has become Philemon’s brother in the Lord has strong similarities to Paul’s claim
in 1 Corinthians that slaves are freed and free people are slaves of Christ (1 Corinthians
7:22), and to the baptismal saying that there is ‘neither slave nor free’ in Christ. All these
statements connect a change in the status of slave and free, particularly a denial of slave
status, to belonging to Christ.>!

Paul goes on to encourage Philemon to receive Onesimus as he would Paul (17
mpooAafBod adtov w¢ éué) if he considers Paul a kowvwrdc. This is a term used for a partner or
co-worker (as used of Titus in 2 Corinthians 8:23), synonymous with the word used for
Philemon in the introduction (ouvepydc). Paul brings Onesimus to his own social level, that of
a colleague and a guest, and urges Philemon to treat him accordingly. Just as a brother, a
guest stands at the opposite end of the social spectrum from a slave.*” For a slave to be
treated as a guest in the house of his master would be a complete turnaround.

Verse 18 indicates that something had occurred before Onesimus left Philemon: ‘if
he has wronged you or owes you anything’ (el & tL Ndiknoév oe 7| o0peirer). However, Paul
does not dwell on what happened or whether Onesimus was at fault. Again, he places
himself between them, showing his strong personal bond with Onesimus. Just as he
transferred his own credit with Philemon to Onesimus in the previous verse, he now takes
on all of Onesimus’ debt: ‘put that on my account’ (todto éuol €AAdya). Paul can safely make
this grand gesture since he considers Philemon to be deeply in his debt already, as he points
out in a not very subtle way: ‘not to mention that you owe me your very self’. Perhaps to
compensate for this damage to Philemon’s pride, Paul follows with a joke, ‘let me have
some benefit from you in the Lord’ (€Y cov dvaiuny), ‘refresh my heart’ (Gvamavody pov T
omAayyve). The first clause contains another play on Onesimus’ name, this time hinting at

3 Unique to this passage is the notion of ‘brothers in the flesh’. The exact meaning of the term ‘flesh’ here is
difficult to establish (on the meaning and use of the term flesh in Paul, see Dunn, Theology of Paul, 62-70).
According to Dunn, it is used here as the weaker realm, in contrast to a superior mode of being, ‘not merely “in
the flesh” but, more importantly, “in the Lord” (Theology of Paul, 64). Some scholars suggest that the use of
the term is part of Paul’s veiled appeal to Philemon to manumit Onesimus (So e.g. Harrill, Slaves in the New
Testament, 14; G. Francois Wessels, ‘The Letter to Philemon in the Context of Early Christianity’ in Philemon in
Perspective: Interpreting a Pauline Letter, D. Francois Tolmie and Alfred Friedl (eds.), (Berlin: De Gruyter 2010),
143-168, 164-165). Others assume that there is some form of kinship between Onesimus and Philemon,
whether as brothers (Allen Dwight Callahan, Embassy of Onesimus: The letter of Paul to Philemon (Valley
Forge: Trinity Press International, 1997, 50) or in a wider ethnic sense (Sechrest, A Former Jew, 132).

32 Craig S. de Vos, ‘Once a slave, always a slave? Slavery, Manumission and Relational Patterns in

Paul’s Letter to Philemon’, Journal for the Study of the New Testament 82 (2001) 89-105, 103. De Vos argues
that in asking for this turnaround, Paul asks for a far greater change than manumission would have
constituted.
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the usefulness of Philemon. The second phrase uses the word heart, which can be seen as
another reference to Onesimus, whom Paul has called his heart earlier in the letter (in verse
12).

Again this passage illustrates how the social realities, in this case Onesimus’ debt to
Philemon, and whatever took place before Onesimus left, are irrelevant for Paul in the light
of their relationship through their shared faith. Philemon is reminded that, since he owes his
life and his faith to Paul, he is not in a position to go against Paul’s wishes and claim what
may he may well see as his right as a slave owner.

Paul closes the letter with a positive assertion that his plea for Onesimus will be
successful: ‘confident of your obedience, knowing that you will do even more than I ask’ (21
[lemolbwg Tf UTakof) oovu, €ldwg OTL kal UTEP & A€yw Toinoelg). Having started with an
appeal rather than a command (8-9), he now changes his tone and ends speaking
confidently of obedience.

Some commentators have suggested that by saying he is confident Philemon will do
‘even more’ than he asked (verse 21), Paul was in fact hinting at manumission and was
asking Philemon to free Onesimus.® Yet manumission in itself would not necessarily have
changed the relationship between Onesimus and Philemon in a fundamental way, or made
them equal in any sense. As Paul’s wordplay in 1 Corinthians 7 suggests, a freed slave would
not be equal to a free person. Rather, slave and free approach equality when slaves become
freed and the free slaves. As outlined in connection with this passage (1 Corinthians 7:21-
22), a freed slave would usually continue to serve his or her master, under similar
circumstances. In many cases, a contract would be drawn up, specifying the obligations of
the freed slave to the former master. Former masters still had the right to control and
punish their freed slave. Paul’s understanding of what manumission would mean for
Onesimus would have been along these lines. Craig De Vos concludes based on these
considerations that Paul was not concerned with a structural and legal change, as this would
not have made a difference in itself, but only with a change in the relationship between
Philemon and Onesimus and their perception of each other.>* This change was far greater
than any legal change could have been.

However, what the passage from 1 Corinthians 7 also shows is that Paul does
consider manumission an improvement for slaves, since he urges slaves to take the
opportunity to become free, should it arise. One could ask whether he would have wanted
less for his child, Onesimus. | do agree with De Vos that the major change in Onesimus’
situation would not have come from Philemon manumitting him, but from Philemon seeing
him as a brother, and a guest, rather than a slave. To get a fuller picture of the implications
of the letter for Paul’s attitude towards slaves, we will now turn to the various
interpretations that have been offered of the letter’s origin and purpose.

1.2.2 If He Owes You Anything: The History of Onesimus and Philemon

As noted at the start of this section, several hypotheses exist about the events leading up to
the letter. Since Paul only gives some vague hints about what occurred, various scenarios
can be put forward. This vagueness is no doubt partly due to the fact that those involved

¥350 e.g. Harrill, Slaves in the New Testament, 14; James D.G. Dunn, The Epistles to the Colossians and to
Philemon: A Commentary on the Greek Text (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 1996), 345; Peter Stuhlmacher, Der Brief
an Philemon (Zurich: Benziger Verlag 1981), 53-54.

* De Vos, ‘Once a slave’, 104.
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already knew the relevant circumstances. Apart from that, it most likely also results from
their relative unimportance for Paul. His interest throughout the letter is with the future,
not the past. Paul wants Philemon to accept Onesimus as a brother, since he is now a fellow
believer, and does not wish to dwell on what happened before. Yet the question whether
Onesimus was a runaway slave, whether he was sent to Paul or came looking for him for
some form of mediation, continues to occupy scholarship on the letter and has important
consequences for establishing Paul’s ideas about slaves and slavery.35

The traditional view that Onesimus was a runaway slave is still supported in recent
scholarship.® However, in a detailed examination of those verses in the letter most
frequently cited both in favour and against the idea that Onesimus was a runaway slave,
Brook Pearson concludes that the text does not give conclusive support to either
interpretation. Both sides read their own presuppositions back into the text.>’ Pearson
unfortunately does not discuss Paul’s rather relaxed attitude towards keeping Onesimus
with him, or sending him back to Philemon. Paul writes that even though he would have
liked to keep Onesimus with him, he does not want to do anything without Philemon’s
consent (13-14). The fact that Paul felt that there was no urgent need to send Onesimus
back, makes it unlikely that he considered him to be a runaway slave in any legal sense.

Harbouring a runaway slave was considered a serious crime, which would make Paul
liable to severe punishment had he been doing so0.*® According to Moses Finley,

‘fugitive slaves are almost an obsession in the sources. Slaveowners did not suffer
such a loss of property lightly. They sought help from friends and associates, they

*In his study of slaves in the New Testament, Albert Harrill identifies a fourth reconstruction, the idea that
Onesimus was not a slave but a brother of Philemon (Harrill, Slaves in the New Testament, 6). This hypothesis,
as most recently brought forward by Callahan, has been shown to be highly speculative by Harrill himself as
well as by Stanley Stowers (J. Albert Harrill, ‘Book Review: Embassy of Onesimus: The Letter of Paul to
Philemon’, The Catholic Biblical Quarterly 60 (1998), 757-759, 758; Stanley K. Stowers, ‘Paul and Slavery: A
Response’, Semeia 83/84 (1998), 295-311, 303). Harrill himself made the suggestion that the letter is in fact a
‘journeyman apprentice’ contract, in which Paul asked Philemon to let Onesimus become his apprentice for
service in the gospel. As such, according to him, it demonstrates ‘Paul’s participation and deep implication in
ancient slavery.” However, Tobias Nicklas has rightly criticised this idea. The commercial language used by Paul
in most cases relates not to Onesimus, but rather to Philemon (Nicklas ‘The Letter to Philemon’, 201-220).
Scott S. Elliott recently offered an ‘intentionally playful reading’, suggesting that Paul writes the letter to reject
Philemon’s attempt to become his patron by sending him his slave Onesimus (Elliott, ‘Thanks but no Thanks’,
51-64).

*® Recent supporters of the traditional view include Glancy, who considers it ‘somewhat more convincing than
the proposal that the church or the slaveholder sent Onesimus to Paul’ (Glancy, Slavery in Early Christianity,
91) and Markus Barth and Helmut Blanke, who start their commentary on the first page by summing up the
presupposition of the letter as: ‘a pagan slave called Onesimus has run away from his master, Philemon’
(Markus Barth and Helmut Blanke, The Letter to Philemon: A New Translation with Notes and Commentary
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 2000), 1). Harrill concludes that the runaway slave hypothesis ‘looks more and more
to be a fiction of Pauline interpreters’ (Harrill, Slaves in the New Testament, 7).

*" Brook W.R. Pearson, ‘Assumptions in the Criticism and Translation of Philemon’, in Translating the Bible:
Problems and Prospects, Stanley E. Porter and Richard S. Hess (eds.), (Sheffield : Sheffield Academic Press
1999), 253-280, 254-255. Pearson focuses on the views of John Nordling for the traditional view (John G.
Nordling, ‘Onesimus Fugitivus: A Defense of the Runaway Slave Hypothesis in Philemon’, Journal for the Study
of the New Testament 41 (1991), 97-119) and John Knox and Sara Winter for the alternative hypothesis (John
Knox, Philemon among the Letters of Paul (London: Collins, 1959); Sara C. Winter, ‘Paul’s Letter to Philemon’,
New Testament Studies 33 (1987), 1-15).

38 Patterson, Slavery and Social Death, 269.
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offered rewards by public advertisement, they consulted oracles, astrologers and
dream interpreters, they appealed to the public authorities and they engaged
professional ‘slave-catchers’ (fugitivarii), known in the Roman world, at any rate
from the late Republic.’®

Paul would hardly have written so lightly that he would have liked to keep Onesimus, if this
was what he faced. Nor does it seem likely that Paul would say that Onesimus ‘was
separated’ from Philemon, using a passive tense (¢xwpiodn, verse 15) if Onesimus had in fact
run away.

The background story that seems to make most sense of all the small clues in Paul’s
letter is that Paul served as a mediator for Onesimus. An analogous letter from Pliny the
Younger to his friend Sabinianus is often seen as support for this hypothesis.*’ Pliny wrote
the letter on behalf of Sabinianus’ freedman, who had come to Pliny to find help. A few lines
from this letter can illustrate the similarities as well as the differences between both cases:

Your freedman with whom you said you were angry has been with me; he threw
himself at my feet and clung to me with as much submission as he could have
done at yours. (...) in short, he convinced me by his whole behavior, that he
sincerely repents of his fault. (...) | know you are angry with him, and | know too,
it is not without reason; but mercy is never more worthy of praise then when
there is the justest cause for anger. (....) Allow something to his youth, to his
tears, and to your own gentle disposition: do not make him uneasy any longer,
and | will add too, do not make yourself so; for a man of your kindness of heart
cannot be angry without feeling great uneasiness.

| am afraid that if | add my prayers to this, | would seem to be compelling you
rather than asking you to forgive him. Yet | will do it and in the strongest terms
since | have rebuked him very sharply and severely, warning him that | will never
intercede for him again. Although it was proper to say this to him, in order to
frighten him, it was not intended for your hearing. | may possibly have the
occasion to again intercede for him and obtain your forgiveness if the error is one
which is suitable for my intercession and your pardon.**

There are fascinating similarities in style and rhetoric between Pliny and Paul. Pliny, for
example, says that if he added his prayers, he would seem to be compelling rather than
asking for forgiveness. He then goes ahead and does put full pressure on Sabinianus. Paul
makes the same distinction between asking and forcing, but chooses a different tactic,
saying that he could command Philemon, but rather appeals (verses 8-9). Pliny writes down

** Moses Finley, Ancient Slavery and Modern Ideology (London: Chatto and Windus 1980 100). In their
commentary, Barth and Blanke imagine Roman agents snooping around, about to discover Onesimus’ true
status as a runaway and to transport him back in chains. They do not seem to feel any incongruity between the
presence of such slave catchers and Paul’s lack of urgency in his statements about keeping or sending
Onesimus (The Letter to Philemon, 363).

%0 Pliny the Younger, Ep. 9.21, mediation is suggested among others, see e.g. Dunn, The Epistle to the
Colossians and to Philemon, 334-335; Peter Arzt-Grabner, ‘How to Deal with an Onesimus? Paul’s Solution
within the Frame of Ancient Legal and Documentary Sources’, in Philemon in Perspective: Interpreting a
Pauline Letter, D. Francois Tolmie and Alfred Friedl (eds.), (Berlin: De Gruyter 2010), 113-142, 134.

* Translation Stanley K. Stowers, Letter Writing in Greco-Roman Antiquity (Philadelphia: The Westminster
Press 1986), 160.
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what he has said to the freedman, adding that this was not intended for Sabinianus’
hearing. Paul uses a similar trick when he writes ‘not to mention that you owe me your very
self’ (in verse 19). Both authors manipulate their addressees, saying things while pretending
not to say them.

Of course we do not know to what extent what actually occurred between
Sabinianus and his freedman was similar to what happened between Philemon and
Onesimus. It is interesting to see that while Pliny uses the freedman's tears and repentance
to soften Sabinianus’ feelings, Paul does not refer to Onesimus’ feelings about the incident
at all. Neither does Paul tell Philemon that he has rebuked Onesimus, or warned him, as
Pliny does. Paul is remarkably uninterested in Onesimus’ part in the affair.

Harrill dismisses the similarities between these two letters, and with it the
‘intercession’ hypothesis, because of these differences in attitude. ‘Why does Paul not scold
and rebuke Onesimus for leaving the household without permission, why such different
tone from PIiny?’42 | believe, however, that the difference in tone does not necessarily stem
from a different situation, but rather from a different perspective on the relationship
between slave, or freedman, and master. As noted in the reading of the letter above, Paul
shows a consistent disregard for the social realities involved. Any debt or wrongdoing has
become irrelevant since they are now all brothers in the Lord. If the letter is indeed an
attempt to mediate between Philemon and Onesimus, then Paul’s mediation strategy is
based on Onesimus’ conversion. Because he has become a believer, his relationship to
Philemon has undergone a fundamental change, making any previous history indeed a thing
of the past. If we can pinpoint the content of Paul’s plea, it would have to be that Philemon
accepts the consequences of Onesimus’ faith, receives him back accordingly and lets the
past rest.

Paul’s lack of interest in these past events hinders the attempts of scholars to
reconstruct them. More importantly, it signals the relative unimportance of these events for
Paul and his focus on the future. While the suggestion that Onesimus was a runaway slave
does not hold, there is no way of knowing exactly how Onesimus ended up with Paul. Nor is
it very important for our purposes. What matters is what happened after Onesimus came to
Paul. The way Paul describes the consequences of Onesimus’ change of faith for the latter’s
relationship with Philemon and with Paul himself shows a remarkable similarity with his
other statements about slaves. As Tobias Nicklas puts it, ‘the letter to Philemon could be
understood as an explication of Gal 3:26-29 into a concrete case; it could also be seen as a
“translation” of the fundamental idea of the church as “Christ’s body” (1 Cor 12:12-13) into
everyday life’.** We could add that it also chimes with the idea expressed in 1 Corinthians 7
that slaves are freed in the Lord, while those who are free are slaves of Christ (1 Corinthians
7:21-22). Of course, the case of Onesimus is a special one, in which Paul was obviously
personally involved. We do not know how much of Paul’s request was specific to this
situation. What does become clear from this letter, however, is that the change from slave
to brother upon becoming a believer is not substantiated by Paul, it is simply a given.

* Ha rrill, Slaves in the New Testament, 11.
* Nicklas ‘The Letter to Philemon’, 220.
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1.3 Slaves and Sexual Ethics: The Boundaries of the Pauline
Community

The two texts discussed so far both deal explicitly with slaves and as we have seen, show a
certain affinity with the claim that in Christ there is ‘neither slave nor free’. We now turn to
a third text which has recently been put forward as also having to do with slaves, even if a
direct reference is lacking in the text.

In her recent work on slavery in early Christianity, Jennifer Glancy has posed some
interesting questions about the position of slaves in the Pauline community, particularly
when it comes to sexuality.** While she generally focusses on how Paul’s sexual ethic would
have created an obstacle for the participation of slaves in the community, since slaves did
not control their own bodies or have definitive say over their sexual behaviour, Glancy also
raises the possibility that Paul, in one particular passage, not only condones the sexual use
of slaves, but even prescribes it.

1.3.1 Slaves as a Neutral Vessel? The Question of 1 Thessalonians 4:4

Glancy suggests that Paul advises masters, as part of his instructions to stay away from
porneia, to use slaves as a ‘morally neutral’ sexual outlet in 1 Thessalonians 4:4. In this
notoriously difficult passage, Paul’s use of the rather vague term skeuos has led to a number
of interpretations, to which Glancy adds the possibility that the term skeuos, or ‘vessel’,
refers to a slave. Paul’s advice would then be to use a slave as a sexual object:

For you know what instructions we gave you through the Lord Jesus. Because this
is the will of God, your sanctification: that you abstain from porneia (totto yap
€otTLY BéANUa ToD BeoD, O ayLaopog DAY, améxeobul Vdc amo thc Topreleg); that
each one of you knows how to obtain your skeuos in holiness and honour (ei&évoL
€kooTov DUV TO €outod okeDog KTaobol €V ayleowe kel TLuf)) not with lustful
passion, like the gentiles who do not know God (un év mafer émbuuiag kabamep
Kol To €0um T un eldota Tov Bedv). (1 Thessalonians 4: 2-5)

The basic meaning of the word skeuos is a ‘vessel’ or ‘implement of any kind’, a ‘utensil’
(LSJ), particularly an object that one can put something in. Given this general meaning, it
does not seem impossible that skeuos could be used to denote a slave, though such a
meaning is not attested. Two translations have generally been put forward in the context of
this verse: skeuos is either interpreted to refer to one’s own body, or to a wife.*> When

* Jennifer A. Glancy, ‘Obstacles to Slaves’ Participation in the Corinthian Church’, Journal of Biblical Literature,
117/3 (1998), 481-501; Glancy, Slavery in Early Christianity, 49-70. Glancy’s ideas have been taken up by
Joseph Marchal and applied to the letter to Philemon, with rather unfortunate consequences, see above nt.
26.

* The interpretation ‘wife’ is preferred e.g. by Abraham Malherbe, Traugott Holtz, Matthias Konradt and Larry
Yarbrough, primarily on the basis of the meaning of the verb ktacbuL (Abraham J. Malherbe, The Letters to the
Thessalonians (New York: Doubleday 2000); Traugott Holz, Der Erste Brief an die Tessalonicher (Zurich:
Benziger Verlag 1990); Matthias Konradt, ‘eldéval éxkaotor LP@V 10 &outod okedog kt@obet..:. Zu Paulus’
sexualethischer Weisung in 1 Thess 4,4 f.’, Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wisseschaft und die Kunde der
Alteren Kirche 92 (2001), 128-135; O. Larry Yarbrough, Not Like the Gentiles: Marriage Rules in the Letters of
Paul (Atlanta: Scholars Press 1985), 65-76). F.F. Bruce reads ‘body’, as do e.g. Glinter Haufe, Jay E. Smith and
the NRSV (F.F. Bruce, 1 & 2 Thessalonians (Waco: Word Books 1982), 83; Giinter Haufe, Der erste Brief des
Paulus an die Thessalonicher (Leipzig: Evangelischer Verlagsanstalt 1999), 70-71; Jay E. Smith, ‘1 Thessalonians
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translating skeuos as ‘body’, the accompanying verb ktaoful is interpreted as ‘to control’,
whereas with the reading ‘wife’, the verb is taken to mean ‘to obtain’. Paul is seen to either
urge the Thessalonians to control their body, or to obtain a wife. Neither of these
interpretations obviously was ever seen to have any relevance for the position of slaves.

Glancy raises the possibility that Paul in this passage advises masters to use their
own slaves as what she calls a ‘morally neutral’ sexual outlet. Or at the very least, she
claims, his words could easily be construed by his ancient audience as advice to maintain
their honour by turning to slaves to satisfy their sexual inclinations, since ‘in the first
century, many who heard such counsel would understand it as consistent with reliance on
slaves as morally neutral sexual outlets’.*® By using the term vessel to refer to a sexual
partner, as Glancy assumes Paul is doing here, he is treating that partner not as an end, but
as a means, which would be consistent with ancient ideas about slaves, and the owners’
rights to their bodies.

Glancy’s main argument is that a first-century slave owner would not know that
there was anything wrong with using a slave sexuaIIy.47 The term porneia in itself would not
convey this meaning. Since it was self-evident that a slave owner would have sexual
relations with his own slaves, Paul would have to state explicitly that such a practice was not
acceptable, if that was his position. While he does not do so in this letter, Glancy leaves the
option open that Paul advised the Thessalonians against it previously, given that he
mentions instructions that he gave before (1 Thessalonians 4:2). Yet Glancy wonders
whether it would have been sufficient even if he had done so, since ‘an admonition to avoid
sexual contact with one’s slaves would have been sufficiently countercultural that Paul
would have done well to return explicitly to the matter when he urged the Thessalonian
Christians to contain their sexual urges'.48

Glancy posits her new interpretation as a possibility. It may be that Paul has
instructed the Thessalonians that sex between master and slave was a form of porneia, in
which case he obviously does not encourage it here. Yet according to Glancy, ‘given the
pervasive assumption in the ancient world that slaveholders had free sexual access to their
human chattel, Paul’s failure to iterate, or reiterate, a prohibition on such behaviour is
peculiar’.*® The fact that Paul would then state that obtaining a skeuos should be done in
holiness and honour does not preclude the ‘slave’ interpretation of skeuos according to
Glancy, because a man’s sexual use of his own slaves would emphatically not have violated
first-century notions of honour. Male slaves were considered to be without honour, and
female slaves without shame.”®

4:4: Breaking the Impasse’, Bulletin for Biblical Research 11 (2001), 65-105). Jouette Bassler offers a ‘modest
proposal’, suggesting that skeuos means not ‘wife’ generally, but refers specifically to the category of ‘virgin’
(Jouette M. Bassler, ‘Skeuos: A Modest Proposal for Illuminating Paul’s use of Metaphor in 1 Thessalonians
4:4', in The Social World of the First Christians: Essays in Honor of Wayne A. Meeks, L. Michael White and O.
Larry Yarbrough (eds.), (Minneapolis: Fortress Press 1995), 53-66).

46Glancy, Slavery in Early Christianity, 62.

¥ See also Finley, Ancient Slavery and Modern Ideology, 95-96. As we will see below Musonius Rufus is one of
the few ancient voices which express criticism about the sexual use of slaves, though this is motivated not by a
concern for the slave, but rather for the self-control of the master (Musonius Rufus 12, On Sexual Indulgence).

8 Glancy, Slavery in Early Christianity, 62.

9 Glancy, Slavery in Early Christianity, 62.

>0 Glancy, Slavery in Early Christianity, 62.
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With this last observation, Glancy seems to slip from exegetical open mindedness to
exegetical word play. The fact that many in the first century may have felt that there was no
dishonour in the sexual use of a slave does not mean that it is likely that Paul would refer to
this as something done ‘in honour and holiness’ (¢v ayixope kol tiuf). Glancy fails to
account for this crucial clause; the absence of honour and shame in slaves does not account
for the positive assertion of honour and holiness in their use. Moreover, Paul contrasts the
way in which the ‘you’ to which the letter is addressed, should obtain their skeuos, ‘in
holiness and honour’, from the way in which gentiles do this. Even if we take up Glancy’s
suggestion for a moment and assume that Paul’s instruction referred to slaves, the way in
which the Thessalonians should use their slaves had to be different from the way in which
gentiles do this, which is ‘with lustful passion’ (év ma@eL eémLBuuicg).

The suggestion that skeuos should be translated as ‘slave’ has therefore brought
Glancy no nearer to solving her problem. She maintains that it would be difficult for a first-
century slave owner to know what Paul expected him to do with regard to the sexual use of
slaves. If Paul’s sexual regulations prohibited this taken-for-granted practice, they would
have to explicitly say so. But if we are to understand that Paul sanctions sexual relations
between master and slave in this passage, then he apparently does so with certain
provisions. The business has to be done ‘in holiness and honour’, not ‘with lustful passion’.
What would an ancient slave owner be expected to make of that?

While it seems clear that many in the ancient world accepted a master’s right to
have sex with their slaves, this attitude is not as universal as Glancy suggests. The Stoic
philosopher Musonius Rufus disapproves of sexual relations between slave and master, and
claims that everyone knows that it is morally reprehensible:

Everyone who sins reveals himself as a less honorable person, in this category
belongs the man who has relations with his own slave-maid, a thing which some
people consider quite without blame, since every master is held to have it in his
power to use his slave as he wishes (0mep vouilovol Tivec paiiota Twg elvol
avaitiov, €mel kol Seomdtng mag adteEovoLog elval dokel O TL BovAetal ypfobot
80UAw T® €avtod). In reply to this | have just one thing to say: if it seems neither
shameful nor out of place for a master to have relations with his own slave,
particularly if she happens to be unmarried, let him consider how he would like it
if his wife had relations with a male slave. Would it not seem completely
intolerable not only if the woman who had a lawful husband had relations with a
slave, but even if a woman without a husband should have? And yet surely one
will not expect men to be less moral than women, nor less capable of disciplining
their desires, thereby revealing the stronger in judgment inferior to the weaker,
the rulers to the ruled. In fact, it behooves men to be much better if they expect
to be superior to women, for surely if they appear to be less self-controlled they
will also be baser characters. What need is there to say that it is an act of
licentiousness and nothing less for a master to have relations with a slave?
Everyone knows that. (Musonius Rufus 12, On Sexual Indulgence )**

L As quoted in Susan M. Treggiari, Roman Marriage: "lusti Coniuges" from the Time of Cicero to the Time of
Ulpian (Oxford : Clarendon Press 1991) Appendix 3, 510-511. See also Plutarch, Advice to the Bride and Groom
43-44 and Seneca, Letter 94.26: ‘You know that a man does wrong in requiring chastity of his wife while he
himself is intriguing with the wives of other men; you know that, as your wife should have no dealings with a
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Of course, Musonius Rufus’ aversion to sex between master and slave does not stem from
any concern for slaves; he simply sees it as inappropriate and a sign of lack of discipline.
Since it would be intolerable if a woman had sex with a slave, a man must also not do so. A
man surely cannot be less moral than a woman.

While the importance of Musonius Rufus for the reconstruction of ancient ideas
about sexuality and slaves has often been recognised, the relevance of a passage from one
of the Greek romances, from Chariton’s novel Chaereas and Callirhoe, has, to my
knowledge, so far not been noted. Here we find another example of the idea that sex
between a master and slave was less than civilised.

In the opening of book two of the novel, one of its main characters, the widower
Dionysius, wakes to find his slave Leonas by his bedside with good news. Leonas tells his
master excitedly about a very beautiful woman he has just bought for him. Dionysius
receives the news with mixed feelings:

Dionysius was pleased to hear of the woman’s beauty -he really was fond of
women- but not so pleased that she was a slave. He was the descendant of kings,
excelling the whole of lonia in dignity and sophistication, so he thought it beneath
him to share a slave’s bed (&mEiov koltnv Bepamaividoc). (Chariton’s novel
Chaereas and Callirhoe, 11.1)*

Although Dionysius stands in the way of the reunion of the couple that forms the novel's
heroes, he is portrayed throughout as a civilised man and his negative attitude towards
having slaves as sexual partners is presented here as part of his aristocracy.”® Of course,
obstacles need to be created in the novel to prevent Dionysius from dishonouring Callirhoe,
the heroine, by having sex with her before she is married. The author Chariton apparently
felt that it would be credible to associate nobility with a refusal to take a slave as a
concubine. This notion must therefore have been familiar to his audience, if only in the form
of a little realised ideal.

Attitudes towards the sexual use of slaves were thus not as uniform as Glancy
suggests. Two sources contemporary to Paul associate good moral character with a
rejection of sexual relations between master and slave. Musonius Rufus argues against
received opinion which did consider a master to have the power to use a slave as he wished.
The author Chariton assumes his audience understands that a civilised man might not want
to take a slave as a sexual partner. Furthermore, contemporary Jews such as Philo and
Josephus limit sexual activity to marriage, and within marriage to procreation.>* As we will
see below, Dio also objected to the exploitation of slaves in brothels. The suggestion that a
first-century slave owner could not possibly have any awareness that sex between master
and slave might be frowned upon thus seems an overstatement. For Paul to demand

lover, neither should you yourself with a mistress; and yet you do not act accordingly’ (translation Loeb via
project Guttenberg).

>* Translation by Stephen M. Trzaskoma, Two Novels from Ancient Greece: Chariton’s Callirhoe and Xenophon
of Ephesos’ An Ephesian Story: Anthia and Habrocomes (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing 2010).

> Jean Alvares points out the debate about how the character of Dionysius should be viewed. Both sides seem
to agree on his paideia, however (Jean Alvares, ‘Love, Loss, and Learning in Chariton’s “Chaireas and Callirhoe”,
The Classical World 59 (2002), 107-115, 115).

> For a discussion of the advocates of ‘procreationism’ such as Philo, Musonius and Seneca, see Gaca, The
Making of Fornication, 115, 292-296.
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abstaining from such relations was thus, though not conventional, not incomprehensible for
a contemporary audience either, but in line with certain moral attitudes. Glancy’s
suggestion that the passage could or should be read as a reference to slaves is thus not
convincing, both for internal, as well as for contextual reasons; it does not provide a
plausible reading of the passage in the context of first-century attitudes towards slaves and
sex, as it claims to do.”

1.3.2 Paul’s Sexual Ethic and the Exclusion of Slaves

Apart from her speculative suggestion that Paul advises the use of slaves in the one passage
just discussed, Glancy generally focusses on the question to what extent Paul’s notion of
porneia, and the demands he makes with regard to the sexual behaviour of believers will
have excluded slaves, given the fact that the sexual use of slaves was widespread in ancient
society. A slave owner could generally expect to use the bodies of his slaves in whatever
way he chose.”® Paul, however, urges believers to flee from porneia, or sexual misconduct,
and appears to only condone sexual relations between husband and wife. Since slaves could
often not decide for themselves whether to abide by such instructions on sexual actions,
these rules will probably have hampered their access to the community. Glancy suggests
that according to Paul’s proclamation, there may have been no distinction between slave
and free within the community, but when it came to getting in, their positions were very
different.”

While Glancy clearly raises a valid and important point, her reconstruction of the
nature of the obstacles for slave participation does present some problems. It is doubtful
whether Paul’s statements about porneia give us as much information about illicit sexual
behaviour as Glancy claims. Paul refers to sexual behaviour in various passages (e.g. Romans
1:26-28; 1 Corinthians 5:1, 9, 6:9; 1 Thessalonians 4:3-5), but the exact parameters of what
is and is not allowed remain unclear. Slaves are not explicitly mentioned in any of these
passages, nor is the sexual use of slaves condemned or condoned. Paul’s lack of specificity
appears to stem from his assumption that everyone knows what he is talking about: ‘now
the works of the flesh are obvious: porneia, impurity, licentiousness’ (Galatians 5:19). Since
Paul’s sexual ethic was probably one of the main components of his message, he can refer
to what he has told his audience when he was with them, as he does in 1 Thessalonians: For
‘vou know what instructions we gave you through the Lord Jesus’ (1 Thessalonians 4:2).
What exactly constitutes porneia, or fornication, as it is often translated, is therefore

> |f this reading is rejected, we are still left with the two interpretations of the term skeuos in 1 Thessalonians
4:4 outlined above. There is no space here to address this question in full, but | would suggest that from the
larger context of the verse, it makes most sense to see Paul’s instructions as pertaining to a person’s body.
Reading skeuos as ‘wife’ means that Paul restricts porneia here to actions that occur within marriage, since he
then opposes the holy way of having a wife with the lustful gentile way. This is difficult, both in relation to the
Jewish stereotype of gentile depravity employed here by Paul, which does not generally focus on what
happens between husband and wife, as well as with Paul’s statements about porneia and sexual misconduct
elsewhere and the actions mentioned in the vice lists that occur in his letters (Romans 1; 1 Corinthians 5;
Galatians 5). A more sweeping contrast between exercising control over one’s body and the lustful
boundlessness of gentiles makes more sense as a major point of instruction on the consequences of accepting
the new faith.

> Although there can be no doubt that women also exploited slaves sexually, | use male pronouns here, since
ancient sources that accept a master’s sexual use of slaves focus on men.

> Glancy, Slavery in Early Christianity, 70.
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difficult to establish, but it is clearly very negative. Engaging in porneia is incompatible with
belonging to Christ: ‘the body is meant not for porneia but for the Lord, and the Lord for the
body’ (1 Corinthians 6:13).

Glancy bases her view of Paul’s attitude towards sexuality on chapters 6 and 7 of 1
Corinthians. Here, Paul comes closest to an explanation of the nature of porneia:

Do you not know that your bodies are members of Christ? Should | therefore take
the members of Christ and make them members of a whore (&pag olv ta péin
100 XpLotod Towow mopvne WéAn)? Never! Do you not know that whoever is
united to a whore becomes one body with her (o0k oldate dtL 0 KOAAWDUeVOG T
TopyY v odua €otv)? For it is said, "The two shall be one flesh." But anyone
united to the Lord becomes one spirit with him. Shun porneia (®elyete v
mopvelar)! Every sin that a person commits is outside the body; but the fornicator
sins against the body itself (Tav uaptnue 0 € Towon &vlpwmog €kTdg ToD
OWUATOC €0TLY: O O¢ TopredwV €lg TO 1810V oMdue duapTaVeL).

(1 Corinthians 6:15-18)

Glancy reads the terms porneia and porne in this passage in the conventional Greek sense,
as referring to prostitution and a female prostitute respectively.58 If Paul rejects any man
having sex with a prostitute, he must surely reject the possibility of a prostitute becoming a
member of the community. Since prostitutes were often slaves, Paul’s comment about
porneia is an implicit rejection of slaves, in Glancy’s view. Even though Paul claims to include
slaves, he in fact excludes them for reasons outside their control.

Although this passage is often seen to represent Paul’s view of prostitution
specifically, this interpretation appears too limited.>® The issue which concerns Paul here is
much wider than prostitution; at stake in this section of the letter is the limit of what is
permitted for a believer: ‘All things are permissible for me (Tavta pov €ecotiv), but | will not
be dominated by anything’ (o0k éyw €Eovolaobnoopat V6 TLvog, 1 Corinthians 6:12). The
believer has power, exousia, over everything, but nothing should have exousia or power,
over him.*® Paul distinguishes sexual sin from other sin, on the grounds that it involves
someone else having power over you. He focuses on the distinction between food and sex,
and the difference between sins relating to each.

Food is trivial, and sins concerning food do not have eternal consequences. As Paul
writes, ‘Food is meant for the stomach and the stomach for food, and God will destroy both

> Glancy, Slavery in Early Christianity, 65-66.

> According to Alistair Scott May, porne ‘is a pejorative term that includes primarily the prostitute, but also
implicitly any woman who can be stereotypically denoted by sexual vice’ ('The Body for the Lord', 134); Kathy
Gaca observes of the use of the terms porneia and porne that in the LXX as well as in Paul, that the
determining factor is not that a woman is sexually promiscuous or employed in a brothel, but that she is
‘religiously promiscuous’, that she worships other gods (The Making of Fornication, 165). For the traditional
view, see e.g. Carolyn Osiek, who claims that ‘1 Cor 6:15-20 is primarily about (Christian) male customers and
prostitutes’ (Carolyn Osiek, ‘Female Slaves, Porneia, and the Limits of Obedience’, in Early Christian Families in
Context: An Interdisciplinary Dialogue, David L.B. Balch and Carolyn Osiek (eds.), (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans
2003), 255-274, 269. Even more problematic is the jump from prostitution to sacred prostitution, which some
New-Testament scholars assume to have been prevalent in Corinth, a notion now widely rejected among
historians. See Stephanie L. Budin, The Myth of Sacred Prostitution in Antiquity (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press 2008); Mary Beard and John Henderson, ‘With This Body | Thee Worship: Sacred Prostitution
in Antiquity’, Gender & history 9/3 (1997), 480-503.

60 May, The Body for the Lord, 105.
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one and the other’ (1 Corinthians 6:13a). Both have only a relative and temporal
importance; they have no power over the believer. Sexual sin, however, has far more
fundamental consequences: ‘The body is not meant for porneia, but for the Lord, and the
Lord for the body. By his power God raised the Lord from the dead, and he will raise us also’
(1 Corinthians 6:13-14). Given that the body is part of the resurrection, sexual sin, defined
by Paul as being ‘against the body’, is incompatible with the ultimate goal of being
resurrected by God. As Alistair Scott May notes in his lucid analysis of Paul’s thought on
sexuality, the body's membership of Christ is described in the same language as a sexual
union. One is either a member of the body of Christ, or of that of a whore.?! Sexual sin thus
causes the offender to break away from the body Christ, and therefore from the community
(1 Corinthians 6:15-20).

The terms porneia and porne are thus used by Paul not in the conventional Greek
sense of relating to prostitution, but in the Jewish Greek sense of sexual sin, associated with
idolatry and the idea of ‘screwing with God’.®? Breaking the rules on sexual behaviour, is
seen as rebellion against God. The word mopvedwv, ‘fornicator’, the participle of the verb
porneuo used here as a noun by Paul, clearly denotes a person committing sexual sin, not a
male prostitute.63 Becoming one with a porne does not mean having sex with a prostitute,
but is simply a way of describing porneia. What a member of the body of Christ does when
engaging in porneia, whatever form this may take, can be described as becoming one with a
porne. This action makes him a porneuoon, (0 Topvrebwv), or a pornos, a term that appears at
the top of Paul’s vice lists (Galatians 5:19; 1 Corinthians 5:9-11; 1 Corinthians 6:9). Again,
this is not a male prostitute, but a man engaged in porneia. So in fact, Paul’s discussion of
porneia as sex with a porne is tautological. The porne and the porneuoon are people
engaged in porneia. The meaning of the passage lies not in defining what constitutes
porneia, but rather in demonstrating the nature and gravity of committing it. It is different
from all other sins, especially those concerning food, because it separates the offender from
the body of Christ.

Paul is thus concerned with sexual sin in general and the related sin of idolatry,
which is pitted against more trivial sins like that relating to food. Rather than offering an
attack on prostitution, the passage in fact defines sexual sin over against other forms of sin
and illustrates the gravity of it. Since Paul does not talk about prostitution and prostitutes
here, the passage does not relate in a direct way to the issue of slaves as members of the
community. There is no sign that Paul is aware of any conflict between the sexual ethic he
proscribes and slave existence. There is no way of knowing how he responded to the
obstacles experienced by slaves. Since Paul does not distinguish between slaves and free
people when discussing sexuality, the conclusion might be that he valued sexual morality
over the participation of slaves.

Paul’s advice about marriage in the next part of the letter (1 Corinthians 7) further
restricts the possibilities for slave participation, according to Glancy. Here, Paul advises
marriage as an antidote to porneia, for those who cannot live a celibate life. Since Glancy

o1 May, The Body for the Lord, 111-113. The verb alpw, means to take up, to remove, therefore one is either
connected to one or the other.

%2 See May, The Body for the Lord, 111-113. Gaca, The Making of Fornication, 164-172.

% The term porneuon is rare before Paul. It appears in Deut 23:18 most likely in the sense of male prostitute
and also in the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs: For even though a man be a king and commit fornication
(Topvedwv), he is stripped of his kingship by becoming the slave of fornication, as | myself also suffered (4, 15).
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maintains that slaves could not legally contract a marriage, she believes that Paul ignores
their situation in his instructions. The only option open for slaves who want to act in
accordance with Paul’s guidelines, she argues, is to remain celibate, assuming they have any
control over their sexual behaviour.®

Unfortunately, Glancy assumes that the issue of marriage was a bigger obstacle for
slaves than it actually was. Even though slaves were excluded from official Roman marriage,
which was only available to citizens, slaves could and often did form legal unions. A
marriage between partners of whom at least one was enslaved, called contubernia in
Roman law, was indeed a recognised tie. Inscriptions provide ample evidence for marriages
between slaves, as well as between a slave and a freed or free person.®® As Keith Bradley
notes, ‘it cannot be doubted that slave families existed in the Roman world, or that there
was anything unusual about the fact’.?® Paul, of course does not use any legal terminology,
nor is there any reason to assume that he is referring to marriage between free citizens. He
simply writes that it is good ‘for every man to have his own wife and for every woman to
have her own husband’ (ékaotog Y €avtod yuvalke €x€Tw Kol €Kootn TOv LoLov &vdpa
éxétw, 1 Corinthians 7:2). There is no reason to assume that his description excludes
marriages between slaves, or that Paul only addresses free people when writing about
marriage.

In spite of these objections, Glancy’s notion that Paul’s regulations about sexual
behaviour excluded slaves in certain ways is well worth acknowledging. Though we have no
way of knowing how the conflict between participation of slaves in the community and their
sexual obligations at home was resolved in practice, it is likely that Paul’s sexual ethic
constituted a problem for those slaves who lived in households that were not part of the
community as a whole, or whose masters did not obey Paul’s instructions.

1.3.3 Sexual Regulations and Slave Participation in Comparison

In order to aid our understanding of Paul’s attitude towards sexual morality and slaves, it
will be helpful to compare briefly his view with that of another group which welcomed
slaves, like the Pauline communities, and also had rules pertaining to sexuality. This is a cult
group from Philadelphia in Asia Minor, devoted to deities such as Zeus and Hestia.®” An
inscription from this group, dating most likely from late second century BCE, details certain

o Glancy, Slavery in Early Christianity, 67-69.

% see e.g. Dale B. Martin, ‘Slave Families and Slaves in Families’, in Early Christian Families in Context: An
Interdisciplinary Dialogue, David L.B. Balch, and Carolyn Osiek (eds.), (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing
2003), 207-230, 210-222.

66 Bradley, Slaves and Masters in the Roman Empire, 48.

® For the text of the inscription see Franciszek Sokolowski, Lois Sacrées de I’Asie Mineure (Paris: De Boccard,
1955), 53-58 (LSA 20); Wilhelm, Dittenberger, Sylloge Inscriptionum Graecorum vol. lll. (Leipzig: Hirzel 1920)
3.985. For the dating, see Otto Weinreich, Stiftung und Kultsatzungen eines Privatheiligtums in Philadelphia in
Lydien (Heidelberg: Winters, 1919), 4, and Enzo Nardi, ‘Antiche Prescrizioni Greche di Purita Cultuale in Tema
d’Aborto’ in Eranion in Honorem Georgii S. Maridakis |, Georgios Maridakis (ed.), (Athens: Klissiuni 1963), 43-
85, 65. The inscription is discussed in relation to early Christianity by several scholars, e.g. Philip A. Harland,
Associations, Synagogues, and Congregations: Claiming a Place in Ancient Mediterranean Society
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press 2003), 30, 70; Harrill, The Manumission of Slaves, 150. For a more detailed
discussion of the sexual regulations in both groups and their consequences for slaves, see Karin B. Neutel,
‘Slaves Included? Sexual Regulations and Slave Participation in Two Ancient Religious Groups’, in Slaves, Cults
and Religions, Stephen Hodkinson and Dick Geary (eds.), (Cambridge: Cambridge Scholars Publishing 2012),
133-148.
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regulations with regard to sexuality. In both this inscription and in the letters of Paul, the
prescribed sexual norms deviate to some extent from those held in society generally. Given
the fact that the sexual use of slaves was widely accepted in ancient society, the
prescription of sexual regulations in a community comprising both slave and free members
created an inevitable contradiction. Regulations either differed for slave and for free,
thereby differentiating between members of the group; or, if the same rules were applied to
everyone, slaves who could not control their own sexual activities might be excluded from
the group for involuntarily breaking these rules. The inscription from Philadelphia is
frequently seen as a relevant analogy to early Christian communities, since men and
women, slaves and free, are all explicitly welcomed in it (the inclusion is mentioned three
times, avdpaoL kal yuvelfly €édevbépolg kol oikétalc/6ovAoLg lines 5-6, 15-16 and 53-54).
The relevance of this group for understanding slave participation and sexuality, however,
has so far gone unnoticed.

The inscription starts with the founding of the cult: a man named Dionysius received
instruction from Zeus in his sleep to open his house and establish a cult that would regularly
sacrifice there to various deities (1-15). The second paragraph (15-25) forbids members to
use spells or potions, especially those trying to interfere with reproduction. Then follow two
passages on rules for sexual behaviour of men (26-34) and women (35-50):

Apart from his own wife, a man is not to have sexual relations with another
married woman, whether free or slave, nor with a boy nor a virgin girl; nor shall
he recommend it to another (&vdpa Tapd [tNv] €avtod yuvaike ailotplay f
[ErcvBépar 1] dovANY dvdpe €xovoar un GpBepeiv). Should he connive at it with
someone, they shall expose such a person, both the man and the woman, and
not conceal it or keep silent about it. Woman and man, whoever does any of the
things written above, let him not enter this oikos. For great are the gods set up in
it: they watch over these things, and will not tolerate those who transgress the
ordinances. (LSA 20, 26-34)%®

A free woman is to be chaste (yuvoike éicvBépar ayvny elvlei) and shall not
know bed of, nor have sexual intercourse with, another man except her own
husband. But if she does have such knowledge, such a woman is not chaste, but
defiled and full of endemic pollution, and unworthy to reverence this god whose
holy things these are that have been set up. She is not to be present at the
sacrifices, nor to strike against the purifications and cleansings, nor to see the
mysteries being performed. But if she does any of these things from the time
these ordinances have come on to this inscription, she shall have evil curses from
the gods for disregarding these ordinances. For the god does not desire these
things to happen at all, nor does he wish it, but he wants obedience. The gods will
be gracious to those who obey, and always give them all good things, whatever
gods give to men whom they love. But should any transgress, they shall hate such
people and inflict upon them great punishments. (LSA 20, 35-50)

The next paragraph (51-58) names the goddess Agdistis as the guardian of the oikos and
calls upon members to touch the inscription on certain occasions, if they are confident that

® Translation (with some modifications) Stephen C. Barton, and Greg H.R. Horsley, ‘A Hellenistic Cult Group
and the New Testament Churches’ in Jahrbuch fiir Antike und Christentum 24 (1981), 7-41, 9-10.
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they have obeyed the ordinances given. These members are now described only as ‘men
and women’, without the addition ‘slave and free’.

These ordinances were placed with Agdistis, the very holy guardian and mistress
of this oikos. May she create good thoughts in men and women, free people and
slaves (avdpdor kel yuvally [EdeuBépolc kal] SovAolc), in order that they may
obey the things written here. At the monthly and annual sacrifices may those
men and women who have confidence in themselves touch this inscription on
which the ordinances of the god have been written, in order that those who obey
these ordinances and those who do not may be manifest. (LSA 20, 51-58)

Given that meetings took place in the home of Dionysius, and given the nature of the gods
who were worshipped, Zeus and Hestia, it seems likely that this group was based on an
extended household, just as some earliest Christian groups seem to have been. % Yet while
other Hellenistic household cults also had slave members, we have no evidence of any other
group that welcomed slaves in this explicit way.70

We see that the problem presented above, of having both slaves and free as
members and having regulations regarding sexuality is solved in this inscription by having
the sexual regulations differentiate between male and female and between slave and free.”*
A married man is forbidden to have sex with another married woman, a boy or a virgin girl.
But relations with unmarried women who are not virgins are apparently allowed. A free
woman (35 yuvaike €revbépar’), however, has to be chaste (cyvnv) and is not allowed to
have sex with any man apart from her husband.

The differences between men and women are not only found in the respective rules
for their behaviour, but also in the punishment on violation of the rules. The rejection of a
woman who breaks these rules is far greater than that of a man. If a man acts in conflict
with the regulations, both he and the woman he is involved with, are warned not to enter
the house, they are not tolerated by the gods. A woman who breaks the rules is considered
defiled and a source of endemic pollution (37 peplaopévny kel piooug éuduiiov mAhpn).”
Her pollution affects those around her, therefore she cannot be present at any rituals. The
gods will punish her with evil curses. Contrary to the woman illicitly involved with a man, the
man involved with a married woman is not included in any form of punishment.

As we see in line 35, it is the free woman who has to be chaste and pure. Enslaved
women are explicitly excluded from these particular rules. They are not required to be
chaste, their status apparently does not affect the entire community, as the impurity of free
women does. The restrictions laid down for men do allow them to have sex with slaves, as
long as these slaves are not married or children (26-28). Though female slaves are members,

% Stanley Stowers analyses the gods mentioned in the inscription in relation to the household, and concludes
that ‘nothing is more typical of the religion of the Greek oikos than Zeus and Hestia’. (Stowers, ‘A Cult from
Philadelphia’, 288).

’® For other associations based on the household, see Harland, Associations, Synagogues, 30.

" The inclusion formula has led to some far reaching conclusions by commentators: Meeks considers this
inclusion as a sign that ‘in some cultic associations the ordinary social roles were disregarded’ (Meeks, ‘The
Image of the Androgyne’, 169). Harrill suggests that ‘in its membership and access to religious participation,
this cultic association disregarded the ordinary, hierarchical social roles of male and female, slave and free’
(Harrill, The Manumission of Slaves, 150).

2 0n the unusual view here, that the pollution would be permanent, see Robert Parker, Miasma: Pollution and
Purification in Early Greek Religion (Oxford: Oxford University Press 1983), 325.
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the community as a whole is not affected by their behaviour. Even though male slaves are
not explicitly excluded from the regulations, the same applies to them in many ways. The
rules suppose control over one’s choice in sexual partners, but a male slave could not reject
a married woman if she was his master, nor was he free to choose an enslaved partner.

Perhaps it is relevant for the position of slaves within this association that when the
members are called upon to touch the inscription in order to show their obedience, that
only ‘men and women’ (56-57 &vépec Te kal Yyuveikec) are summoned to touch the
inscription at the monthly and annual sacrifices. If the ordinances on sexuality apply only to
men and free married women, the fact that ‘free and slave’ is not added in this case may
reflect something about the position of slaves within the group. Perhaps slaves did not take
part in touching the inscription and could not in this way demonstrate that they were
members of the group.

Even though the exact meaning of porneia is not always clear in Paul’s letters, as
noted above, a comparison with the regulations given in this inscription does bring certain
characteristics to light. According to Glancy, ‘we do not have sufficient evidence to
determine whether the sexual obligations of slaves were an obstacle to their participation in
the Christian community, or whether, like others in the first century, Paul and the churches
regarded some sexual activity as morally neutral’.”® The inscription from Philadelphia shows
what the resulting regulations could be when conventional ideas about the status of women
are accepted and sex with slaves is seen as neutral. Free women are set apart as chaste and
carry the weight of the purity of the community. No such a distinction is made by Paul.

Of course, just like the Philadelphian text, Paul’s regulations presuppose authority
over one’s own body and sexual conduct. But while the rules in Philadelphia are limited to
those who have such authority, Paul apparently applies them to all members without
exception. Slaves who were part of a household that belonged to a Pauline community
could follow the rules as long as their owners did. For these owners Paul’s ethic probably
constituted quite a change. Yet slaves who lived in households that did not belong to the
Pauline community may not always have been able to comply with Paul’s rules.

In both the Pauline groups and the Philadelphia cult, the attitude towards slaves
deviated from general culture, and, to some extent, challenged the prevailing absolute
dominance of free over slave. It is clear that having both slave and free members, while at
the same time having a strict sexual code, posed a contradiction. In Philadelphia, female
slaves could not affect the group’s purity and therefore did not have to abide by any rules
regarding sexual actions. Paul did not set free women apart as pure, but applied the same
rules to men and women without reference to slavery. Just like the Philadelphian text,
Paul’s regulations presuppose authority over one’s own body and sexual conduct. This may
have created difficulty for those slaves whose masters placed sexual demands on them.

In Philadelphia, female slaves did not belong to the community on the same terms as
free women, because the former could not affect the purity of the group; their behaviour
was irrelevant. Paul, on the other hand, actually complicated the position of slaves by
including all members under the same conditions, with the same restrictions on their sexual
actions. It seems that, even though Paul felt that full participation of slaves was important, it
was even more important to abstain from sexual sin.

73 Glancy, Slavery in Early Christianity, 58.
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2 Paul’s Attitude in Context: ‘No Slave’ as a Contemporary
Ideal

Our exploration above of the passages dealing with slave and free has shown that there is a
single idea driving these different statements. For Paul, belonging to Christ implied a change
in the position of slave and free, joining them to one body, making them brothers, in joint
bondage to Christ. Slave and free are not determined by their position in society alone, they
have a different relationship in and with Christ. At the same time, there is no indication that
this implied a change in the legal position of slaves. Paul tells slaves that they need not
worry about being slaves, but can remain in slavery. What matters is their new position in
Christ. Whatever the implied message to Philemon may have been, even if Paul asked for
Onesimus’ manumission, this does not mean that he opposed slavery as such. Paul seems to
be able to reconcile the reality of slavery with a community where slave and free are
brothers. The Galatian statement that there is ‘neither slave nor free', should thus not be
read as a condemnation of slavery or a call for abolition, but rather as a reflection of an
ideal community and an ideal time, where there will be no slaves. As we will see in this
section, such an ideal was present in first-century society, and is reflected in both Jewish
and non-Jewish sources.

In his study of the ideas of slavery in antiquity, Peter Garnsey notes that ‘the
abolition of slavery was not contemplated in antiquity'.74 Someone like Seneca, who had
much to say about the importance of treating a slave well, and was in a position to instigate
reform in the area of slave law, did not do so. According to Garnsey, ‘to say that they were
disinclined to do so would be inaccurate: more likely, the possibility never occurred to
them’.”” Slavery was a self-evident part of society; no one launched a movement for
abolition in antiquity. Garnsey believes that one explanation for this lies in the fact that
there was no alternative model, no rival free-labour system such as there was in ante-
bellum America.”® Yet even if there was no alternative model that could be implemented,
there was an alternative that was envisioned in various utopian or ideal communities, a
phenomenon that Garnsey does not discuss. The ways in which such alternative ways of
living, characterised by the fact that there would be no slaves, were imagined, will be the
focus of this section.

2.1 Cosmopolitan Views on Slave and Free

In the previous chapter, we already identified cosmopolitanism as a prominent philosophical
idea in the early Empire, one that had its influence also on Paul. As noted there, it was
especially in this time, when a unified Empire was being formed, that the idea of a unified

74

Garnsey , Ideas of Slavery, 64.
73 Garnsey, Ideas of Slavery, 64; see also Michael Trapp, who agrees that Seneca’s famous letter 47, on slaves,
does not contain any direct condemnation of slavery. ‘Seneca instead accepts the institution, and seeks to
modify the attitudes attaching to it, by the arguing that the lines it draws do not have the weight commonly
assigned to them. The result is humane, but disappointing to the abolitionist’ (Michael B. Trapp, Philosophy in
the Roman Empire: Ethics, Politics and Society, (Aldershot: Ashgate 2007), 209).
76

Garnsey, Ideas of Slavery, 237.
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humanity also gained prominence.77 While the focus in Chapter Il was on its ethnic and
geographical aspects, cosmopolitanism informed attitudes towards slaves as well. The main
characteristic of ancient cosmopolitanism, which was popular especially among Stoics and
Cynics, is the notion that all humans share in reason. Reason not only connects all people,
but also connects humans to the divine, as Dio Chrysostom explains:

now concerning the nature of the gods in general, and especially that of the ruler
of the universe, first and foremost an idea regarding him and a conception of him
common to the whole human race (10D &lumavtog dvbpwmivov yévoug), to the
Greeks and the barbarians alike (0polwg pev ‘EAinvov, opolwg 8¢ PapPaepwy), a
conception that is inevitable and innate in every creature endowed with reason
(avaykalo kel €udutog €v mavtl ¢ AoyLk®). (Dio Chrysostom, Discourse 12. 27)

The whole human race thus shares a conception of the divine, through their share in reason.
That for Dio, slaves are included among those who have reason becomes clear in the next
passage.78 Dio here is concerned with brothel keepers, and argues strongly that their
activities should be forbidden, since they ‘bring individuals together in union without love
and intercourse without affection, and all for the sake of filthy lucre’ (Discourse 7, 133). He
gives two particular reasons for this, one reason being that if the minor evil of prostitution is
accepted, then that is likely to lead to worse, namely an assault on ‘the chastity of women
and boys of good family’ (Discourse 7, 139). The other reason for banning brothels given by
Dio is the fact that all humanity, including slaves involved in prostitution, deserves honour
equally:

It is our duty, therefore, to give some heed to this and under no condition to bear
this mistreatment of outcast and enslaved creatures with calmness and
indifference (paOluwe dépovaotny €lg T &Tipo kol 80DAx owuate UBpLy), (...)
because all humanity has been held in honour and in equal honour by God, who
begat it, having the same marks and tokens to show that it deserves honour, to

wit, reason and the knowledge of evil and good (7} ko) t0 avBpwmivor yévog
Gy évtidov kal Ouotidov Lmo 10D ¢loavrtoc Beod tabta onuele kol oUPBoAw
&ov tod TudoBal Sikelwg kol Adyov kol éumelplov kaAdV te kol aloyp@dv
véyovev). (Dio Chrysostom, Discourse 7, 138)

Dio’s cosmopolitan conviction that all humans are connected in the same way to God thus
has implications even for some of the lowest in society, for enslaved prostitutes. We see
again, as argued above, that the sexual use of slaves, here specifically in the context of
prostitution, was not universally accepted in Antiquity. Both Dio’s sexual ethic and his
emphasis on reason as a quality shared by all people seem to owe much to Stoic influence.”

7 This is observed by several scholars, e.g. Long, ‘The Concept of the Cosmopolitan’, 58; also Baldry, The Unity
of Mankind, 167, 176; Richter, Cosmopolis, 111, 116; Nussbaum, ‘The Worth of Human Dignity’ 36.

’® For Dio’s view of slavery generally, see Michael Trapp, Philosophy in the Roman Empire, 207-210.

% See J. Samuel Houser, who sees influence from Musonius Rufus’ sexual ethic here and notes that ‘this entire
passage has a Stoic ring to it.” (J. Samuel Houser, ""Eros" and "Aphrodisia" in the Works of Dio Chrysostom’,
Classical Antiquity, 17/2 (1998), 235-258, 245).
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Stoics rejected the Aristotelian notion of natural slavery and believed that all human beings
share in the divine spirit that permeates the universe.®

The Stoic Epictetus also ascribes a common origin to slave and free and uses the term
‘brother’ to denote the relation between the two:

But when you have asked for warm water and the slave has not heard, or if he did
hear has brought only tepid water, or he is not even found to be in the house,
then not to be vexed or to burst with passion, is not this acceptable to the
gods?—How then shall a man endure such persons as this slave? Slave yourself
(avdpamddwr), will you not bear with your own brother, who has Zeus for his
progenitor, and is like a son from the same seeds and of the same descent from
above (olk avéEn Tod adedpod tod oavtod, 6¢ €xeL tov Ale mpdyovor, WoTep LLOG
&k TOV adTOV OTEPUATWY Yéyovey kol Tthg abtfc drwder kateBoAfic)? But if you
have been put in any such higher place, will you immediately make yourself a
tyrant? Will you not remember who you are, and whom you rule? that they are
kinsmen, that they are brethren by nature, that they are the offspring of Zeus?
(6tL  ouvyyevdv, OtL adeAdddV dloel, Ot ToD Awog &moyovwv). (Epictetus,
Discourses |. 13, 2-4)

Even though a free man is placed in a position above slaves, Epictetus argues that his
behaviour ought to be tempered by the fact that slave and free are brothers and children of
Zeus together. Because slave and free have the same origin, it is possible to see them not
only in their conventional hierarchical positions, but also in a more level relationship, for
which Epictetus uses the term brother. Being brothers presumably does not change
anything about the relative positions in the household; the slave is still expected to fetch
water of the correct temperature. But it should, according to Epictetus, change the way a
master treats a slave.®!

The view expressed by Epictetus and even his choice of words has much in common
with Paul’s statements discussed above. Paul also uses the term brother to denote the
relationship between people in the community, and particularly between slave and free in
his letter to Philemon. He encourages Philemon not merely to refrain from acting like a
despot, but to receive his slave Onesimus as if he were a guest. Even the wordplay used by
Epictetus here has a similar ring to that used by Paul in 1 Corinthians (1 Corinthians 7:22),
since Epictetus addresses his fictive interlocutor, who is a free man frustrated with his
slave’s behaviour, with the term andrapodon (avépamodov), or man-footer, a common word
for a slave.® Epictetus thus addresses this free man as ‘slave’, while calling slave and free
brothers.

& On the Stoic views on slavery, see Garnsey, Ideas of Slavery, 128-152; John T. Fitzgerald, ‘The Stoics and the
Early Christians on the Treatment of Slaves, in Stoicism in Early Christianity, Tuomas Rasimus, Troels Engberg-
Pedersen and Ismo Dunderberg (eds.), (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic 2010), 141-175.

8 Epictetus' exceptional perspective on ancient slavery as a former slave is discussed by J.P.Hershbell, who
concludes that while Epictetus was thoroughly aware of the ills of slavery and does not seem to have taken on
the outlook of a slave owner, he nevertheless did not argue for the abolition of slavery (J.P. Hershbell,
‘Epictetus: A Freedman on Slavery’, Ancient Society 26 (1995), 185-204).

8 According to Kostas Vlassopoulos, andrapodon is the second main Greek term relating to slavery, after
doulos. Whereas andrapodon refers to ‘a person as a piece of property or to the physical act of capturing a
person and selling him or her into slavery’, doulos refers to ‘the opposition between slave and free or conveys
the sense of subjection of one party to another’, see Kostas Vlassopoulos, ‘Greek Slavery: From Domination to
Property and Back Again’, The Journal of Hellenic Studies, 131 (2011), 115 - 130, 119.
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Seneca takes similar liberties with the positions of slave and free. In his famous letter
on slavery, Seneca, like Dio and Epictetus, declares that slave and free share a common
. . 83
origin.

“They are slaves”, people declare. No, rather they are men. “Slaves”, no
comrades. “Slaves”. No, they are unpretentious friends. “Slaves”. No, they are
our fellow slaves, if one reflects that Fortune has equal rights over slaves and free
men alike’ (...) Kindly remember that he whom you call your slave sprang from
the same stock, is smiled upon by the same skies, and on equal terms with
yourself breathes, lives, and dies (Vis tu cogitare istum, quem servum tuum
vocas, ex isdem seminibus ortum eodem frui caelo, aeque spirare, aeque vivere,
aeque moril). It is just as possible for you to see in him a free-born man as for him
to see in you a slave (tam tu illum videre ingenuum potes quam ille te servum).
(Seneca, Epistle 47.1, 10)

Again we can note parallels with Paul’s language. Seneca plays with the categories of slave
and free like Paul does, questioning the distinctions assumed by ‘people’. Yet whereas Paul
addresses his comments to slaves, Seneca aims his remarks at free people. Seneca writes for
members of an elite audience, whom he encourages to treat slaves with a degree of respect
and to make sure that slaves honour, rather than fear them (Epistle 47.18). His objective
here is to engender a morally correct attitude in the master, not to improve the situation of
slaves. Seneca saw good master-slave relations as ‘essential to the peace of the household
and the survival of the existing social structure’.® The only distinction that truly matters is
that between good and bad moral character.®® According to Garnsey, the deterministic
nature of Stoicism could rather work to reinforce the existing social hierarchies. Fate
determined which role one played in life and one’s moral responsibility was to apply oneself
willingly to playing that role. For slaves, this meant serving their masters well %

In this same letter, Seneca expresses concern about the effects that bad treatment
has on slaves. When they are not allowed to talk to their masters, they will talk behind their
backs. Seneca further discusses those masters who think it beneath themselves to have
dinner with their slaves:

That is why | smile at those who think it degrading for a man to dine with his
slave. But why should they think it degrading? It is only because purse-proud
etiquette surrounds a householder at his dinner with a mob of standing slaves.
The master eats more than he can hold, and with monstrous greed loads his belly
until it is stretched and at length ceases to do the work of a belly; so that he is at
greater pains to discharge all the food than he was to stuff it down. All this time
the poor slaves may not move their lips, even to speak. (...)The result of it all is
that these slaves, who may not talk in their master's presence, talk about their
master. (...) Finally, the saying, in allusion to this same highhanded treatment,
becomes current: "As many enemies as you have slaves." They are not enemies
when we acquire them; we make them enemies (totidem hostes esse quot

% On this letter and Seneca’s ideas about slaves, see Trapp, Philosophy in the Roman Empire, 208-209; Miriam
T. Griffin, Seneca: A Philosopher in Politics (Oxford: Clarendon Press 1992).

¥ Ga rnsey, Ideas of Slavery, 68.

& Trapp, Philosophy in the Roman Empire, 208.

® Ga rnsey, Ideas of Slavery, 128-152.
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servos. Non habemus illos hostes, sed facimus.). With slaves like these the master
cannot bear to dine; he would think it beneath his dignity to associate with his
slave at the same table! (Seneca, Epistle 47.2-5, 10)

The situation described by Seneca, of masters sharing the table with their slaves, occurred
during the annual festival of the Saturnalia, which was celebrated with enthusiasm in
Roman times.®’ According to Fanny Dolansky, the celebration of this festival sprang from
similar concerns as those expressed by Seneca. These concerns were signs of a certain
‘discomfiture with aspects of slavery’. Even though Seneca, as a wealthy slave owner in his
own right, ‘did not actually wish to return to a Golden Age when slavery did not exist’, yet
his writing, according to Dolansky, ‘suggests a definite anxiety that likely stemmed from
genuine fear for personal safety and the safety of one’s kin when living among slaves’.®® The
annual festivities in which the hierarchy between slave and free was relaxed, or even
reversed, provided a safety valve for such anxieties. Since the festival ritualised the role
reversal between slaves and masters, and since its origins were seen to lie in a time of
‘extraordinary justice’, when there were no slaves, we will take a look at the way the festival
features in first-century sources.

2.2 Reversing Slave and Free: The Saturnalia

One of the most remarkable features of the Saturnalia, celebrated every year in December,
was the ‘temporary suspension of the social distinctions between master and servant’.®
During the communal meals, slave and free dined together, and slaves were sometimes
even served by their masters. In breaking through the conventional social hierarchy, the
festival actually played a critical role in maintaining the conventional order within the
household. The extent to which members of the household participated in the celebration
corresponded to their relative positions in it. Taking part in the festival thus played a role in
the process of socialisation, by showing everyone their place in the domestic hierarchy.” It
also provided a way to channel the tensions between masters and slaves and in fact to
legitimate the status quo. Dolansky calls this breaking of convention ‘transgressing
commensality’; having communal meals in which social superiors invite inferiors to dine
with them. This transgression serves as a temporary and artificial break in the conventional
order, with the effect that this order is in fact reinforced as normal.”! In spite of its
experimental potential, ritual reversal did not carry the germ of structural social change.??

Although we have only a brief glimpse of the meals celebrated in the Pauline community (in
1 Corinthians 11: 20-22), these meals also seem to have involved a degree of transgression.
It is most likely their breaking with social convention that created conflict in Corinth, and it
is through Paul’s scolding of the more wealthy members of the community that we know

¥ For the origin and practice of the Saturnalia, see Hendrik S. Versnel, Transition and Reversal in Myth and
Ritual, (Leiden: Brill 1992), 136-227; Fanny Dolansky, ‘Celebrating the Saturnalia: Religious Ritual and Roman
Domestic Life’ in A Companion to Families in the Greek and Roman Worlds, Beryl Rawson (ed.), (Malden:
Wiley-Blackwell 2011) 488-503.

8 Dolansky, ‘Celebrating the Saturnalia’, 497-499.

8 Versnel, Transition and Reversal, 149.

%0 Dolansky, ‘Celebrating the Saturnalia’, 499-501.

ot Dolansky, ‘Celebrating the Saturnalia’, 497-499.

92 Versnel, Transition and Reversal, 118.
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that such commensality was practiced. Paul corrects those who apparently felt they did not
have to eat with the poorer members, some of whom may have been slaves:

when you come together, it is not the Lord’s supper you eat (Zuvepyouévwv odv
ULV €Tl 1O adtO o0k €0TLY KupLakOv delmrov dayelv). Because everyone goes
ahead and eats their own supper, and one is hungry, another drunk (ékxeotog yap
70 18Lov Selmrov Tpodaufavel €v TQ dayely, kal 0¢ Wev el 0¢ 8¢ pedlel.).
Don’t you have houses to eat and drink in? Or do you despise the community of
God and humiliate those who have nothing (f§ rtfic éxkAnolag 7Tod Beod
KaToppoveLTe, Kal kataloylvete Toug un €xovtag)? Should | praise you? | do not
praise you in this. (1 Corinthians 11:20-22)

The rich in the Corinthian community brought their privileged position into the shared meal.
The exact nature of the offensive behaviour cannot be decided here. It was either not
waiting for the poorer part of the community or eating their own portions, depending on
the meaning of mpoiappavel (‘take beforehand’ or ‘take in’, in 1 Corinthians 11:21). In either
case, the rich were not sharing their meal with ‘those who have nothing’.”®> Those who had
time and money to spare humiliated those who were not free to come to the table until
their work was done or who were not given enough to eat and remained hungry. Paul
considered the behaviour of the rich not just an insult to the poor, but to the ekklesia as a
whole. If the meal is not shared by all equally, it is not the Lord’s supper, and its meaning is
lost. The special meaning appears to derive from breaking the conventional order, which
would have been that those who were welcome at the table, and the food that was served
to each, would reflect their social position.94 We can wonder whether those who took part
in the community meals in Corinth were used to celebrating the Saturnalia. Would the
meals shared by slaves and free people in this new context have signaled to them that the
conventional social order had been left behind, not just for a few days in December, but this
time for good?

2.2.1 The Origin of the Saturnalia: Equality of Slave and Free

As we will see in this section, discussions of the origins of the festival of the Saturnalia in
ancient sources indicate that it was associated with a period of justice, when slavery was
absent. Several authors describe the festival as an imitation of a mythical Golden Age, a
time of plenty, when there were no slaves. According to Bruno Gatz, in his study of the
Golden Age, the motif of the absence of slaves in the time of Kronos was present in ancient
Greek comedy, but appears in later Roman sources in a more serious context, as an

93 . . .
For an overview of the discussion, see Suzanne Watts Henderson, ‘If Anyone Hungers...:

An Integrated Reading of 1 Cor 11.17-34, New Testament Studies, 48/2 (2002), 195 -208; also Martin, The
Corinthian Body, 190-197; Bradley B. Blue, ‘The House Church at Corinth and the Lord's Supper: Famine, Food
Supply, and the Present Distress’, Criswell Theological Review, 5/2 (1991), 221-239; Geert Hallback, ‘Sacred
Meal and Social Meeting: Paul’s Argument in 1 Cor. 11.17-34, in Meals in a Social Context: Aspects of the
Communal Meal in the Hellenistic and Roman World, Inge Nielsen and Hanne Sigismund Nielsen (eds.),
(Aarhus: Aarhus University Press 1998), 167-176.

** See Keith Bradley, ‘The Roman Family at Dinner’, in Meals in a Social Context: Aspects of the Communal Meal
in the Hellenistic and Roman World, Inge Nielsen and Hanne Sigismund Nielsen (eds.), (Aarhus: Aarhus
University Press 1998), 36-55.
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explanation for the freedom of slaves during the Saturnalia.® Since these authors, as we will
see, explicitly associate the absence of slaves with justice and equality, it is not surprising
that they no longer see such a time as a source of comedy. The cosmopolitan view of slaves
as equally possessing reason and therefore equally human as their masters, as discussed
above, will have contributed to this changed perspective on the time of Saturn. The absence
of slaves is now no longer funny, but rather becomes an ideal that is recreated in the
Saturnalia, and that can also be incorporated in the depictions of ideal communities, or
expectation of a utopian future. The latter will be explored below, but first we examine
those sources that describe the origins of the Saturnalia.

While Plutarch knows that many consider the Saturnalia to be a reminder of the age
of Saturn, he rather ascribes the tradition to the second king of Rome, Numa. Plutarch
compares Numa favourably to Lycurgus after his biographies of both, and observes that
Numa was ‘far more Hellenic’ since he allowed slaves to taste freedom during the
Saturnalia:*°

we shall own that Numa was far more Hellenic as a lawgiver, since he gave
acknowledged slaves a taste of the dignity of freedom, by making it the custom
for them to feast in the company of their masters during the Saturnalia (toug
WUoAoyNuEVOLg SoVAou €yeuoe TR €AcuBépag €v Tolg Kpoviolg €éotioboL peto:
TOV Se0TOTAV avapeuLyuévovg €8ioag). For this too was one of the institutions of
Numa, as we are told, who thereby admitted to the enjoyment of the yearly fruits
of the earth those who had helped to produce them. Some, however, fancy that
this custom was a reminder of the equality (loovouiag) which characterized the
famous Saturnian age, when there was neither slave nor master, but all were
regarded as kinsmen and equals (&¢ undevdog dovAov unde deamotov, Tav TOV ¢
oLYYEVOY KoL LooTipwy voulloueévwy). (Plutarch, Numa 23, 11)

The alternative view that Plutarch records is that the tradition is a reminder of the time of
Saturn, which he describes as a time when there was equality (ioovouia), since all people
regarded each other as relatives and equals (ouyyeveic and iootipor).”’

A similar description, dating from the time of Augustus, can be found in the Epitome of
Pompeius Trogus.98 This work by the historian of the same name, about whom little is
known, was preserved by Justin. The Epitome focusses on the Macedonian monarchy, but
reaches far back, into the history of Italy. This passage confirms the idea that there were no
slaves under Saturn, since he was a man of ‘extraordinary justice’.

% Bruno Gatz, Weltalter, goldene Zeit und sinnverwandte Vorstellungen, (Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1967), 127-
128. The origin of the term Golden Age is discussed by Baldry, see H. C. Baldry, “‘Who Invented the Golden
Age?’ The Classical Quarterly 2/1 (1952), 83-92.

% 0On Plutarch’s portrayal of Numa, see Rebecca Preston, ‘Roman Questions, Greek answers: Plutarch and the
Construction of Identity’, in Being Greek under Rome: Cultural Identity, the Second Sophistic and the
Development of Empire, Simon Goldhill (ed.), (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2001), 86-122; also
Vinzenz Buchheit, ‘Plutarch, Cicero und Livius tber die Humanisierung Roms durch Kénig Numa’, Symbolae
Osloenses 66 (1991), 63-77, 71.

% Herodotus also knows of a time when neither the Athenians, nor other Greeks had slaves, although he does
not associate this with justice, see Herodotus, Hist VI 137, 3.

% For the background of the now lost works of Pompeius Trogus and Justin’s summary, see John C. Yardley,
Justin and Pompeius Trogus: A Study of the Language of Justin's Epitome of Trogus, (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press 2003).
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The first inhabitants of Italy were the Aborigines, whose king, Saturn, is said to
have been a man of such extraordinary justice, that no one was a slave in his
reign, or had any private property, but all things were common to all, and
undivided, as one estate for the use of every one (rex Saturnus tantae iustitiae
fuisse dicitur, ut neque seruierit quisquam sub illo neque quicquam priuatae rei
habuerit, sed omnia communia et indiuisa omnibus fuerint, ueluti unum cunctis
patrimonium esset.); in memory of which way of life, it has been ordered that at
the Saturnalia slaves should everywhere sit down with their masters at the
entertainments, the rank of all being made equal. (Ob cuius exempli memoriam
cautum est, ut Saturnalibus exaequato omnium iure passim in conuiuiis serui cum
dominis recumbent). (Justin, Epitome of Pompeius Trogus, XLIII 1,3)

This portrait of the time of Saturn contains several of the characteristics that we observed in
chapter | as belonging to ideal or utopian communities.”® The absence of property and
divisions between people and the absence of slaves exemplify the justice of Saturn, as they
do utopian societies from Plato onwards. By the first century, the two themes of an ideal
primordial time and of an ideal or utopian community have influenced each other and the
characteristics of the latter especially have been incorporated in the former. We will return
to this development in our examination of the absence of slaves in a future Golden Age and
in ideal communities.

A final example is found in the second-century work on the Saturnalia by Lucian (2nd
century CE), who put the following description in the mouth of Saturn himself:

‘that men may remember what life was like in my days, when all things grew
without sowing or ploughing of theirs--no ears of corn, but loaves complete and
meat ready cooked--, when wine flowed in rivers, and there were fountains of
milk and honey; all men were good and all men were gold. Such is the purpose of
this my brief reign; therefore the merry noise on every side, the song and the
games; therefore equality for all, slaves and free people. When | was king, no one
was a slave (looTiple TaoL kel S0VAOLG Kal €édevBépolg: oLBELG Yap €M’ €uod S0DAOG
fv).” (Lucian, Saturnalia 1.7)

Again, the absence of slavery is associated with equality, and the Saturnalia are seen as a
reminder of this. In Lucian, the theme of abundance, that also occurred in the comic
depictions of the Golden Age, is more present than in the sources quoted above. The
festivities reflect the time of plenty, when no slaves would have been needed to produce
food, since this appeared ready-made. In a passage that is reminiscent of Paul, Lucian also
emphasizes that hospitality should be shown to the poor who come visiting the houses of
the wealthy during the Saturnalia.'® Saturn's priest complains that the rich are not treating
the poor with sufficient generosity during the feast, and he appeals to Saturn for help:

Tell them [the rich], moreover, to invite the poor to dinner, taking in four or five
at a time, not as they do nowadays, but in a more democratic fashion, all having
an equal share, not one man stuffing himself with dainties with the servant
standing waiting for him to eat himself to exhaustion, then when this servant

% see also Wallace-Hadrill, ‘The Golden Age’, 23.
190 £rederick B. Jonassen, ‘Lucian's "Saturnalia," the Land of Cockaigne, and the Mummers' Plays’, Folklore
101/1 (1990), 58-68, 62.
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comes to us he passes on while we are still getting ready to put out our hand,
only letting us glimpse the platter or the remnants of the cake. (Lucian, Saturnian
Letters 119)

The behaviour of the rich that requires correction according to this passage seems
remarkably similar to that of those Paul corrects in 1 Corinthians, discussed above (1
Corinthians 11:20-22). If the food is not shared equally, ‘in a democratic fashion’, then the
ritual defeats the purpose.

The passages discussed in this section show that a life without slavery was portrayed
by some in the early Empire as an ideal way of life; an ideal associated with justice and
equality, and that was kept alive in the celebration of the Saturnalia. While the absence of
slavery was a source of comedy in classical times, it became something much more serious
during the Roman era, although it still remained an idea that was far removed from every-
day society. A society without slaves was not easy to conceive under conventional
circumstances.

Kostas Vlassopoulos stresses that since douleia, the Greek concept of slavery, was
not primarily conceived of as a relationship of property, but rather as one of domination,
any inequality in power was assumed to inevitably result in slavery.'® ‘The Greeks
understood clearly that as long as there were people who, because they had more wealth
and power, were able to make others to obey their orders, douleia could not be
extinguished.” In such an understanding of slavery, equality is not the result of the absence
of slavery, but rather its prerequisite.

According to Vlassopoulos, this explains why ‘slavery is absent only in a few cases of
Greek utopias’; it can only be absent when there is either very little, or where there is
abundance. Primitive societies can therefore be imagined to exist without slaves, since
there are either not enough resources to allow some people to have more wealth or power
than others, or people have only limited needs for which they do not require the service of
others. The other form of Greek utopia where Vlassopoulos believes that slavery can be
absent is a Golden Age, in that case ‘either because the earth gives a bountiful production
without work or because inanimate objects move and produce, and fish get cooked on their
own and come straight to one’s mouth’.

Although Lucian’s description of the Golden Age falls in this latter category, neither
in Plutarch nor in Pompeius Trogus is any mention made of either a lack or an abundance of
food and other resources. The emphasis in both texts is on the moral connotations of not
having slaves. Especially during the early Empire, there was evidently a broader range of
situations in which slavery could be imagined as absent than Vlassopoulos suggests. In the
next section, we will turn to several other sources that depict a way of life without slaves.
Unlike the texts just discussed, these sources do not place the absence of slaves in the past,
but rather in the future or the present. They provide further confirmation that in Paul’s
time, an ideal society could very well be imagined as a society where there were no slaves.

2.3 Ideal Communities and Times without Slaves

Our discussion of the Saturnalia has shown that various authors in the early Empire
attributed the origin of the festival to an ideal past, when slave and free were equal. Yet

101 Vlassopoulos, Greek Slavery, 120.
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during the imperial period, a new appropriation of this ideal past took shape in a process
that can be called the ‘eschatologisation’ of the myth of the Golden Age.’®®> Whereas the
Golden Age had previously been located in the past, it was now reinterpreted as an ideal
future, one that to some extent might already be realised. With the fourth Eclogue, the poet
Virgil, whether inspired by a similar move in the Sibylline prophecies or independently,
established the return of Golden Age as a literary concept.103 In Virgil, as in other Roman
poets, the future Golden Age is imagined as a time of peace, justice and prosperity, but the
theme of equality of slave and free does not feature, in contrast to those sources that place
the ideal time in the past.'®

The position of slaves is mentioned, however, in the Epicurean prophecy of an ideal
future that occurs in the inscription by Diogenes of Oenoanda, as well as in book 2 of the
Sibylline Oracles. Both these prophecies also seem inspired by the idea of a Golden Age. The
connection between equality and the absence of slaves that we encountered in several of
the descriptions of the age of Saturn is also made by Philo in his descriptions of the Essenes
and the Therapeutae. Of all ancient authors, Philo seems most explicit in connecting
contemporary ideas about humanity as brothers and equal and the status of slaves. We will
therefore begin with an examination of Philo’s thought on slave and free, both in
connection with the age of Saturn and with the ideal communities of the Essenes and
Therapeutae, which share a number of important features.

2.3.1 Philo on Slaves and Equality

Although Roman emperors are associated with the blessings of a Saturnian age in a number
of sources, both literary and epigraphical, the most elaborate description of such a time of
justice and social equality is given by Philo, in connection with Caligula’s ascension to
power.105 In his Embassy to Gaius, Philo gives a vivid account of the festivities that ensued
all over the world, ‘from the rising to the setting sun’ (Embassy to Gaius 1.10) when Gaius

became emperor:106

On this occasion the rich were not better off than the poor, nor the men of high
rank than the lowly, nor the creditors than the debtors, nor the masters than the
slaves (00 Seomdto dovAwy TepLfioar), since the occasion gave equal privileges

102

“w

Olaf WaBmuth uses the phrase ‘die Eschatologisierung der “Goldenen Zeit” to describe the trend of which
the appropriation of this myth in the Sibylline Oracles is part. The same development in Virgil and other
Augustan poets was an independent process, according to WaBmuth (WaBmuth, Sibyllinische Orakel 1-2, 167-
168, 443).

1% see Versnel, Transition and Reversal, 192-205. The question whether the Sibylline Oracles influenced Virgil
is answered positively by several scholars on the Golden Age (Wallace-Hadrill, ‘The Golden Age’, 21;. Versnel,
Transition and Reversal, 193; Gatz, Weltalter, goldene Zeit, 90-97), but negatively by some working on the
Oracles, such as Buitenwerf and WalBmuth (WaBmuth, Sibyllinische Orakel 1-2, 167-168; Buitenwerf, Book /Il of
the Sibylline Oracles, 292, nt. 137).

1% For an analysis of the way labour features in Virgil’s Golden Age, see J. J. L. Smolenaars, ‘Labour in the
Golden Age: a Unifying Theme in Vergil's Poems’ Mnemosyne 40 (1987) 391-405.

1% versnel cites several inscriptions that mention the peace and prosperity brought to the human race by the
emperor and singles out Philo as the ‘most striking and explicit instance of Saturnian imagery and terminology’
(Versnel, Transition and Reversal, 198-199).

1% Geoff Adams takes Philo’s description as accurate, since it mirrors Suetonius’ account of the genuineness of
the people’s welcome for the new emperor (Geoff W. Adams, The Roman Emperor Gaius ‘Caligula’ and his
Hellenistic Aspirations, (Boca Raton: BrownWalker Press 2007) 144).
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and communities to all men (loovoptar tod kalpod 5180vTog), so that the age of
Saturn (Kpovikov Blov), which is so celebrated by the poets was no longer looked
upon as a fiction and a fable, on account of the universal prosperity and
happiness which reigned everywhere, and the absence of all grief and fear, and
the daily and nightly exhibitions of joy (e0dppooiveg) and festivity throughout
every house and throughout the whole people, which lasted continually without
any interruption during the first seven months of his reign. (Philo, Embassy to
Gaius 1.13)

The first seven months of Gaius’ reign saw the realisation of the ‘age of Saturn’, according to
Philo. Even though Gaius later proved to be a disappointment, the initial reaction was the
creation of a temporary topsy-turvy world characterised by equality (loovouie) between
high and low, and between slave and free. According to Versnel, ‘all the Saturn(al)ian
ingredients have been moulded into one majestic hyperbole’ by Philo, although his
description ‘contains germs of the anomic’.'%’ Since Philo was very critical of Gaius, we have
to allow for the possibility that he is not presenting a straightforwardly positive picture of
the beginning of his reign, but rather one that already foreshadows the misery that was to
follow.'®

The categories mentioned by Philo here in connection with the age of Saturn appear
to owe something to Jewish prophetic literature, as Versnel correctly observes. Debtor and
creditor, master and slave, and grief and joy are pairs of opposites that occur both in Old-
Testament prophecies as well as in later eschatological texts.'® The closest parallel to the
pairs mentioned by Philo can be found in a prophecy in Isaiah:

See, the LORD is going to lay waste the earth and devastate it; he will ruin its face
and scatter its inhabitants-it will be the same for priest as for people, for master
as for servant (0 muilg¢ wg 6 kUprog), for mistress as for maid, for seller as for
buyer (0 dyopalwr w¢ 6 TwAGY), for borrower as for lender (0 duvellwr wg 6
dawerouevog), for debtor as for creditor (0 d0petiwv ¢ @ odeirer). (...) The earth
dries up (mourns, émévlnoer) and withers, the world languishes and withers, the
exalted of the earth languish (mourn, émévlnoav). (...) The new wine dries up
(mourns, TevdnoeL) and the vine withers (mourns, Tevroer); all the merrymakers
(ol eddpparvopevor v Yuynv) groan. (Isaiah 24:1-2, 4,7)

This prophecy foresees the total destruction of the world by God, involving all parts of the
population, without regard for social distinctions.™° Several pairs of opposites mentioned in
Isaiah are similar to those in Philo, although there does not seem to be a verbal parallel with
the LXX.'™ The pairs ‘master-slave’ and ‘creditor-debtor’ occur in both, while the idea of

17 see Versnel, Transition and Reversal, 200.

On the Embassy and Philo’s attitude towards Gaius, see Borgen, Philo of Alexandria, 176-193.

The passages will be examined in the next chapter (Ch IV, section 2.2) in connection with Paul’s listing of
similar terms in 1 Corinthians 7:29-31.

1% james Todd Hibbard discusses ancient Near-Eastern texts with a similar theme of ‘blurring of social
distinction’ (James Todd Hibbard, Intertextuality in Isaiah 24-27: The Reuse and Evocation of Earlier Texts
(TGbingen: Mohr Siebeck 2006), 42.). According to John Watts, the theme of the passage is the ‘devastated
land’, which is developed in various ways. Verse 2 shows that ‘all elements of the population are involved’,
verses 4-6 indicate that the cause of the withered land is the people’s sin, while verses 7-9 indicate the social
standstill (John D.W. Watts, Isaiah 1-33 (Waco: Word Books, 1985) 315-318.

M Similar pairs, although not slave-free, also occur in Ezekiel 7:12-13, see the discussion in Ch IV.
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high and low is reflected in several of the pairs in Isaiah (priest-people, mistress-maid).
Finally the opposition between grief and joy also appears in both passages (e0ppocivn, joy
(Embassy to Gaius 13), eddppaivw, to rejoice (Isaiah 24:7). Similar pairs feature in a Sibylline
prophecy as we will see below, as well as in Paul and in Gospel passages, as will be discussed
in the next chapter in relation to marriage. Philo thus appears to associate a contemporary
Jewish understanding of the end time with the age of Saturn. There is evidence in Philo’s
other works that the idea of equality between slave and free was of exceptional interest to
him.

In general, Philo did not object to slavery and like many of his contemporaries who
wrote on such matters, he encouraged masters not to treat slaves harshly, in order to
‘receive the services to which you are entitled’:

Cease, therefore, you who are called masters (ol Aeyduevor Seomotar), from
imposing harsh and intolerable commands on your slaves, which break the
strength of the body by their compulsion, and compel the soul to faint even
before the bodies; for there is no objection to your exerting a moderate degree of
authority, giving orders by which you will receive the services to which you are
entitled, and in consequence of which your servants will cheerfully do what they
are desired; and then they will discharge their duties but for a short period, as if
early exhausted, and, if one must say the truth, brought by their labours to old
age before their time; but like athletes, preserving their youthful vigour for a long
time, who do not become fat and corpulent, but who are accustomed, by
exertion and sweat, to train themselves, so as to be able to acquire the things
which are necessary and useful for life. (Philo, Special Laws 2.90-91)

A master should not be harsh, but should exert a moderate degree of authority for best
results. Such a view was quite common among Greek authors and generally, Jewish
practices and attitudes with regard to slavery seem to have been no different from
contemporary Greco-Roman ones.’? Yet Philo does not limit himself to predictable advice
such as this, and his own distinctive position on slavery is not always recognised. When
discussing the command that slaves too should rest on the seventh day (Exodus 20:10, in On
the Special Laws 2.66-69), he argues that this practice will lead towards virtue (&petn), and
serve as a reminder of equality (Lootng):

And from the occurrence of the free men at times submitting to the tasks of
servants, and of the servants enjoying a respite and holiday, it will arise that the
life of humankind advances in improvement towards perfect virtue (oupfroetol
OV TOV WlpWTwr Blov émdodval Tpog apethy teictotatny), from their being
thus reminded of the principles of equality (Umouiuvnokopevwy itodtnrog), and
repaying each other with necessary services, both those of high and those of
obscure rank. (Philo, On the Special Laws 2.68-69)

12 catherine Hezser, Jewish Slavery in Antiquity (Oxford: Oxford University Press 2002), 389. A similar

conclusion is reached by Dale Martin: In the end, the decisive factors for the structures of slavery were not
those of religion or ethnicity but geography and socio-economic position (Dale B. Martin, ‘Slavery and the
Ancient Jewish Family’, in The Jewish Family in Antiquity, Shaye J.D. Cohen (ed.), (Atlanta: Scholars Press 1993)
113-129.
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The commandment for slaves to rest on the seventh day ensures that masters occasionally
perform the tasks of slaves, so that they will know what to do should their position in life
change. Slaves get a taste of freedom, to encourage them to be loyal in the hope of
eventually being freed (On the Special Laws 2.66-67). According to Philo, this change of roles
will help humankind to advance towards virtue, because mutual service will be a reminder
of the principles of equality. The role change that Philo proposes thus seems to play on the
same theme that appears in Epictetus and Seneca, discussed above. Philo, however, appears
to expect not only that the attitude of the master towards the slave reflects their common
origin, but rather that it is aimed at reaching a higher state of virtue for all people.**?

This same ideal of equality and virtue is achieved, according to Philo, by two Jewish
groups that reject slavery. In his description of the Essenes and the Therapeutae, Philo
attributes to them a fundamental criticism of slavery. Both groups are portrayed as
exemplifying Jewish virtue and as part of their high moral standard, they consider slavery to
be against nature, which has created everyone as equals. Of the Essenes Philo writes:

Not a single slave is to be found among them, but all are free (6obAog te map’
oUTOlC oDde €lg €otiv dAL’ édelBepoL mavteg), exchanging services with each
other and they denounce the owners of slaves, not merely for their injustice in
outraging the law of equality, but also for their impiety in annulling the statute of
Nature, who, mother-like, has born and reared all men alike, and created them
genuine brothers, not in mere name but in very reality (katoyLvwokovor Te @Y
BeoTOTOY 00 HOVOV (¢ GOLKWV LOOTNTO AUMOLVOMEVWY GAAL Kol ¢ GOEPOV
Beopov UoEWS AVaLPODVTWY 1) TAVTEG OROLWE YEVVNONOK Kol Opelopévn Untpog
Slkny adeAdpole yrnolovg o0 Aeyopévoug aAd dvtag Ovtwe dmepydowto), though
this kinship has been put to confusion by the triumph of malignant covetousness,
which has wrought estrangement instead of affinity and enmity instead of
friendship. (Philo, That Every Good Man Is Free 79)

The Essenes are a group made up only of free men, and in the absence of slaves, they
perform services for each other. They appear to live out the way towards virtue set out by
Philo in the passage discussed above on resting on the Sabbath. Philo ascribes their way of
life to a radical criticism of slave owners, who are seen to violate the law of equality and
disregard the fact that nature has created all people as brothers. Josephus also describes
the Essenes as not having slaves, though for different and more practical reasons:

they neither marry wives, nor are desirous to keep servants; as thinking the latter
tempts men to be unjust, and the former gives the handle to domestic quarrels
(Josephus, Jewish Antiquities, 18.21).

As noted in our discussion of the Essenes in the first chapter, Josephus’ and Philo’s portrayal
of the Essenes as a group that practices community of goods and lives without marriage or

B Hezser sees little difference between Philo’s and Stoic views. ‘The distinction between body and soul and
the emphasis on enslavement to passions, wrong thoughts, and emotions as the real slavery enabled Philo,
and Stoics such as Seneca to encourage the slave’s spiritual development. This also meant, however, that the
actual bodily enslavement was not considered so important and that slaves were not urged to escape, but
rather to give in to their fate. To some extent, then, these teachings helped to maintain the status quo of
slavery as an indispensable institution within ancient society’ (Hezser, Jewish Slavery in Antiquity, 61).
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slavery fits within the wider tradition of utopian or ideal communities in Antiquity.114 Yet

while many depictions of such communities are clear on the first two issues, as in a
‘community of goods and women’, the presence or absence of slaves is usually not
addressed directly and is consequently a matter of debate among scholars.'® Philo and
Josephus' statements on the Essenes are thus more clear on this issue than are other
authors that describe ideal or utopian communities, and Philo’s condemnation of slavery is
more absolute. Still, not all scholars are convinced that a concern for equality is what drives
Philo. Caroline Murphy suggests that Philo’s aversion to slavery is not explained by the
violation of equality, since, as noted above, he generally accepts slavery. She believes it is
the sexual compromises associated with slavery which disgust Philo. Though he refers to it
only obliquely, the problem for Philo is not only that slave owners make a slave out of a
brother, but also that they make a sexual partner out of a man, thereby making a maninto a
woman. Murphy concludes that this concern may lead Philo to amplify the attitude of the
Essenes towards slavery.'*®

Philo’s criticism of slavery in the case of the Essenes is not an isolated expression,
however. Above we already saw how Philo connects the age of Saturn to equality between
slave and free. In his description of the Therapeutae, Philo also describes slavery as
imposing inequality, when nature has created everyone free:

They do not have slaves (ardpamddwy) to wait on them, as they consider that the
ownership of servants is against nature (mapa ¢UoLv). For nature has borne
everyone to be free, but the wrongful and covetous acts of some who pursued
that source of evil, inequality (dviodtnre), have imposed their yoke, and invested
the stronger with power over the weaker. (Philo, On the Contemplative Life 70)

There is a great deal of discussion about the question whether Therapeutae were in fact an
existing group, or were made up by Philo for the purpose of argument. Troels Engberg-
Pedersen argues that Philo’s description of the Therapeutae is fictional, and is a
‘philosopher’s dream’. Its meaning therefore does not lie in the information it conveys
about the Therapeutae, according to Engberg-Pedersen, but in what it tells us about Philo;
they are Philo’s Therapeutae.'’

The best argument in favour of their actual existence seems to be that the group
included female members. The Therapeutae are a group that exemplifies the life of

" Eor the relationship between the Essenes as described by Philo and Josephus, and the Dead Sea Scrolls and

the Qumran community see the observation in Ch I. The Dead Sea Scrolls do not confirm any criticism of
slavery as expressed by Philo and Josephus. According to Catherine Murphy, ‘the legal portions of the sectarian
rules and halakhic texts nowhere forbid slavery. In fact, some texts seem to presume that it still exists’
(Catherine M. Murphy, Wealth in the Dead Sea Scrolls & in the Qumran Community (Leiden: Brill 2002) 415).

5 0n the community of goods and women in Plato and the Stoics, see Dawson, Cities of the Gods, 87-91, 188-
193. Dawson concludes that the early Stoics considered all slavery to be contrary to nature (Dawson, Cities of
the Gods, 178). Ferguson also ascribes a critical attitude towards slavery to Zeno (Ferguson, Utopias of the
Classical World, 112). For a discussion of the presence of slaves in Plato’s Republic, see Gregory Vlastos, ‘Does
Slavery Exist in Plato's Republic?’ Classical Philology 63/4 (1968), 291-295; Brian Calvert, Slavery in Plato's
Republic, The Classical Quarterly 37/2 (1987), 367-372. lambulus’ islanders are often assumed to live without
slaves, although this is not spelled out, see Winiarczyk, Die Hellenistischen Utopien, 185; Ferguson, Utopias of
the Classical World, 126.

16 Murphy, Wealth in the Dead Sea Scrolls, 416.

w Engberg-Pedersen, ‘Philo’s De Vita Contemplativa’, 63-64.
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philosophical contemplation. While Philo generally is not very positive about women, to say
the least, it is particularly difficult to imagine that women would have a place in his
philosophical utopia. As Joan Taylor notes, ‘one would not invent a group with features one
then had to explain away'.118 While it is thus likely that Philo did model his description on an
existing group, we have no way of knowing whether this group did or did not have slaves.
Given his rhetorical aim, Philo is not really concerned with an accurate description of the
practicalities of daily life in the community.**’

Philo compares the meals of the Therapeutae with conventional symposia and
attacks the sexual use of male slaves at such occasions. He contrasts Greek symposium
culture, where slaves are present to serve the meal which then leads to pederasty, to the
chaste Therapeutae where young people who are not slaves, serve the meals (On the
Contemplative Life 58-61, 70-72). Philo strongly disapproves of sex with slave boys, not only
from the point of view of the master, but also because it corrupts the boy. As noted above
in our discussion of slaves and sexual ethics, Musonius Rufus also condemns the sexual use
of slaves. He does so, however, because it shows a lack of self-control in the master, and
does not discuss the situation of the slave. Holger Szesnat suggests that perhaps it is the fact
that Philo ascribes a common nature to master and slave that allows him to regard the
gender status of the boy as more important than his social status in this context.?° Again it
would be insufficient to attribute Philo’s criticism of slavery solely to his sexual ethic. Even
though he accepted slaves as a necessity, he also viewed slave and free as created equals
and felt that this could become a reality in a philosophical community or an ideal time.

2.3.2 ‘No Slave’ at the End Time: Sibylline Oracles 2

Several of the features of Philo’s ideal communities can also be seen in the eschatological
prophecy in book 2 of the Sibylline Oracles. The end time is portrayed here as a time when
people will live as equals, sharing goods, not marrying and not having slaves:*?!

The earth belongs equally to all (yaix & iom mavtwy), undivided by walls or
fences (o0 telyeowr ol TepLdpayuols Sapeptlopévn). It will bear abundant fruits
spontaneously. Lives will be in common and wealth will have no division (oivoi
te Blor kol wAoDTog dupoipog). For there will be no poor man there, no rich, and
no tyrant, no slave (o0 y&p TTwy0O¢ €kel, o TAoloLog, 0bGE TUpavrvog, obd dodAog);
no one will be either great or small anymore, there will be no kings, and no
leaders: all are equal there (kowf & duo movteg). (...) No spring, no summer, no
winter, no autumn, no marriage, no death, no selling, no buying (o0 yauov, od
Bavator, obd Tpaoelg, ovd’ dyopaopolc), no sunset, no sunrise: because he will
make one great day. (Sibylline Oracles 2. 319-329)

This passage is another example of the ‘eschatologisation’ of the Golden Age, or perhaps in
this case better, of the ‘Golden Aging’ of eschatology.™?* In his recent commentary on books

18 Taylor, Jewish Women Philosophers, 11.

1 Taylor and Davies, ‘The So-Called Therapeutae’, 16. Taylor and Davies point out that while Philo limits his
description to the contemplative members of the community, there must have been others who plowed the
fields, looked after the animals and prepared the food. It is only in the banquet context that the ‘juniors’
appear, to illustrate that the community does not have slaves.

120 Holger Szesnat, “Pretty Boys’ in Philo’s De Vita Contemplativa’, The Studia Philonica Annual 10 (1998), 87-
107, 99.

12! This text and the relevant literature on this passage are discussed in Chapter I.
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1 and 2, Olaf WaRmuth comes to the conclusion that the eschatological vision quoted here
is part of the oldest, pre-Christian layer, which dates from the late first or early second
century CE.” The author of this base-layer (‘Grundschrift’) uses the Greek idea of a Golden
Age as his Leitmotiv, which is reflected at various points in the book (Sibylline Oracles 1. 65-
86; 1.283-306; 2. 313—338).124 In the final vision of the end-time, quoted here, the Golden
Age is described in full. It will be a time of abundance, when food will grow without labour,
and all will live as equals, sharing all goods. Like Philo’s description of the festivities for
Gaius reminiscent of the age of Saturn, this prophecy combines ideas from the Golden Age
with Jewish eschatological motifs.

Again there is similarity with the high-low oppositions in Isaiah. Of the economic
pairs mentioned in Isaiah, seller-buyer (0 d&yopalwv w¢ 6 TwAGY), borrower-lender (6
davellwy ¢ 0 davellouevoc) and debtor-creditor (0 Odeliwr wg @ Odeldel), the third,
debtor-creditor, was mentioned by Philo (00 davelotal ypewotav) while the first, selling and
buying, occurs in the Sibylline prophecy (o0 Tpaoelg, o00d’ dyopaouoic). We can thus
conclude that there was an appropriation of the Golden Age tradition in Jewish thought that
connected these to biblical prophecy, resulting in descriptions of an ideal age that included
a combination of motifs from both traditions. The same conflation can be seen in ideas
about an ideal community. The absence of slavery, or an end to the distinction slave-free
was a part of the depiction of the Golden Age, as well as of Jewish prophecy, and of strands
of utopian thought, all of which came together in Jewish thought on an ideal community or
time where there would be no slaves.

Although this motif of the absence of slaves finds its clearest expression in Jewish
sources, it is also present in the Epicurean expectation of an ideal future found in the
inscription of Diogenes of Oenoanda, already introduced in Ch 1'% Diogenes also proclaims
a message of hope for the future and the coming of a Golden Age:

then truly the life of the gods will pass to human beings. For all things will be full
of justice and mutual love, and there will be no need of fortifications or laws and
all the things which we contrive on account of one another (Sikeoolvng yap
€otoL WeoTh Tavte kol GLAAAANALAG, Kol 0D yevnmoetaL TeELY@V 7 VOUwY ypelo
Kl Tavtwy oo 6L aAAAoLg okevwpolueda). As for the necessities derived from
agriculture, as we shall have no [slaves then], for indeed we [ourselves shall plow]
and dig and tend [the plants] and [divert] rivers (...)(Tepl 6¢ TV &m0 Yewpylog
avavKalwy, g 0K €0opévey Mulely tote dovAwr] kal yop &[poooper adtol] kol
okapoluer, kol TQOV ¢ultdv émpei[noouedn], kol motapo[l Tapatpéopey).
(Diogenes of Oenoanda, Fragment 56)*%

2 The phrase ‘die Eschatologisierung der , Goldenen Zeit”’ is used by Olaf WaRmuth to describe the trend of

that the Golden Age myth is placed at the end time, as happens in the Sibylline Oracles (WaRmuth,
Sibyllinische Orakel 1-2, 167-168, 443).

123 Walmuth, Sibyllinische Orakel 1-2, 443, 487. Paul Trebilco dates the Jewish substratum of book 2 to
sometime between 30 BCE and 70 CE, but is less confident about which parts belong to this layer. He does
note that in book 2. 34-347 ‘the eschatological passages are probably substantially Jewish’ (Jewish
Communities in Asia Minor (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press) 1991, 95).

2 For an analysis of the Golden Age theme in these passages, see WaRmuth, Sibyllinische Orakel 1-2, 164-169.
12 As indicated there, the reference to slaves is part of a reconstructed section of the text, see Ch | nt. 127.

2% Translation by Pamela Gordon, Epicurus in Lycia, 126.
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Diogenes sees the Golden Age as a time when there will be no laws or barriers, but only
justice and mutual love. The absence of slaves also forms part of this idealised future.
Everyone will work the land together without a need for slaves. Diogenes’ description of this
‘peaceful era of philosophy and cooperative gardening’ is unique among Epicurean texts;
there is no indication that Epicurus hoped for this kind of global utopia.127 There is,
however, a tradition recorded by Diogenes Laertius, which portrays Epicurus as
‘symphilosophizing’ with a slave called Mys.128 Diogenes Laertius also notes Epicurus’
gentleness to his servants (mpoc te Tolg olkétag Muepdtng) and his benevolence to all
mankind (kaB6Aov te 7 Tpog mavtag abtod GLAavBpwric). Diogenes thus possibly picks up
on these traditions by addressing his inscription to all Greeks and barbarians (‘EAinot k[ai]
Bappaporg) and declaring the whole world and the entire earth as the home of all people
(Fragment 30). As discussed in the previous chapter, he expresses an Epicurean ideal in first-
century terms. It seems possible then that Diogenes, Philo, the author of the Sibylline
prophecy and Paul all made an element that was already present in their respective
traditions, more explicit.

Conclusion

Our analysis of the cultural conversation about slave and free in this chapter has shown that
the absence of slavery was part of the contemporary imagination of an ideal society,
whether this was situated in the past, the present, or the future. The notion of the
connectedness of all human beings to each other and to the divine, that was prominent in
first-century cosmopolitanism, had implications for slave and free as well. Some of Paul’s
contemporaries argued that the positions of slave and free in society did not reflect a
fundamental difference. In essence, slave and free could be seen as brothers. In Jewish
thought especially, these elements came to a more definite expression.

Paul’s statement that there is ‘neither slave nor free’ can be seen as part of this
contemporary understanding. In light of the expectation of a coming end time, the ideal of
the absence of slavery gains prominence in his thought. Even though the eschatological
context is less present in discussions of slave and free than it is in connection with the other
two pairs of the baptismal formula, we can still see its influence, especially in 1 Corinthians
7. When Paul reassures slaves that they can stay as they are, he does so in a chapter that
discusses the relative unimportance of marriage in light of the approaching end of the
world. Just as marriage was a feature of this disappearing world for Paul, as we will see in
the next chapter, so was slavery.

Paul’s statements about slave and free tie in with discussions in contemporary
thought, both Stoic and Jewish. The notion of brotherhood between slave and free is found
in Paul’s letter to Philemon, in Stoic writers such as Seneca and Epictetus and in Philo’s
description of the Essenes and Therapeutae. Philo ascribes the notion that slavery is against
the brotherhood and equality of people to some groups that he considers to be
philosophically and morally superior. For him, these groups represent some of the best that
the Jewish way of life had to offer. Paul’s unique position lies in the fact that he created

127 Gordon, Epicurus in Lycia, 126.

128 Diogenes Laertius, Lives of the Eminent Philosophers 10.10, see Pamela Gordon, Invention and Gendering of
Epicurus (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press 2012) 99; Gordon, Epicurus in Lycia, 127.
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actual communities in which slave and free interacted, which existed not apart from, but as
a part of, larger society. Paul did not advocate withdrawing from the world, relinquishing all
possessions, and absolutely foregoing marriage. His attitude towards slaves was also not as
absolute as in Philo’s description of Essenes and Therapeutae. Rather, we see attempts in
Paul to think through what the eschatological reality means for the current interactions
between slave and free. Just as with the other two pairs, Paul interprets the new creation in
Christ for the old creation in which he and his audience still live.
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Chapter IV
Nor Male and Female: Marriage at the End of the
World

Introduction

There can be no doubt that the communities founded by Paul had both male and female
members. Numerous passages testify to men and women, some mentioned by name, being
part of the groups to which his letters were addressed.! While this may seem to be a rather
trivial observation, it is nonetheless one that is worth making, since we know that all-male
religious groups existed in Antiquity, and we especially know of such Jewish groups. The all-
male Essenes were seen by both Philo and Josephus to present an ideal way of life, partly
because they allowed only men into the community, while rejecting wives and marriage.2
Whereas some texts among the Dead Sea Scrolls appear to assume the presence of families,
the Rule of the Community does not mention women and is generally seen as relating to a
community of men onIy.3 Other Greek authors also know of groups that include only men
and praise these groups for living ‘in great freedom’.* Based on contemporary examples,
Paul could thus very well have decided to limit membership, and direct his message, to men
only.

For Paul, however, the presence of both men and women seems to be important,
since he writes that ‘in the Lord woman is not independent of man nor man independent of
woman’ (1 Corinthians 11:11). The baptismal saying in Galatians confirms the presence of
both men and women ‘in Christ’, but signals a change in the situation of ‘male and female’,
as it does for the other two pairs. This chapter will examine what this change amounted to
and will analyse how this third pair relates to other passages in which Paul addresses issues
concerning men and women, and especially marriage, in the context of first-century
thought.

Contemporary sources that cite the same verse that is quoted in the baptismal
formula, about creation into ‘male and female’ (Genesis 1:27), generally do so in the context
of marriage and procreation. Although there are not many such sources, together they do

!See e.g. Romans 16, 1 Corinthians 1:11, Philippians 4:2-3.

> The sources on this for the Essenes are Philo, Apology for the Jews 11.14, 17 and Josephus, Antiquities 18. 18,
War 2.19.

* The Rule of the Congregation (1QSa) and the Damascus Document (CD) take the presence of women and
children for granted. While the Rule of the Community (1QS) does not mention women, marriage or celibacy, it
is often seen as associated with a community of celibate men. The question of celibacy in the movement
behind the Dead Sea Scrolls is obviously tied to the question of Essene identification. For a brief overview of
the discussion and relevant literature see: Cecilia Wassen, Women in the Damascus Document (Atlanta:
Society of Biblical Literature 2005), 6-9. Also John Collins, who holds the view that the community was indeed
celibate, but notes that ‘the silence (...) on matters relating to marriage is extraordinary on either explanation.’
(John Collins, Beyond the Qumran Community: The Sectarian Movement of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans Publishing Company 2010), 150-151). While many scholars assume a direct relationship between
the Essenes and the Dead Sea Scrolls, | accept the more cautious position taken by Steve Mason see Ch |, nt.
99.

* See Strabo, on the Thracians and the men of the Alexandrian museum (Strabo, Geography 7.3.3 and 17.1.8).
For a discussion of these groups in the context of ideal communities, see CH |, section 3.2.2.
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suggest a contemporary understanding of creation into ‘male and female’ as the creation of
man and woman as a couple, as husband and wife, for the purpose of having children. When
Paul declares that there is now no ‘male and female’, he should be heard against the
background of this contemporary understanding.

As we shall see, Paul’s discussion of the reasons why, and the circumstances under
which, a person should be celibate, should marry, or is allowed to divorce, indicate that he
had an exceptional view on these issues. Paul did not consider marriage as an important
duty towards society, nature, or God, as most of his contemporaries did. In light of the
approaching end of time, marriage was no longer of central importance for him. He does
not present marriage as reinforcing society or the community, but rather as a distraction, to
be avoided if possible. Marriage is part of the old world that is about to pass away.

The interpretation of the phrase ‘nor male and female’ presented in this chapter will
thus depart from what appears to be the consensus view in scholarship, that it declares the
equality between the sexes, or at least their interdependence.’ Many scholars embrace such
a reading, which generally goes back to the influential reconstruction of the origin of the
formula by Wayne Meeks. The first part of this chapter (section 1) will deal with the
interpretation of the phrase ‘male and female’, beginning with a discussion of Meeks’
interpretation and its subsequent development by Daniel Boyarin and Dennis Ronald
MacDonald (section 1.1). We will then turn to the interpretation of the phrase ‘nor male
and female’ in Paul’s time, which shows that the phrase is seen as relating not to androgyny
or to men and women in general, but specifically to their connection in marriage and
procreation (section 1.2). The second part of this chapter focusses on Paul’s attitude
towards marriage, procreation and sexuality and connects his ideas to the contemporary
cultural conversation about these issues (section 2). Both Paul’s arguments for marriage
(section 2.1) and his arguments against it (section 2.2) will be discussed.

Since the interpretation proposed here is different from the dominant scholarly
reading, several issues that are usually seen as related to the third pair of the formula lose
their relevance in connection to it. These are issues connected to the supposed tension in
Paul’s view on gender. The fact that a reference to ‘male and female’ is missing in the
citation in 1 Corinthians 12:13 is often attributed to Paul’s unease with the interpretation of
this pair in the Corinthian community. His statements about the need for women to cover
their heads and about women’s silence in the community gatherings are also seen to be in
tension with the presumed equality declared by Paul in the formula. | will briefly discuss
these issues in the final part of this chapter (section 3).

As this chapter will show, the baptismal formula does not declare an end to the
social or biological differences between men and women, but rather describes the fact that
men and women are no longer oriented towards each other in marriage. While turning this
orientation from each other to Christ does have some implications for the social positions of
men and women, these are not the primary focus of Paul’s message. Rather, a contextual
reading of Paul’s statement indicates that it should be heard as a declaration about the end-
time, when there will be no marriage and no procreation. As we will see, such an
understanding of the end time is also evident in other strands of Jewish and early-Christian

> See e.g. Schissler Fiorenza, who holds that the baptismal declarations ‘unequivocally affirm the equality and
charismatic giftedness of women and men in the Christian community’ (Schissler Fiorenza, In Memory of Her,
235). A similar view can be found in many scholars, such as Payne, Man and Woman, 461; Balch, ‘1 Cor 7:32-35
and Stoic Debates’, 438-439.
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thought. In the present, Paul encourages his audience to focus on this coming reality,
instead of on the world that is about to pass away. Since marriage is part of this world that
will soon end, it no longer has meaning for those who are in Christ.

1 Creation, Myth and Marriage: The Meaning of ‘Male and
Female’

It has long been noted that the third pair, ‘nor male and female’, deviates in form from the
other two pairs and thus breaks the parallelism of the baptismal formula.® Based on the first
two pairs, ‘neither Jew nor Greek’, and ‘neither slave nor free’, the third pair could be
expected to read ‘neither man nor woman’, or ‘neither woman nor man’. Yet instead of the
words most frequently used by Paul for man and woman, (avrjp and yuvry), two much rarer
terms are used here, and are linked not with the word ‘nor’ (00€) as in the previous two
pairs, but with ‘and’ (kat). The third pair thus stands apart from the other two, raising the
guestion why these particular words, and this particular form, are chosen.

Scholars generally agree that the wording of the third pair quotes the creation story
in Genesis (1:27), where the same phrase occurs. The Septuagint reads,

‘And God made man (tov &vBpwmov), in the image of God he made him, male and
female he made them’ (&poev kal BfAv émownoer adtolc). God blessed them and
said to them, ‘be fruitful and increase in number; fill the earth and subdue it’.
(Genesis 1:27-28)

Although the terms ‘male’ and ‘female’ are used together more often in ancient literature,
the exact phrase as it is used in the formula is rarely found.” When it does occur, it is often
as a quotation of the creation into male and female in Genesis, as we will see below. It is
therefore most likely that the third pair of the formula also derives its distinct form from the
verse in Genesis and should be seen as a reference to the creation account. The formula
would thus seem to deny something about the created order of male and female.

1.1 Equality and the Myth of the Androgyne

As noted above, many modern interpretations of the phrase assume that it denies the
distinction between male and female in the sense that it declares men and women to be
social equals, even though such a view creates a tension between the Galatian formula and
Paul’s other statements about appropriate behaviour for men and women and the
differences between them.® The consequence of the ‘egalitarian’ interpretation of ‘nor male

®See e.g. Betz, Galatians, Martyn, Galatians, 379-380; De Boer, Galatians, 246; Hansen, All of You are One, 9-
10; Boyarin, A Radical Jew, 186; Schiissler Fiorenza, In Memory of Her, 211.

" The phrase also occurs in the creation account in Genesis 5:2, and in relation to the animals that are allowed
into Noah’s ark (Genesis 6:19, 20, 7:2, 3, 9, 16, 23). The two words occur together in 2 Maccabees, although
not in this form. There it is said of the mother of the martyred sons that she is ‘filled with a noble spirit that
stirred her womanly heart with manly courage (tov 6fjAuv AoyLopov dpoevt Buu@) (2 Maccabees 7:21).

® The usual interpretation of the pair is expressed by many scholars in different ways. According to Hans Dieter
Betz, ‘Gal 3:28 is the first occurrence of a doctrine openly propagating the abolition of sex distinctions’ (Betz,
Galatians, 197). Despite seeing the pair as a reference to marriage, Schissler Fiorenza maintains that the
baptismal declarations ‘unequivocally affirm the equality and charismatic giftedness of women and men in the
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and female’ often tends to be that, as Daniel Boyarin puts it, when it comes to gender, ‘Paul
seems to have produced a discourse which is so contradictory as to be almost incoherent’.’
Brigitte Kahl describes the consensus view in feminist and liberation oriented readings on
the baptismal statement as a ‘lovely lonely alien unhappily trapped in the hostile matter of a
Pauline letter’.® While the so-called ‘egalitarian’ reading is thus widely accepted, its
proponents agree that it is difficult to fit into a coherent understanding of Paul’s attitude
towards men and women as expressed in other passages.

The notion that the formula declares gender equality is argued in the influential
reading of Wayne Meeks, already discussed in Chapter I, which sees the baptismal formula
as a ‘reunification formula’ that reflects a longing for the original androgynous state of
humanity.’* According to Meeks, Paul ‘accepts and even insists upon the equality of role of
man and woman’ based on this eschatological androgyny, even though the symbolic
difference between the two is still preserved in the present time. Meeks’ interpretation and
its subsequent development by Dennis Ronald MacDonald and Daniel Boyarin has had a
significant impact on the understanding of the Galatian formula and the Genesis quotation
in it, yet it is based on a strained interpretation of the relevant sources.

In the first chapter of this study, the speculative nature of the proposed
reconstruction of the origin and history of the baptismal formula was already discussed.
Both MacDonald and Boyarin assume that the formula was in use among non-Pauline
groups which proclaimed a more radical gender equality than Paul himself did.*? Paul is
thought to have taken over this formula from these groups and to have adapted it for his
own purposes, but without the radical gender agenda, which then disappeared from
Christianity. The formula only resurfaced in later Gnostic texts. '

While this speculative reconstruction is in itself problematic, a perhaps more
fundamental challenge to the perspective of the androgyne myth has recently been put
forward by Johannes Vorster.'* According to Vorster, the conviction held by Meeks and
others that ancient thought associated the androgyne myth with equality and harmony
between the sexes is based on a substantial misreading. Rather than symbolizing
humankind’s yearning for unity, harmony and equality, the imagery of androgyny

‘represents not a harmonious utopian future, but rather a discordant, chaotic present'.15

Christian community’ (Schissler Fiorenza, In Memory of Her, 235). Robin Scroggs describes Paul as ‘the one
clear voice in the NT asserting the freedom and equality of woman in the eschatological community’. Galatians
3:28 means that ‘every human being is equal before God in Christ and thus before each other’ (Scroggs, ‘Paul
and the Eschatological Woman’, 535). For a discussion of equality in relation to this text, see Jeremy Punt,
‘Power and Liminality, Sex and Gender, and Gal 3:28: A Postcolonial, Queer Reading of an Influential Text’
Neotestamentica 44/1 (2010), 140-166; Jorunn @kland, Women in their Place: Paul and the Corinthian
Discourse of Gender and Sanctuary Space (London: T&T Clark International 2004), 6-7; Kahl, ‘No Longer Male’,
37.

o Boyarin, A Radical Jew, 183.

10 Kahl, ‘No Longer Male’, 37.

" Meeks, ‘The Image of the Androgyne’, 185.

uMacDonaId, No Male and Female, 127-132; Boyarin, A Radical Jew, 187.

B For a criticism of MacDonald’s hypothesis, see also Judith Gundry-Volf, ‘Male and Female in Creation and
New Creation: Interpretations of Galatians 3.28c in 1 Corinthians 7’, in To Tell the Mystery: Essays on New
Testament Eschatology in Honor of Robert H. Gundry, Thomas E. Schmidt, Moisés Silva and Robert Horton
Gundry (eds.), (Sheffield: JSOT Press 1994), 95-121, 102-105.

% Johannes N. Vorster, ‘Androgyny and Early Christianity’, Religion & Theology 15 (2008), 97-132.

r Vorster, ‘Androgyny and Early Christianity’, 97.
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This applies not only for the original Platonic version of the myth, but also for the later
Gnostic interpretations.

As Meeks himself notes, Jewish sources that refer to a Platonic myth substantially
reinterpret it, since its original focus is not on a fusion of a man with a woman, but rather on
that of a man with man.’® In Plato’s Symposium, men who yearn for oneness between men
are rated as superior to those who long for a female other half. Although androgyny appears
as a primordial situation in this myth, it does not carry a favourable connotation, according
to Vorster.) Based on an analysis of Gnostic texts such as the Gospel of Philip and The
Exegesis on the Soul, which are also mentioned by Meeks, Vorster argues that androgyny is
not seen in a more positive light in early Christianity. It does not function in these stories as
an erasure of gender, nor as a device for the construction of equality, but rather serves to
portray women in a negative light.'®

There thus seems little reason to assume that Paul, in contrast to other ancient
authors, did see the myth of an androgynous primal human being as referring to a positive,
harmonious state, which could be restored in baptism. There does not seem to be a
plausible contemporary understanding of androgyny that would support such a reading of
Paul, nor do Paul’s other statements about men and women suggest that he considered the
differences between them as irrelevant. Rather, contemporary references to the phrase
‘male and female he created them’ (Genesis 1:27) point to a very different interpretation of
this phrase, one that is much more consistent with Paul’s thought.

1.2 ‘Male and Female’ as Marriage and Procreation

One of the problems with the interpretation of Meeks and others is that it focusses on both
earlier and later sources, and attempts to reconstruct a first-century understanding based
on these. As this section will show, other, more contemporary references exist, which give a
very different idea about how the phrase was understood. The references in Philo, in the
Damascus Document, and in the Gospels, all quote this verse from Genesis in connection
with marriage and procreation.

The importance of the references to Genesis in the Gospels (especially Mark 10:6)
for understanding the phrase in Galatians was already suggested by Elisabeth Schissler
Fiorenza in her study In Memory of Her. According to Schissler Fiorenza, the quotation
introduces ‘the theme of procreation and fertility’ and the assertion in Galatians is therefore
‘not that there are no longer men and women in Christ, but that patriarchal marriage—and
sexual relationships between male and female—is no longer constitutive of the new
community in Christ’.'® Schiissler Fiorenza’s suggestion was taken up by Judith Gundry-Volf,
who relates the baptismal saying to Paul’s statements on marriage in 1 Corinthians and finds
support for reading the phrase as a declaration about marriage in rabbinic interpretations of
Genesis 1:27, as well as in the presumed intention of the Priestly writer in Genesis.? In his
recent commentary, Martin de Boer also sees the passages in the Gospels, where Jesus
rejects divorce and points out that there is no marriage beyond the resurrection (Mark

'® Meeks, ‘The Image of the Androgyne’, 186.

v (Plato, Symposium 189E—192A), see Vorster, ‘Androgyny and Early Christianity’, 108.
¥ Vorster, ‘Androgyny and Early Christianity’, 114-130.

¥ Schiissler Fiorenza, In Memory of Her, 211.

20 Gundry-Volf, ‘Male and Female in Creation’, 105-107.
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12:25; Matthew 19:3-6; Mark 12:18-27, Matthew 22:23-32; Luke 20:27-38), as an indication
that Paul’s phrase about male and female ‘probably concerns marriage’.”* Those scholars
who interpret the phrase as referring to marriage and procreation tend to focus on the
passages in the Gospels that quote Genesis 1:27. They seem to overlook that there are two
other contemporary sources outside the New Testament that also cite this verse from
Genesis when discussing marriage and procreation, thus further strengthening this
interpretation. We will discuss the latter sources first, before turning to the Gospel
passages.

1.2.1 Creation into ‘Male and Female’ in Philo

Philo reflects on creation into male and female in several instances, as part of his extensive
exegesis of Genesis 1-3.%* He places different emphases in his exegesis, depending on the
larger questions in focus. Philo’s understanding of creation in general, and of the creation of
human beings especially, is a complex subject that can only be presented in summary form
here.”® The key aspect of Philo’s perspective on human creation is that he contrasts the first
creation story told in Genesis 1 (Genesis 1:27), to the second, found in the second chapter
(Genesis 2:7). The first account, according to Philo, describes the creation of the heavenly
being who is ‘in the image of God’, while the second presents the creation of the earthly
human being.?* The phrase ‘male and female he created them’ creates something of a
problem for Philo, since this is said of the heavenly being, but fits better with his
understanding of the earthly human. Philo solves this problem in two ways. The first is to
see ‘male and female’ as a potential that is contained in the first heavenly human:

And very beautifully after he had called the whole race "man," did he distinguish
between the sexes, saying, that "they were created male and female" (&ppev Te
kol OfAv) although all the individuals of the race had not yet assumed their
distinctive form; since the extreme species are contained in the genus, and are
beheld, as in a mirror, by those who are able to discern acutely. (Philo, On the
Creation of the World 76)

According to David Runia, the human being here is ‘identified primarily with his intellect’
and is thus, in Philo’s perception, ‘still at a pre-sexual stage, despite the biblical words “male

' pe Boer, Galatians, 246. In his recent study of the ‘social vision’ of Galatians 3:28, Bruce Hansen
acknowledges Gundry-Volf’s reading as ‘compelling’, and takes it to mean that ‘a paterfamilias, married with
children, would have no greater status than an unmarried woman or a widow’ (Hansen, All of You Are One, 10-
11).

? The main works of Philo that interpret Genesis 1-3 are Allegorical Interpretation of the Laws, Questions on
Genesis 1, and On the Creation of the World. On Philo’s thought on creation, see William Loader, The
Septuagint, Sexuality, and the New Testament: Case Studies on the Impact of the LXX in Philo and the New
Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 2004); David T. Runia, On the Creation of the Cosmos According to Moses:
Introduction, Translation and Commentary (Leiden: Brill 2001); Thomas H. Tobin, The Creation of Man: Philo
and the History of Interpretation (Washington: Catholic Biblical Association of America 1983).

> Philo’s understanding of creation is the subject of a number of recent studies, see Van Kooten, Paul’s
Anthropology in Context; Charles A. Anderson, Philo of Alexandria's Views of the Physical World (Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck 2011); Jonathan D. Worthington, Creation in Paul and Philo: The Beginning and Before
(TGbingen: Mohr Siebeck 2011).

* On Philo’s understanding of the two creation accounts, see Van Kooten, Paul’s Anthropology in Context ,46-
69; also Runia, On the Creation of the Cosmos, 21-25, Richard A. Baer Jr, Philo's Use of the Categories Male and
Female (Leiden: Brill 1970), 14-44.
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and female””.” A similar explanation occurs in Philo’s Allegorical Interpretation of the Laws,

though with a slightly different use of the terms ‘genus’ and ‘species’:

And this is found to be the course taken by God in all cases; for before making the
species he completes the genera, as he did in the case of man: for having first
modelled the generic man, in whom they say that the male and female sexes are
contained (TpotuTWong yp TOV Yevikov &vbpwmov, év @ To &pper kal TO BfAL
vévoc ¢mow elvat), he afterwards created the specific man Adam. (Philo,
Allegorical Interpretation of the Laws 2.13)

While the first passage describes the species as already contained in the genus, the second
states that they are formed after the genera have been completed.?® Leaving the details of
this distinction aside, both passages provide an interpretation of the phrase ‘male and
female he created them’ (Genesis 1:27) that is compatible with an understanding of the
created being as somehow preceding actual gendered male and female human beings.

When Philo then comes to the interpretation of the second creation story, in his
exegesis of Genesis 2 (Genesis 2:7), he contrasts the gendered, earthly, mortal being
created here, with the incorporeal, non-gendered first creation. He applies the idea of
creation into male and female, which occurs in the first creation account, to the second, and
paraphrases the first human as ‘neither male nor female’:

After this, Moses says that "God made man, having taken clay from the earth,

and he breathed into his face the breath of life". And by this expression he shows

most clearly that there is a vast difference between man as generated now, and

the first man who was made according to the image of God. For man as formed

now is perceptible to the external senses, partaking of qualities, consisting of

body and soul, man or woman, by nature mortal (ék oWuatog kol Yuyfg

OLVEDTWG, aYnp T yuvn, dloeL Brntoc). But man, made according to the image of

God, was an idea, or a genus, or a seal, perceptible only by the intellect,

incorporeal, neither male nor female, imperishable by nature (kate Ty elkove

o€ TIc 1) Yévog 1 odpaylc, vontdg, doduatoc, obt’ dpper olte OfAL, ddOupTog

¢uoeL). (Philo, On the Creation of the World 134)
Philo’s strategy here is something of an ‘exegetical sleight of hand’.?’ He interprets the
meaning of the words ‘male and female he created them’ as their apparent opposite:
‘neither male nor female’. It is likely that Philo is still working with the same concept here of
the first human who was ‘in the image of God’ as ‘not yet male and female’.?® According to
Richard Baer, Philo sees the male-female polarity as ‘part of the mortal, corruptible world’,
while what was patterned ‘after the divine Logos belongs to the realm where there is
neither male nor female’.?’ Both Runia and Baer argue against an interpretation of this first
human as androgynous. Baer rejects any mythological framework for Philo. Instead, Philo is

> Runia, On the Creation of the Cosmos, 243.

%6 On Philo’s concept of ‘genus’, see Runia, On the Creation of the Cosmos, 185, 242, 325; Baer, Philo's Use of
the Categories Male and Female, 26-35; William Loader, The Septuagint, Sexuality, and the New Testament,
59-69.

277 Runia, On the Creation of the Cosmos, 325.

28 Runia, On the Creation of the Cosmos, 243.

2 Baer, Philo's Use of the Categories Male and Female, 35.
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concerned with philosophical categories such as genus and species, potentiality and
actuality, which do not allow for androgyny.30

A very different reference to creation into male and female occurs in Philo’s work
Who Is Heir, where he discusses ‘who is the heir of the things of God’ (1.1). Here, Philo
mentions the creation of man and woman when discussing equality (iodétnc). Equality,
according to Philo, is the ‘parent of peace’, while inequality (dviodtng) is the ‘parent of war’
(1.162), and is associated with injustice and strife. Moses is the great ‘praiser of equality’
and he presents equality in his description of creation, as ‘the muse of justice’ (1.163). As an
example of this equality, Philo cites the creation of male and female:

For it is equality which allotted night and day and light and darkness to existing
things. It is equality (iodtnc) also that divided the human race into man and
woman (tov alpwtov elg &vdpe kol yuvoike), making two divisions, unequal in
strength, but most perfectly equal for the purpose which nature had principally in
view, the generation of a third human being like themselves (Gvioe pev tdig
pWpaLg, Tpog O O¢ €omevoer T dlolg, TPLTOL TLYOG OUoLoL Yéveoly, Loaltate). For,
says Moses, "God made man; in the image of God created he him; male and
female created he them" (&poev kal 6fAv émoinoev). (Philo, Who is Heir 164)

In this passage, the creation into male and female is discussed outside the context of Philo’s
understanding of Genesis 1-2 and the two accounts of creation. He is not burdened,
therefore, with a contrast between a heavenly and an earthly human being and can take the
guote simply as a reference to the creation of men and women. Even though this passage
stresses equality and understands creation into male and female as resulting from equality,
the two halves that are created are described as not being entirely equal, since they are
‘unequal in strength’.

Their equality lies for Philo in their joint purpose, which is creating a third human
being. That this is the divine intention in creation is supported with the quote ‘male and
female he created them’. Creation into male and female is thus clearly associated with
procreation. When not burdened with fitting the verse into his scheme of creation, Philo
appears to have quite a different interpretation of it. Male and female were created with
the purpose of creating more humans in turn. Since Philo only allows for procreation within
marriage, and even calls procreation ‘what greatly resembles marriage’, his interpretation of
Genesis 1:27 fits with a contemporary understanding that is evident in other sources, where
the verse is quoted in connection with regulations about marriage.31

1.2.2 ‘Male and Female’ and Fornication in the Damascus Document

The second text that refers to God’s creation of male and female, and confirms its
association with marriage, is found in the Damascus Document. This is a text most likely
dating from the late second century BCE, which contains numerous laws governing the life
of a Jewish group whose character remains disputed.*” The section of the document

30 Baer, Philo's Use of the Categories Male and Female, 34-35; Runia, On the Creation of the Cosmos, 243, 325.
So also Loader, The Septuagint, Sexuality, and the New Testament, 64.

31 Philo, On the Special Laws 1.112.

* The role of the Damascus Document in scholarly reconstructions of a Qumran community, which tend to
give central importance to Josephus’ account of the Essenes, is discussed by Sarianna Metso. Metso argues for
a more detailed analysis of the text to reach the historical reality of the group behind it (Sarianna Metso, ‘The

182



Nor Male and Female

relevant for our purposes here criticizes those who do not belong to the group, and accuses
them of various sins, including fornication:

(they) are caught twice in fornication: by taking two wives in their lives, even
though the principle of creation is ‘male and female he created them’ (zmx x-2
mapn az1). (CD IV 20-21)

There is much debate as to the fornication in question here, which centres on the meaning
of the word ‘their lives” (zmnz2). If this refers to the lives of the husbands, it would mean an
absolute ban on second marriages; husbands cannot have a second wife during their own
lives. If the lives in question are those of the wives, the passage prohibits polygyny, as well
as a second marriage subsequent to divorce.*® The exact nature of what is condemned in
the passage cannot be explored here. What is relevant for our purposes is that the
reference to creation into ‘male and female’ serves in either interpretation to establish the
marriage bond between one man and one woman as the norm, from which it is a sin to
deviate. It thus interprets the phrase ‘male and female he created them’ as referring to the
union of husband and wife.

1.2.3 ‘Male and Female’ and Divorce in the Gospels

In the Gospels, a quotation of the creation into ‘male and female’ is attributed to Jesus in a
discussion on divorce, and is linked to a second text from Genesis that refers to marriage
(Genesis 2:24). When questioned about legitimate reasons for divorce, Jesus replies with a
reference to both these verses from Genesis:

Some Pharisees came and tested him by asking, ‘Is it lawful for a man to divorce
his wife?” ‘What did Moses command you?’ he replied. They said, ‘Moses
permitted a man to write a certificate of divorce and send her away.” ‘It was
because your hearts were hard that Moses wrote you this law’, Jesus replied. ‘But
at the beginning of creation God “made them male and female” (&poev kal 8fAv
émoinoer avtolc). For this reason a man will leave his father and mother and be
united to his wife, and the two will become one flesh. So they are no longer two,
but one. Therefore what God has joined together, let man not separate.” (Mark
10:2-9; cf. Matthew 19:3-6)

In order to show that it is God who joins man and woman in marriage, Mark’s Jesus
combines the creation stories in Genesis 1 and 2 and connects the creation into ‘male and
female’ to the union between husband and wife (Genesis 1:27; 2:24). Because God created
‘male and female’, a man will unite and become one with a wife. The phrase ‘male and

Damascus Document and the Community Rule’, in The Damascus Document: A Centennial of Discovery, Joseph
M. Baumgarten, Esther G. Chazon and Avital Pinnick (eds.), (Brill: Leiden 2000), 85-93). See also Philip R.
Davies, ‘The Judaism(s) of the Damascus Document’, in The Damascus Document: A Centennial of Discovery,
Joseph M. Baumgarten, Esther G. Chazon and Avital Pinnick (eds.), (Brill: Leiden 2000), 27-43.

*For an overview of the various interpretations of this passage, see Wassen, Women in the Damascus
Document, 114-118, Vered Noam, ‘Divorce in Qumran in Light of Early Halakhah’, Journal of Jewish Studies,
56/2 (2005), 206-223; Adiel Schremer, ‘Qumran Polemic on Marital Law: CD 4:20-5:11 and its Social
Background’, in The Damascus Document: A Centennial of Discovery, Joseph M. Baumgarten, Esther G. Chazon
and Avital Pinnick (eds.), (Brill: Leiden, 2000), 147-160. These scholars all argue for a narrow interpretation,
suggesting the ban focusses on polygyny.
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female’ is quoted to substantiate the divine instigation of marriage, and its consequential
holiness.** Because husband and wife are joined by God a man cannot divorce his wife.

While it is unclear whether the saying, and the interpretation of Genesis, go back to
Jesus, it seems possible that the content of the teaching does, or at least represents a very
early development, since Paul knows of a similar command which he ascribes to ‘the Lord’
(1 Corinthians 7:10). Paul largely shares Jesus’ strict ethic on divorce, but he does allow both
men and women to end their marriages under certain circumstances (1 Corinthians 7:12-
13), as we will discuss below. 3

1.2.4 ‘No Male and Female’ as No Marriage in Paul?

These three passages independently testify to an understanding of creation into ‘male and
female’ as the creation of the two as a unit. Genesis 1:27 is read as creating male and
female for a common purpose, to belong together. That Philo focusses on procreation, while
the other two texts are concerned with regulations about marriage should not be seen as a
substantial difference. In Philo’s thought, marriage and procreation are closely associated.
One of the main criteria by which Philo distinguishes legitimate sexual activity, necessarily
within marriage, is the intention to procreate (see e.g. On the Special Laws 3.33-36).>° When
discussing marriage regulations, Philo observes ‘these, then, are the ordinances which were
established respecting marriage, and respecting what greatly resembles marriage, the
procreation of children’ (On the Special Laws 1.112). If Philo interprets the phrase as
underlining the importance of procreation in God’s creation, we can assume that he saw it
as supporting marriage as well.

Although we have only three passages here, they do suggest a distinct contemporary
understanding of the phrase ‘male and female he created them’.%’ Importantly, this
understanding is consistent with the larger pattern that saw the two creation accounts in
Genesis as stories about marriage. Even though the evidence is scattered, there appears to
have been a tendency in early Jewish texts, such as Tobit and Ben Sira, to ‘see contemporary

marriage as patterned on the biblical primal marriage’.38 It thus seems probable that Paul

* The parallel between the use of the citation in Mark and the Damascus Document is frequently noted, even
if it is not related to Galatians 3:28. Adela Yarbro Collins also discusses the parallels between these two
passages in her commentary on Mark, where her focus is on the different approaches to divorce in both texts.
She notes that both use Genesis 1:27 ‘to support a legal principle regarding marriage’ (Adela Yarbro Collins,
Mark: A Commentary (Minneapolis: Fortress Press 2007), 468, see also Raymond F. Collins, Divorce in the New
Testament (Collegeville: Liturgical Press 1992), 97.

% The fact that this distinctive teaching forbidding divorce is an exception in contemporary Judaism could be
an argument for attributing it to the historical Jesus (see Yarbro Collins, Mark, 468). For Jewish views on
divorce, see Michael L. Satlow, Jewish Marriage in Antiquity (Princeton: Princeton University Press 2001), 182-
185.

*® The other main criterion is whether sexual activity constitutes rebellion against God. See Gaca, The Making
of Fornication, 194.

¥ The understanding of the verse that is evident in the passages here continued during rabbinic times, as
Gundry-Volf shows (Gundry-Volf, ‘Male and Female in Creation’, 105-107).

38 Satlow, Jewish Marriage, 60. Satlow refers to Tobit 8:5-8, 6:16-17, Ben Sira 36:24 and 4QMMT B 40, and
4Q416 2.4 as texts that connect Genesis 1-2 to marriage. Jacques van Ruiten also concludes that early Jewish
texts (in this case Tobit, Jubilees, Sibylline Oracles 1 and 2 Enoch) stress the marital relationship between
Adam and Eve, in their reception of the narrative of creation (Jacques T.A.G.M. van Ruiten, ‘The Creation of
Man and Woman in Early Jewish Literature’ in The Creation of Man and Woman: Interpretations of the Biblical
Narratives in Jewish and Christian Traditions, Gerard P. Luttikhuizen (ed.), (Leiden: Brill 2000), 34-62, 61-62).
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shared this understanding and also quotes ‘male and female’ as relating to marriage and
procreation.

This possibility is all the more likely given that Paul, as we shall see in the next
section, indeed had an exceptional attitude towards marriage. Marrying, having children
and creating a household were generally seen as part of a person’s duty towards God and
society, not only in Jewish sources, but also in wider Greco-Roman thought.39 Whereas
some of Paul’'s contemporaries saw marriage as an obstacle for a man pursuing a
philosophical life, Paul is alone in taking the drastic step of encouraging both men and
women not to marry (e.g.,, 1 Corinthians 7:7, 32-34). Again unlike most of his
contemporaries, Paul does not mention the need for procreation as a possible reason to
marry. According to him, marriage is part of the world that is about to pass away and is
therefore of little importance as a goal in itself (1 Corinthians 7:29-31).

Reading the pair ‘male and female’ as a reference to marriage therefore leads to a
consistent understanding of Paul’s thought, in contrast to a ‘gender’ or ‘equality’ reading.
That there is an eschatological dimension to Paul’s perspective on marriage and celibacy
strengthens its link to the baptismal formula, since this should be seen in part as an
expression of an eschatological reality, as argued in the first chapter of this study. In the
next section, these different aspects of Paul’s thought on marriage will be explored in
greater detail, to see whether they can be understood as an explication of the idea that
there is no ‘male and female’ in Christ.

2 ‘Male and Female’ in Context: The Arguments for and
against Marriage

Although it may seem somewhat surprising that the baptismal formula should include
marriage as one of its three pairs, in light of the first-century understanding of society, a
pronouncement on marriage would not be unexpected. Marriage was a hot topic in the
early Empire; it was discussed by philosophers and law-makers, and appeared as the
central theme of an emerging literary genre, the novel.”® According to Plutarch there was
no subject more important in philosophy than ‘this discourse of marriage, whereby
philosophy charms those who come together to share their lives, and makes them gentle
and amenable to each other’.*!

Plutarch’s own main contribution to this discourse was a book of advice, written

as a wedding gift for a friend, which detailed his ideas about the secret of a happy

% Satlow points out the similarities between the Stoic view on marriage and that shared by Jewish authors
such as Josephus, Philo, Ben Sira and Pseudo-Phocylides (Satlow, Jewish Marriage, 12-21).

* This marital theme characterizes the novels that are commonly known as ‘the big five’; the Greek novels of
Chariton, Xenophon of Ephesus, Achilles Tatius, Longus, and Heliodorus. On the genre of the novels, see Niklas
Holzberg, ‘The Genre: Novels Proper and the Fringe’, 11-28. The questions of the origin and readership are
discussed in James Tatum (ed.), The Search for the Ancient Novel (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University
Press 1994). For the changing legal views on marriage, especially in the Augustan marriage codes which made
several matters public that had up until then been private, see Treggiari, Roman Marriage, esp. 60-80; Judith
Evans Grubbs, ‘Promoting Pietas through Roman Law’, in A Companion to Families in the Greek and Roman
Worlds, Beryl Rawson (ed.) (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing 2011) 377-392.

** Advice to the Bride and Groom, Introduction, lines 15-19.
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marriage.42 The interest in the subject is also apparent in Stoics such as Musonius Rufus
and Hierocles, who wrote treatises on the advantages of marriage and on how husband
and wife should behave towards each other.* During this period, Chariton of Aphrodisias
composed the first Greek love novel, Chaereas and Callirhoe, which revolved around the
protagonists’ desire to remain faithful to each other and to be reunited as a married
couple.

As we will see below, there appears to have been a broad consensus that
marriage constituted the basis of society, and that to get married was a duty for anyone
concerned about the continuation of this society. Marriage took a privileged position
among human relationships and this first connection was ultimately seen to extend, via
children, relatives, fellow citizens and allies, to the whole of human race.** The
contemporary understanding of marriage thus ties in with the idea of the fundamental
interconnectedness of humanity, a philosophical notion already discussed in the previous
chapters. Just as the concept of a cosmopolitan community can be seen to have
influenced Paul’s ideas about ethnic unity and the positions of slave and free, it also can
be seen to form the background for his interest in, and his ideas about, marriage.

While most sources maintain that to marry and have children is to live in
accordance with nature and divine intent, there was some debate at this time about
whether or not marriage was a distraction best avoided in the pursuit of philosophy. For
some, such as Musonius Rufus, the answer to this question was a clear ‘no’. Jewish
authors mostly shared his view; Philo and Josephus, for example, confirmed the
importance of marriage as the basis for society. Others, such as Musonius’ student
Epictetus, felt that marriage did form a distraction for some people, under certain
circumstances.

Since marriage was seen as fundamentally important in society, the absence of
marriage was imagined only as an exception, or as part of a radically different way of life.
While Philo and Josephus generally underline the necessity of marrying and setting up a
household, in their depictions of the Essenes and the Therapeutae they praise these ideal
communities exactly for rejecting marriage, along with slavery and property. In some
eschatological expectation of the period, the idea that there will be no marriage occurs
as part of a transformed end-time existence. In book 2 of the Sibylline Oracles, as well as
in the Gospels, we find the notion that ultimately, there will be neither marriage nor
death.

*2 For a discussion of Advice to the Bride and Groom, see Sarah B. Pomeroy (ed.), Plutarch’s Advice to the Bride
and Groom and A Consolation to His Wife: English Translations, Commentary and Interpretative Essays
(Oxford: Oxford University Press 1999).

* Musonius Rufus, “What is the Chief End of Marriage?’ (13A and 13B) and ‘Is Marriage a Handicap for the
Pursuit of Philosophy?’ (14). See Runar M. Thorsteinsson, Roman Christianity and Roman Stoicism: A
Comparative Study of Ancient Morality (Oxford: Oxford University Press 2010) 47. Hierocles wrote treatises on
marriage and on household management, which may originally have been part of his work ‘On Appropriate
Acts’, see llaria L.E. Ramelli and David Konstan (eds.), Hierocles the Stoic: Elements of Ethics, Fragments, and
Excerpts (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2009), xxvii.

* Cicero, On the Ends 5.65, see Treggiari, Roman Marriage 208. For a discussion of contemporary thought on
marriage, especially in Stoic thought, see Michael Trapp, Philosophy in the Roman Empire, 155-165; Gretchen
Reydams-Schils, The Roman Stoics: Self, Responsibility, and Affection (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
2005) 143-176.
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All these different voices briefly sketched here were part of the cultural
conversation on marriage in which Paul took part, and many aspects of this conversation
are reflected in his thought. Since Paul too gives arguments both for and against marriage
in his most comprehensive discussion of marriage (in 1 Corinthians 7), this will be the
organising principle of this section. We will see how Paul’s thought relates to the
contemporary discussion about marriage, when it comes to the arguments put forward in
favour of marrying (section 2.1) and those raised against it (section 2.2). The objective is
not to provide a comprehensive view of the debate about marriage, but rather to see
whether Paul’s particular take on marriage is compatible with the baptismal claim that
there is no fundamental orientation towards marriage, no ‘male and female’, in Christ.*”®

2.1 The Arguments for Marriage: Procreation and Society

In the first part of this section, we will focus on those sources that express the widely held
view that marriage was a good thing, and that to marry was to make an important
contribution to society and to live in accordance with nature and divine will.*® The passages
discussed above, in relation to creation into male and female, already indicate that Genesis
1:27 was interpreted in this vein. According to Philo, male and female were created for the
purpose of coming together and creating a third being like themselves (Philo, Who is Heir
164). Since Philo allows procreation only within marriage, and sex within marriage only for
procreation, the importance of marriage in creation is implied here.*” The Damascus
Document (CD IV 20-21) and the Gospels (Mark 10:2-9; cf. Matthew 19:3-6) explicitly
connect creation into male and female to marriage and make this the principle on the basis
of which polygyny or divorce can be rejected. Marriage was seen as the connection of one
man and one woman intended by God from creation.

Many Jewish sources of the time agree that marriage is a good thing and that having
children and establishing a household is in accordance with nature and divine will. According
to Michael Satlow, ‘nearly all Jewish writings from the Second Temple share this view’. *® An

* The relation of Paul’s thought on marriage and celibacy to that found in contemporary, especially Cynic and
Stoic sources has been the subject of extensive research, see Deming, Paul on Marriage and Celibacy; David
Balch, ‘1 Cor 7:32-35 and Stoic Debates about Marriage, Anxiety, and Distraction’, Journal of Biblical Literature
102/3 (1983) 429-439; O. Larry Yarbrough, Not Like the Gentiles: Marriage Rules in the Letters of Paul (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1985); Osiek and Balch, Families in the New Testament World, 103-109. Kathy Gaca argues
vehemently against any influence of Stoic thought on Paul, placing him firmly in a Septuagint tradition. She
also believes the advocates of ‘procreationism’ such as Philo, Musonius and Seneca derive their ideas not from
Stoicism, but that from Pythagoreanism and develop ‘from uniquely Pythagorean concerns’, see Gaca, The
Making of Fornication, 115, 292-296.

*® On the importance of marriage for Roman Stoics, see Reydams-Schils, The Roman Stoics, 143-176; Elisabeth
Asmis, ‘The Stoics on Women’, in Feminism and Ancient Philosophy, Julie K. Ward (ed.), (London: Routledge
1996), 68-92; Deming, Paul on Marriage and Celibacy, 76-87.

¥ After detailing the regulations about marriage for priests, Philo concludes the discussion with ‘these, then,
are the ordinances which were established respecting marriage, and respecting what greatly resembles
marriage, the procreation of children’ (On the Special Laws 1.112). Philo condemns sex between husband and
wife not intended for procreation, such as during menstruation or when a man marries a woman who is known
to be infertile (On the Special Laws 3.32-36). For a discussion of the origin of Philo’s ‘procreationism’, see Gaca,
The Making of Fornication, 115; also William Loader, Philo, Josephus, and the Testaments on Sexuality:
Attitudes towards Sexuality in the Writings of Philo and Josephus and in the Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 2011), 61-65.

8 Satlow, Jewish Marriage, 14-15.
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example can be found in the Sentences of Pseudo-Phocylides, a Jewish classicising poem by
an anonymous author (dating between 100 BCE and 100 CE). This work contains moral
instruction on a range of subjects, including family, sexuality and marriage. On the reasons
for marriage the Sentences are clear:

Remain not unmarried, lest you perish nameless (un pelvng &yopog, pn Twg
vovuuvog dAnat). And give something to nature (ploeL) yourself: beget in turn as
you were begotten. (Pseudo-Phocylides, Sentences 175-176)%

The author of these sentences expresses an attitude towards marriage that is typical of
Jewish sources of the period. Marriage is an obligation and to fail to marry or have
children is a disgrace. This view is presented as being in accordance with nature (pioLg),
as was common. Moral codes were often presented as predicated on the inherent
constitution of the cosmos.”® The second century Stoic Hierocles, whose idea of the
connectedness of people in the form of concentric rings was already discussed in Chapter
I, similarly sees marriage as the most elementary bond:

A discussion of marriage is most necessary. For our entire race is naturally
disposed towards community (&moav pev yip MUOY TO  Yyévog €bu  TpOg
kowwviayr), and the first and most elementary of the communities is that in
accord with marriage. For there would not be cities if there were not households.
(Hierocles, On Marriage)™*

The concentric circles that connect a person with his family, his relatives, his tribe and
ultimately, with all of humanity, begin with the connection formed in marriage.52
Enthusiasm for marriage and for having children is fitting for someone who loves his
relatives and friends, as well as his city and his country. Marriage thus forms the basis for
society, and the community between husband and wife is similar to the larger
community.

The Stoic Musonius Rufus is one of the most articulate proponents of the view
that everyone should marry. Without marriage, he argues, the human race would be
destroyed:

| say, it would be each man's duty to take thought for his own city, and to make
of his home a rampart for its protection. But the first step toward making his
home such a rampart is marriage. Thus whoever destroys human marriage
destroys the home, the city, and the whole human race (Wote 0 dvaLp®dy €
QVOPWTWY YOOV GVELPEL WEV OLKOV, GUELPEL &€ TOMV, GUeLpEl &€ OUUTAY TO
avBpwmelov yévog). For it would not last if there were no procreation of children
and there would be no just and lawful procreation of children without marriage.
That the home or the city does not depend upon women alone or upon men
alone, but upon their union with each other is evident. One could find no other
association more necessary nor more pleasant than that of men and women.
(Musonius Rufus, Is Marriage a Handicap for the Pursuit of Philosophy? 14.9-14)

* Walter T. Wilson, The Sentences of Pseudo-Phocylides (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2005), 5-7.

0 Wilson, The Sentences of Pseudo-Phocylides, 188-189.

> Translation Ramelli and Konstan, Hierocles the Stoic, 73.

>2 A similar view can be found in Cicero, On Duties 1.54, see Asmis, ‘The Stoics on Women’, 70-73.
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Like Philo, Musonius sees a close link between marriage and procreation. As the single unit
that enables the creation of legitimate children, husband and wife are necessary to ensure
the continuation of the human race. Marriage forms the first connection and the
cornerstone on which the city and even humanity as a whole are built.>® While this guote
establishes the tie between marriage and having children, it also shows that for Musonius,
there is an additional value in marriage in the emotional connection between husband and
wife. In his treatise on the purpose of marriage, he states that procreation alone is not what
sets marriage apart, since animals too can create offspring. Marriage, in addition to
procreation, is about mutual devotion:

But in marriage there must be above all perfect companionship and mutual love
of husband and wife, both in health and in sickness and under all conditions,
since it was with desire for this as well as for having children that both entered
upon marriage. Where, then, this love for each other is perfect and the two share
it completely, each striving to outdo the other in devotion, the marriage is ideal
and worthy of envy, for such a union is beautiful. (Musonius Rufus, What is the
Chief End of Marriage? 13A 4-5)

Marriage is thus not just about preserving the continuation of society, it is also about a
harmonious union of two people, who are each devoted to the other. Though Musonius is
one of the most outspoken advocates of marriage as a social as well as emotional bond,
many sources both before and after him share elements of his view. According to the earlier
Stoic Antipater (second or first century BCE), other friendships and loves resemble mixtures
of juxtaposed items ‘like beans’, but the love of a husband and wife is a homogeneous
mixture, just as wine mixes completely with water.>* While Paul seems to share this idea of
mutuality between husband and wife in marriage, the widely held view that it is good to
marry to contribute to the continuation of society is largely absent in his thought.

2.1.1 Paul’s Confirmation of Marriage: Protection against Porneia
In his discussion of marriage in chapter 7 of 1 Corinthians, Paul gives arguments both
against and in favour of marrying. He makes it clear, however, that the best option for
both men and women would be to remain unmarried (1 Corinthians 7:1-9, 26-28, 32-40).
This constitutes a considerable departure from the dominant opinion just described,
although there were others who also argued that it would be better for some people not
to marry under certain circumstances. We will look at the arguments put forward by Paul
and others against marriage below, but here we focus on the reasons Paul gives for
confirming marriage, and the way he depicts husbands and wives.

Many commentators assume that Paul’s discussion of marriage in his first letter to
the Corinthians is determined to a considerable degree by his Corinthian audience.>
They mirror-read the chapter to the extent that it ends up revealing more about his

>* For a discussion of Musonius Rufus’ views on marriage, see Runar M. Thorsteinsson, Roman Christianity and
Roman Stoicism: A Comparative Study of Ancient Morality (Oxford: Oxford University Press 2010), 47-48;
Asmis, ‘The Stoics on Women’, 80-84.

> SVF 3.63, Antipater, see Asmis, ‘The Stoics on Women’, 77-79.

> Wil Deming, for example, states that ‘inasmuch as Paul has chosen to express himself in the Stoic idiom of
his readers, both his logic and the details of his discussion have been shaped by the Corinthians’ own moral
sensibilities’ (Deming, Paul on Marriage and Celibacy, 214-215).
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presumed opponents’ view, than about Paul’s own ideas. In his excellent study on
sexuality and marriage in 1 Corinthians, Alistair Scott May analyses these mirror readings
and highlights their fallacies.”® The assumptions about Paul’s supposed opponents take
various forms, but the general suggestion is that they advocated some form of radical
asceticism. The main problem with the idea that Paul combats ascetic tendencies in
Corinth, however, is that his own message encourages everyone who is able to do so not
to marry. He does not employ any of the conventional arguments in favour of marriage;
Paul does not discuss children, the setting up of a household, or fulfilling one’s duty to
society. He does not encourage marrying as in line with divine intention or natural
inclinations, as many of his contemporaries did. Like May, | think the chapter makes
sense as part of a larger discussion of sexuality in 1 Corinthians 5-6, and should be seen
as a reflection of Paul’s thought about marriage, not that of his audience.”’

At the end of chapter 6 of the letter, Paul explains the nature of porneia as a sin
that causes a person to break away from Christ (1 Corinthians 6:15-20). This passage, as
was already discussed in the previous chapter in relation to slaves, demonstrates the
grievous problem that sexual sin constituted for Paul. Having emphasised the serious
nature of porneia, Paul then names it in the opening of the next chapter as the reason for
marriage:

Now concerning the matters about which you wrote, it is good for a man not to
touch a woman (kaAOv aBpwTw Yuvelkog un dmtecdul). But because of sexual
sin, each man should have his own wife and each woman her own husband (i
8¢ TOC TOpVELNG €KNOTOG TNV €XUTOD YUVKIKK €XETW Kol €KaoTm TOV tdLov dvdpa
&xétw.). The husband should give to his wife what is her right, and similarly the
wife to her husband. A wife does not have power over her own body, but her
husband does; similarly, a husband does not have power over his own body, but
his wife does. Do not deprive one another except perhaps by agreement for a set
time, to devote yourselves to prayer, and then come together again, so that
Satan may not tempt you because of your lack of self-control. (1 Corinthians 7:1-
5)

The passage opens with a reference to a letter that Paul received from the Corinthians. The
subsequent line is often read as a quote from this letter. It is thought that the Corinthians
who wrote to Paul used this phrase as their ascetic motto: ‘it is good for a man not to touch
a woman’. Yet while Paul appears to advise the opposite in the passage above, throughout
the chapter he clearly affirms the preference expressed in this supposed motto for not
marrying. It is therefore best to see the line, as May suggests, as one that derives from
Paul’s own teaching.”® It may well be a quote, but it is one that most likely presents an

*® On various backgrounds proposed for 1 Corinthians 7 based on mirror reading, and May’s critique, see May,
The Body for the Lord, 144-179.

> May, The Body for the Lord, 179. Dale Martin also sees this chapter as part of the larger discussion in
chapters 5-7 that shows Paul’s concern about the integrity of the body, ‘both the individual Christian’s body
and the body of Christ’ (Martin, The Corinthian Body, 212).

> May establishes a pattern based on 5:9-13, suggesting that Paul first restates his original instruction, then
clarifies it, and refutes misinterpretations. He argues that Corinthians exaggerated Paul’s potentially socially
radical position in order to make it easier to ignore it. The same would then apply for the opening of chapter 7.
The Corinthian opponents are not attacking marriage, according to May, but rather his preference for
singleness (May, The Body for the Lord, 210-211).
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interpretation of Paul’s own words.”® In the chapter, Paul nuances this statement by
indicating that it does not mean that married people should divorce, or that getting married
is necessarily bad in all cases. He confirms that celibacy is best, but also maintains that there
is still a role for marriage.

The role that marriage has according to Paul is to prevent porneia. Every man should
have a wife and every woman a husband so that there is less danger of sexual sin, the sin
that breaks a person away from unity with Christ (1 Corinthians 6:15). Even within marriage
Paul still sees a risk of sin, when husband and wife abstain from sexual relations. He
therefore gives the advice to do so only for a limited time.?® To suggest, as Paul does, that
marriage is the antidote to sexual misconduct is not unusual, nor is the association between
sexual sin and apostasy. Porneia is often seen in Jewish sources as a characteristic of
religious outsiders, while Jews are portrayed as having a superior sexual ethic.®

What is exceptional about Paul’s view is that he warns against porneia and yet at the
same time encourages what seems to be recreational, rather than procreational, sex
between husband and wife. Within marriage, Paul allows for more sexual activity than some
of his contemporaries, such as Philo, Josephus and Musonius Rufus.®? His concern is thus
apparently not with sexual relations per se, as has often been assumed, but with the context
in which sex takes place. Just as marriage functions to keep a person safe from sexual
misconduct, so sex within marriage serves to keep temptation at bay.

Immediately after this passage, Paul explains that the advice to have a partner in
order to prevent porneia is a concession on his part, not a command (todto 6¢ Aéyw Kot
ouYYVYOUNY o0 kat’ émtayny, 7:6). His wish is for everyone to be as he himself is, that is,
celibate. Since not everyone possesses the gift (ydpLope) that is required for this, those who
do not have Paul’s self-control should marry rather than burn (7:7—9).63 The main
justification given by Paul for his advice to both men and women to have a spouse is thus
the danger of sexual misconduct by those who are not able to control themselves. Even
though further along in the chapter, Paul reassures his audience that getting married is not
a sin (7:28, 36, 38), and makes the same concession, he does not present any further reason
why this is so. Improper actions and the degree of self-control are the only considerations
that Paul mentions in relation to the decision whether or not to marry. As noted above, the
conventional confirmation of the importance of marriage is entirely absent here.

That this is no mere coincidence or oversight on the part of Paul will become clear
when we look at his arguments against marrying. Paul states that marriage is an aspect of
the world that will soon come to its end (7:29-31). It seems entirely possible therefore that
Paul, like many of his contemporaries, saw marriage as one of the basic building blocks of
society. Yet because his eschatological outlook meant he believed that the world as he knew

> Deming makes a convincing case that the phrase is a quote, but makes too much of the exact wording
(Deming, Paul on Marriage and Celibacy, 111-113).

% A similar idea of abstaining for prayer is found in the Testament of Naftali, see Deming, Paul on Marriage
and Celibacy, 111-113.

* The Wisdom of Solomon for example considers the invention of idols as the origin of porneia (14:12). See
May, The Body for the Lord, 111-13. Gaca, The Making of Fornication, 164-72.

®2 For a discussion of the advocates of ‘procreationism’ such as Philo, Musonius and Seneca, see Gaca, The
Making of Fornication, 115, 292-296.

® The exact nature of the gift (yapLope) mentioned here is disputed, especially whether Paul would consider
being married a gift, as well as being single. | share May’s view that this is unlikely given Paul’s attitude
towards marrying here as ‘not a sin’ (May, The Body for the Lord, 210).
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it was about to end, affirming this world order through marriage was for him a thing of the
past. In the current situation, just before the end, the only remaining role for marriage was
to provide a safety net for those who cannot live without sex. If Paul understood ‘nor male
and female’ as a declaration about the ultimate eschatological absence of marriage, that
implied its insignificance for the present, this would provide him with the rationale to make
such a limited case in favour of marriage.

Before turning to the arguments Paul puts forward against marriage, and for
remaining single, it is important to have a closer look at one aspect of the contemporary
view of marriage that Paul does appear to confirm. In the passage quoted above, Paul
formulates each of his three guidelines twice, once for men and once for women, ‘each man
should have his own wife and each woman her own husband’. This is a recurring pattern in
his discussion of marriage that can also be found in other authors, and that would seem to
reflect the ideal of marriage as a relationship characterised by mutuality and
interdependence. Since Paul confirms this mutuality within marriage but also appears to
transfer it to the position of men and women ‘in the Lord’ (1 Corinthians 11:11), it merits
further examination.

2.1.2 Reciprocity in Sexuality and Marriage

In the passage about having a spouse to prevent porneia, discussed above, Paul takes pains
to formulate the same instruction twice. He does so several times, saying that ‘each man
should have his own wife and each woman her own husband’ (7:2), ‘the husband should
give to his wife what is her right, and similarly the wife to her husband’ (7:3) and again ‘a
wife does not have power over her own body, but her husband does; similarly, a husband
does not have power over his own body, but his wife does’ (7:4). This seems no mere
accidental pattern, but a deliberate effort.®* Although Paul also directs advice to men only
(7:27-28; 36-38), or only to women (7:39-40), the reciprocal formulations dominate the
chapter. When discussing divorce, Paul gives the following guidelines for those believers
married to someone outside the community:

To the married | give this command (not I, but the Lord): A wife must not
separate from her husband (yuveike 4mo dvdpog un ywpLodfvel). But if she does,
she must remain unmarried or else be reconciled to her husband. And a husband
must not divorce his wife (kal &vdpa yovaike pn adrévat.). To the rest | say this
(1, not the Lord): If any believer has a wife who is an unbeliever, and she consents
to live with him, he should not divorce her (€l Ti¢ &8eddpoc yuvolike €xel &miotov
kol altn ouveudokel olkely pet’ abtod, un adétw adthr-). And if any woman has
a husband who is an unbeliever, and he consents to live with her, she should not
divorce that husband (kal yuvn €l tic éxel &vdpa &miotov, kol 00Tog ouveLdoKeL
olkelv pet’ altfg, un ddLétw tov &vdpa.). For the unbelieving husband is made
holy through his wife, and the unbelieving wife is made holy through the
believing husband. Otherwise, your children would be unclean, but as it is, they
are holy. But if the unbelieving partner divorces, let them divorce; in such a case
the brother or the sister is not bound (el 8¢ 0 &mLotog ywpliletat, xwpL{éodw: ol
dedovAwTol 0 GdeAdOC T N &deAdn €v tolc torovtorg’). (1 Corinthians 7:12b-15a)

* This pattern has been observed by many scholars, and is often interpreted in terms of equality of the
partners, see e.g. Balch, ‘1 Cor 7:32-35 and Stoic Debates’, 436-437, Deming, Paul on Marriage and Celibacy,
116-117; Meeks, ‘The Image of the Androgyne’, 199; Scroggs, ‘Paul and the Eschatological Woman’, 294-295.
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In connection with divorce, Paul again phrases each guideline once for men and once for
women. While Paul generally uses the term ‘brothers’ to denote believers in general, and
rarely uses the female form ‘sister’, except in relation to a particular woman (such as in
Romans 16:1 and Philemon 2), he explicitly mentions ‘the brother or the sister’ to include
both in relation to divorce. Paul does not seem to differentiate between men and women
here, when it comes to their position in marriage. Both a believing man and a believing
woman are encouraged to stay in their marriage with an unbelieving partner. For both, it is
their faith which determines the family as a whole, sanctifying it, in spite of the religious
orientation of the other partner.

A woman who has come to accept faith in Christ, is evidently not under any
obligation to follow her husband’s gods. Nor does Paul expect the believing man to
determine the religious orientation of the household as a whole. Unlike Plutarch, for
example, who urges wives to worship only their husbands’ gods, Paul seems to accept the
individual preference of both spouses.®”> While women were free to initiate divorce under
Roman law, and seem to have done so frequently, for a man to tell other men that they
should simply leave the decision about the fate of their marriage up to their wives is
unusual, and can be seen as a further indication of the relative unimportance of marriage
for Paul.®

When outlining why being single is preferable to being married, Paul also puts this in
a quite elaborate double formulation:

An unmarried man is concerned about the Lord's affairs—how he can please the
Lord. But a married man is concerned about the affairs of this world—how he can
please his wife— and his interests are divided. An unmarried woman or virgin is
concerned about the Lord's affairs: Her aim is to be devoted to the Lord in both
body and spirit. But a married woman is concerned about the affairs of this
world—how she can please her husband. (1 Corinthians 7:32-34)

In this passage, the content of which will concern us in more detail below, we again see the
pattern that both the male and the female position are mentioned in quite elaborate
formulations that could easily have been abbreviated. It is clear that in discussions of the
three major aspects of his message about marriage—on remaining single, on divorce and on
having a spouse to prevent porneia—Paul’s words show a remarkable symmetry.

While Paul’s letter appears to be the most elaborate example, the same pattern can
be observed in contemporary sources. While the familiar trope of the wife as a nuisance and
a burden to the husband still appeared, there was also, as noted above, a strong emphasis
on mutuality and harmony. Several texts express this mutuality in a pattern similar to that
seen in Paul. We will discuss three such texts that are roughly contemporary to Paul.

® plutarch writes that ‘A wife ought not to have friends of her own, but use her husband’s as their common
stock. And the first and most important of our friends are the gods. A married woman should therefore
worship and recognize the gods whom her husband holds dear, and these alone. The door must be closed to
strange cults and foreign superstitions. No god takes pleasure in cult performed furtively and in secret by a
woman’ (Plutarch, Advice to the Bride and Groom 19).

% On Roman divorce practices see Treggiari, Roman Marriage, 435-482; Michael Satlow suggests that although
it is difficult to establish the rate of divorce among Jews, it was ‘analogous to that of contemporary Rome’
(Satlow, Jewish Marriage, 183).
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The first occurs in the Sentences of Pseudo-Phocylides, a collection of moral
instruction introduced above. This collection of sayings is attributed in the work itself to the
sixth-century Greek poet Phocylides of Miletus. In keeping with this attribution, the text is
written in archaizing Greek, although the choice of words or word forms betrays its post-
classical origin.67 Perhaps this archaizing tendency is the reason that the parallelism here is
not as complete as in Paul, but uses synonymes:

Love your wife: for what is sweeter and better than when a wife is lovingly
disposed to her husband into old age and a husband to his spouse (avépL yuvn
dpovén diie yNpaog dxplc kel TOOLG T aAOYw)? (Pseudo-Phocylides, Sentences
195-197)%

Even though the sentiment is parallel, the words avnp and yuvn in the first line are echoed
in the second by mooLc (husband, spouse) and aAdxoc (spouse, wife). As noted above,
Pseudo-Phocylides shares the dominant view that marriage is natural and good. According
to Walter Wilson, the rhetorical question ‘what is sweeter and better’ derives from Homer’s
affirmation that ‘nothing is greater and better than when husband and wife dwell in a home
in one accord’.®® Wilson draws attention to the fact that Pseudo-Phocylides’ adaptation of
the Homeric passage emphasises ‘the presence of mutual and abiding love’, which reflects
‘the widespread opinion that concord was the key to a successful marriage’. The reciprocal
formulation thus seems to be introduced by Pseudo-Phocylides to express this mutuality.

The same emphasis on mutuality can be seen in Musonius Rufus, for whom the goal
of marriage is ‘perfect companionship and mutual love of husband and wife’. This mutuality
extended to the body for Musonius, as it did for Paul:”

The husband and wife, he used to say, should come together for the purpose of
making a life in common and of procreating children, and furthermore of
regarding all things in common between them, and nothing peculiar or private to
one or the other, not even their own bodies. (Musonius Rufus, What is the Chief
End of Marriage 13A.2)

Like Paul and Pseudo-Phocylides, Musonius can express this focus of husband and wife on
each other with a double formulation. In a passage reminiscent of Philo’s description of
creation into male and female for the purpose of creating a third person, Musonius
describes the division into two sexes as aimed at procreation:

For, to what other purpose did the creator of mankind first divide our human race
into two sexes, male and female (t0 pev €lvar 6Mieog 10 &€ dppevog), than
implant in each a strong desire for association and union with the other, instilling
in both a powerful longing each for the other, the male for the female and the
female for the male (1 uev dppeve tod OMieog ¢ &€ BNMAeL ToD dppevog)? Is it
not then plain that he wished the two to be united and live together, and by their
joint efforts to devise a way of life in common, and to produce and rear children

% Walter T. Wilson, The Sentences of Pseudo-Phocylides (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter 2005), 5-7.
® Translation Wilson, with small alteration.

& Homer, Odyssey 6.182-184, see Wilson, The Sentences of Pseudo-Phocylides, 202.

% See Elisabeth Asmis, ‘The Stoics on Women’, 82.
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together, so that the race might never die? (Musonius Rufus, Is Marriage a
Handicap for the Pursuit of Philosophy? 14.5-6)

For Musonius, creation into male and female should be understood as a reflection of the
divine intention that men and women come together in marriage and produce offspring.
Both men and women have instilled in them a strong desire for the other sex, and this
desire is described by Musonius with a parallel formulation, ‘the male for the female and
the female for the male’. While there is a clear similarity in form with Paul’s statements
about husband and wife, Musonius in fact has a diametrically opposite view on marriage.
While Musonius sees male and female as focussed on each other and living up to their
divine purpose in marrying and having children, according to Paul, it is not desire, but rather
self-control that is a gift from God, enabling both men and women to focus on the Lord,
instead of each other. We will come back to this idea more fully when we have discussed
Paul’s arguments against marriage in the next section.

The same treatise contains a second case of a double formulation. In this passage,

Musonius argues that marriage is not only the first and most necessary connection between
people, but also the highest form of love. According to Musonius, this love surpasses all
other family bonds and even parental love, since ‘no reasonable mother or father would
expect to entertain a deeper love for his own child than for the one joined to him in
marriage’:""
For what man is so devoted to his friend as a loving wife is to her husband? What
brother to a brother? What son to his parents? Who is so longed for when absent
as a husband by his wife, or a wife by her husband (w¢ dvnp yuvvouki kol yuvn
avdpl)? (Musonius Rufus, Is Marriage a Handicap for the Pursuit of Philosophy?
14.15-16)

The relationships of affection that Musonius mentions here in contrast to marriage are not
phrased in a reciprocal way. It is only the bond between husband and wife that is singled
out by this emphatic formulation.

The final example of this pattern occurs in Plutarch’s Advice to the Bride and Groom.
In spite of its title, Plutarch mainly gives advice to the bride in this treatise, since it is her
behaviour that needs to change most upon marrying. She should be a mirror, reflecting the
moods and feelings of her husband, to the extent that she has ‘no feelings of her own’.”?
Even though Plutarch emphasises the appropriate attitude of the bride, he also on occasion

addresses the same instruction to both husband and wife:

A wife must always and everywhere avoid offending her husband, and a husband
his wife. It is particularly important to be careful about this in sleeping together
(del pev Sel kal moavtexod dedyely TO TPOOKPOVELY T¢) GUdpL TNV YUVKIKK Kol TN
YUVLKL TOV &vdpe, poALote ¢ GpuAatteodol ToDTO TOLELY €V T ouvavamadeofol
kol ovykaBevderv). (Plutarch, Advice to the Bride and Groom 39)

According to Plutarch, it is important to keep the marriage bed free from argument, since
‘disputes, quarrels, and angry passions bred in bed cannot easily be resolved at any other

s Marriage a Handicap for the Pursuit of Philosophy? 14.17.
72 Plutarch, Advice to the Bride and Groom, 14, see Pomeroy, ‘Commentary on Plutarch, Advice to the Bride
and Groom’, 49.
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time or pIace'.73 Both husband and wife apparently carry responsibility for keeping

disagreements out of the bedroom.

This overview of parallel passages shows that the pattern observed in Paul, of
emphasizing the reciprocal nature of the relationship between husband and wife, or the
similar position that both are in, was a feature of contemporary discussions of marriage.
This same symmetry in the relationship between husband and wife occurs on a much larger
scale in the Greek novel, since it is a noticeable characteristic of the marital relationships
depicted in these works. The romances, which developed as a new literary genre during the
early Empire, each describe the adventures of a married couple.”* The protagonists
invariably end up separated, and struggle to remain faithful and be reunited.

David Konstan characterises the attitude towards the male and female protagonists
in the novels as ‘sexual symmetry’. According to Konstan, the equality or symmetry that
characterises the lovers at the moment that they both fall in love with each other is
confirmed and elaborated by the pattern of action in the rest of the novel. Their mutual
passion is played out in a series of episodes that place them in more or less identical
positions, facing threats from rival lovers and other challenges to their mutual fidelity.” This
representation of the relationship between the primary couple in the Greek novels is a
departure from the classical paradigm of active and passive partners. Konstan notes that
this unequal or asymmetrical pattern does appear in the novels, but only in depictions of
erotic relationships between men, which serve as a foil to highlight the symmetrical
relationship of the male-female couple.”®

The novels can thus be seen as a further indication that the identification of mutual
desire and mutual fidelity was a distinctive feature of contemporary thought about
marriage. It seems reasonable to assume that this mutuality formed the background for the
stylistic pattern observed in Paul and others. Perhaps it is useful to observe here that none
of these authors assume that mutuality implies equality between husband and wife. As
discussed in the previous chapter, Musonius argues against a double standard that would
allow men more sexual liberties than women, on the basis that men are the stronger sex.”’
Plutarch shares Musonius’ view to some extent and makes a similar point about double
standards:

A husband who enjoys pleasures which he prohibits in his wife is like a man who
tells his wife to fight the enemy to whom he has himself surrendered. (Plutarch,
Advice to the Bride and Groom 47)

Still, when faced with a husband who cannot manage such strict self-discipline, a wife
should not hold this against him, as long as he shows some discretion:

73 Plutarch, Advice to the Bride and Groom, 39.

* On the genre of the novels, see Niklas Holzberg, ‘The Genre: Novels Proper and the Fringe’, 11-28.

7> David Konstan, Sexual Symmetry: Love in the Ancient Novel and Related Genres (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1994), 34.

7% ). Edward Ellis compares Paul and the romantic novels for their portrayal of sex and marriage, concluding
that Paul’s thought is ‘in harmony’ with that of the novels (Ellis, Paul and Ancient Views of Sexual Desire, 147-
159). Ellis does not seem to discuss the eschatological dimensions of Paul’s ideas about marriage.

"7 Musonius Rufus, On Sexual Indulgence 12.
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When Persian kings dine, their legal wives sit beside them and share the feast.
But if they want to amuse themselves or get drunk, they send their wives away,
and summon the singing-girls and the concubines. And they are quite right not to
share their drunken orgies with their wives. So, if a private citizen, intemperate
and tasteless in his pleasures, commits an offense with a mistress or a
maidservant, his wife ought not to be angry or annoyed, but reflect that it is his
respect for her that makes her husband share his intemperance or violent
behaviour with another woman. (Plutarch, Advice to the Bride and Groom 16)

Plutarch thus clearly has a double standard himself, even if he does frown upon men who
cannot control their pleasures.”® Even though Paul gives more extensive parallel guidelines
for men and women in relation to marriage, divorce and celibacy, there is no need to
assume that he would equate mutuality with equality. Rather, as we shall see below, Paul
appeals explicitly to the difference and hierarchy between men and women when discussing
women’s speech and dress. What characterises these particular views of men and women is
not equality, but mutuality and interdependence.

We have thus observed a pattern in contemporary discourse about marriage that

would appear to reflect a particular conceptualisation of it. The pattern emphasises
mutuality and reciprocity between husband and wife. Paul uses this pattern in a distinct
way. Not only does he come up with more elaborate forms of the pattern, but he applies it
not just to the relationship between men and women within marriage, but also to men and
women in their religious concerns. We actually see this shift from marriage to religion
occurring in the passage quoted above, about undivided attention to the Lord (1 Corinthians
7:32-34). Paul contrasts being unmarried to being married here, and applies the idea of
mutual concern on the part of husband and wife for each other, to the concern for the Lord
of both unmarried men and women. Instead of being focussed on pleasing their spouses,
the unmarried man and woman can be concerned about the affairs of the Lord. The logic of
mutual involvement in marriage is thus transferred to religious involvement of both men
and women.
This same mutual involvement can be seen in a statement Paul makes about men and
women ‘in the Lord’, which occurs in the well-known discussion about women’s head
coverings, to which we will return in the final section of this chapter. After having outlined
the difference and hierarchy between men and women with an appeal to the creation of the
first woman from the first man (1 Corinthians 11:7-10), Paul apparently intends to qualify
this hierarchy:

Nevertheless, in the Lord woman is not independent of man or man independent
of woman (mTAnv oblte yuvn ywplg ardpodg olte avmp XWPLE YUVaLKOG €V Kuplw).
For just as woman came from man, so man comes through woman; but all things

" 1n her commentary Lisette Goessler is less inclined to see precept 16 as a modification of precept 47: ‘It is
impossible to know whether the good-hearted Plutarch really believed in this rather strange explanation (given
in precept 16), or whether he was simply making a concession to actual circumstances. But there can be no
doubt that in the depths of his heart he condemned infidelity on the part of the husband as well as the wife.
See Lisette Goessler, ‘Advice to the Bride and Groom: Plutarch gives a Detailed Account of His Views on
Marriage’, in Plutarch’s Advice to the Bride and Groom and A Consolation to His Wife: English Translations,
Commentary and Interpretative Essays, Sarah B. Pomeroy (ed.), (Oxford: Oxford University Press 1999), 97-
115, 111.
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5 N

come from God (Gomep yop 1 yurn €k 10D ardpdg, oltwg kel O avmp Sik Thg
Yuvelkog: Th 8¢ Tavta €k tod Beod.). (1 Corinthians 11:11-12)

Even though men are primary and women secondary in creation (11:8-9), they are mutually
dependent ‘in the Lord’. Paul uses a chiastic structure here similar to that observed in
Musonius and Plutarch. He appears to refer to procreation when saying that woman came
from man and man through woman. This would tie in with the emphasis on procreation as
the divine intention for creating male and female that is found in Musonius and Philo. Paul
then adapts this argument from creation to apply not to the aim of having children, but to
underscore the mutual connectedness of men and women ‘in the Lord’. For Paul here, as for
others, as noted above, mutuality and inequality are not incompatible.

In a similar vein, Musonius observes that neither women nor men alone can form
the basis for society:

That the home or the city does not depend upon women alone or upon men
alone, but upon their union with each other is evident (0tL uev yap olkog 1 TOALG
olt’ & yuvalk®v ouvviotatal povor olt’ €€ avdpav povov, aAl’ €k Thg mPog
aAMAoug koLvwriag, 6fior). One could find no other association more necessary
nor more pleasant than that of men and women (avépdr ¢ kol yuVELKOY
KoLwrilag BAAMY olk v elpol Tig 00T’ dvaykaloTépay olte TpoodLAeoTépay).
(Musonius Rufus, Is Marriage a Handicap for the Pursuit of Philosophy? 14.13-14)

Musonius bases the nescessity of both men and women to form a society not only on their
obvious mutual necessity for procreation, but also in their unique connection. The
association or koinonia between men and women is the most basic and most agreeable
relationship and the foundation for all others.”® Even though Paul did not endorse marriage
in the way that Musonius does, his view of the community in Christ as requiring the
involvement of both men and women seems to draw on a similar type of understanding of
their role and relationship.

Such a view of men and women was by no means universal, as is evident from Philo
and Josephus’ negative remarks about marriage and wives. As we will see below, both
authors describe the Essenes as a community that does very well without women, especially
because the male Essenes are free from the burden of marriage. According to Philo, no one
of the Essenes ever marries a wife, ‘because woman is a selfish creature and one addicted to
jealousy in an immoderate degree’ (Apology for the Jews 11.14). Josephus believes the
Essenes live only with men and do not marry, because wives lead to quarrels (Jewish
Antiquities 18, 21). By not marrying, the Essenes, ‘guard against the lascivious behavior of
women’, since ‘none of them preserve their fidelity to one man’. (Jewish War 2.119). Their
negative views of women and marriage thus allow Philo and Josephus to confirm that a
community such as the Essenes can function very well without both. Paul’s understanding of
men and women as both necessary in Christ thus suggests that he had a more positive view
of their roles, not unlike that of Musonius.

To round off this section on the arguments for marriage, we can conclude that Paul
shares the contemporary conception of marriage as a mutual undertaking of husband and
wife, but that he does not confirm its importance or encourage its practice for any other

" For Paul, it is koinonia, or association with Christ and the spirit that is central, but he does not use the term
in connection with men and women (e.g. 1 Corinthians 1:9; 10:16; 2 Corinthians 13:13; Philippians 2:1).
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reason than to protect against sexual sin. Arguments based on the need for procreation and
the continuation of society that dominated the discourse about marriage are conspicuously
absent, as is the view that marriage is in line with nature or divine purpose. To leave out
such obvious arguments would seem to require a very definite alternative perspective on
marriage. To understand this alternative view, we will now turn to a closer examination of
the arguments put forward by Paul against marriage.

2.2 The Arguments against Marriage: Distraction at the End of the
World

While it was thus widely felt, as discussed in the previous section, that marrying was natural
and good, some objections to marriage were also raised in contemporary discussion of
marriage. Under particular circumstances, not marrying was thought to be the better
option. We already encountered Josephus’ and Philo’s depictions of the Essenes as a group
who did not marry and thereby enabling their ethic of mutual service among their members.

Following the influential study of Will Deming, the critical perspective on marriage is
usually described by New-Testament scholars as the Cynic view, even though it occurs in the
writings of such non-Cynics as Philo and Epictetus. Ideas about marriage that may have their
origin in some form of Cynicism are incorporated during this period into very different world
views. Epictetus’ discussion of the Cynic who is right to reject marriage, for example, occurs
within a thoroughly Stoic perspective on society.®® We will examine the views of those who
guestion marriage in this section, and see how they compare to Paul’s. We will take Paul’s
argumentation as our guideline in this section and address the two points he brings forward
as reasons why it is better not to marry.

The first part of this section (2.2.1) deals with Paul’s eschatological argument;
because the world, including marriage, is about to end, those who are married should live as
if they are not. The idea that marriage was a feature of this world and not of the next occurs
in other eschatological texts as well, as we shall see. This is a crucial point to establish, since
the suggestion that the third pair of the baptismal formula, ‘nor male and female’, proclaims
an end to marriage finds its context here. For Paul, the conviction that this eschatological
end to marriage is close already has implications for the lives of believers.

Paul’s second argument, which is discussed in the second part of this section (2.2.2),
presents marriage as a distraction from devotion to the Lord. The idea that marriage could
be an obstacle to an ideal life is an established part of the conversation about marriage in
Paul’s time. Unlike his contemporaries, however, who focus on men, Paul sees both
husband and wife as a distraction for each other and encourages both men and women not
to marry.

In both arguments raised by Paul against marrying, we thus see the return of
elements of the contemporary understanding of marriage, as described above. Marriage
was seen as a fundamental part of the fabric of society and the cosmos, and since Paul

80 Deming of course acknowledges this incorporation into other perspectives. On the origins of the Cynic view,
see Deming, Paul on Marriage and Celibacy, 83-89. For the idea that Paul too was heavily influenced by
Cynicism, including in his ideas about marriage, see Gerald Downing, who appears to rely heavily on Deming
on this issue (F. Gerald Downing, Cynics, Paul and the Pauline churches: Cynics and Christian Origins Il (London:
Routledge, 1998)). Earlier discussions of Paul also use the opposition Stoic-Cynic, see e.g. David Balch, ‘1 Cor
7:32-35, 429-439.
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believed this world would pass away, it makes sense that marriage would be destroyed
along with it. There was little point in investing in this social structure through marrying and
having children. The second element that we see is the idea that both men and women are
involved in marriage, in a mutual partnership. When this partnership falls away, as Paul
advocates, both parties can put their energy in ‘the Lord’. The section will be rounded off
with a brief conclusion (2.2.3), that ties together the different strands, and connects them to
the third pair of the baptismal formula, ‘nor male and female’.

2.2.1 Marriage and Eschatology

Before turning to Paul’s argument about marriage and eschatology, | will give a brief
sketch of his line of thought in the chapter, leading up to this point. As noted above, in
section 2.1.1, Paul begins the chapter by confirming that it is good not to marry, a
position that he repeats at various points (1 Corinthians 7:1-9, 26-28, 32-40). He makes a
concession, however, because of the danger of porneia, for those who do not have the
gift to live a celibate life. He then turns to divorce, which he does not allow for the
believing husband or wife, but encourages them to accept when initiated by an
unbelieving partner. Paul next formulates a general guideline, about staying as one is,
and brings in two examples from circumcision and slavery, a passage that was discussed
extensively in the previous chapter (CH Ill 1.1). Returning to the main subject, Paul
applies this principle of staying as one is, to marriage:

Are you married? Do not seek a divorce. Are you unmarried? Do not look for a
wife (8€deoat yuvalki, umn (Nrer Aoy A€Avoal GTO yuvelkog, un (NTeL yuvelka).
But if you do marry, you have not sinned; and if a virgin marries, she has not
sinned (€av 8¢ kol younomng, ody TNUapPTES: Kol v ynun 1 Tepbévog, oy
Nuaptev). (1 Corinthians 7:27-28)

Again Paul states that not marrying is preferable for both men and women, but that
marriage is still allowed. He then comes to the reason why everyone can stay as they are:

I mean, brothers, that the appointed time has grown short (0 kotpog
ouveotaApévoc €otiv); from now on, let those who have wives be as though they
had none (ol éyovteg yuvaikag WG Wn égovtec wolv), and those who mourn as
though they were not mourning, and those who rejoice as though they were not
rejoicing (ol kAxlovtec w¢ UM KAxlovTeg kol oL yalpovtee wg un yolpovteg), and
those who buy as though they had no possessions (ol dyopalovtec wg pn
katéyovtec), and those who deal with the world as though they had no dealings
with it. For the present form of this world is passing away (Tapayer yop T0 oyfiue
t0D k6opov tovtouv). (1 Corinthians 7:29-31)

Marriage is thus not only second choice, but once in it, a person should not be absorbed by
it, but should live ‘as if not’. The reason for this attitude towards marriage is that time has
been shortened (6 kaLpdg ouveotadpuévog éotiv), by which Paul no doubt refers to the death
and resurrection of Christ, which has set in motion a chain of events that will lead to the
ultimate end.?! Since this eschatological explanation is sandwiched between two passages

¥ See Adams, Constructing the World, 131, who quotes Fee in agreement (Fee, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians, 339); also Van Kooten, Cosmic Christology, 104. Deming translates this instead as ‘time is
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that underline Paul’s preference for being unmarried, it is likely that it supports this position
as well. Not only should the approaching end encourage those who are married to live as if
not, it also implies that it is preferable not to become married in the first place.

Along with buying, mourning and rejoicing, marriage thus belongs to the present
form of the world, which is ‘passing away’ (Tapayer yop t0 oxfje tod kéopou toltov 7:31).
Paul’s unusual choice of words here, the form of the cosmos, has led to some debate about
what it is exactly that Paul is referring to. Some scholars, such as Deming, see this not
primarily as a reference to the more cosmological events of the eschaton, the ‘destruction
of the earth and creation of a new one’, which rather recede to the background here.
According to Deming it is the ‘the day-to-day responsibilities of a householder and his wife’
that are in focus; the ‘social and economic infrastructure’ which forms the context that
makes the activities mentioned here possible.82 Edward Adams, however, concludes on the
basis of an analysis of all the components of this verse, ‘this world’ (tod koéopov TovToUL),
‘passing away’(mepayel) and ‘the form’ (1o oxfjue) that Paul is rather referring to the ‘whole
state of existence’ and is making ‘a cosmological claim’. As Adams notes, it would be difficult
to imagine that it is only the external appearance that goes, while the essence of this
present, and for Paul evil, world continues.®® Paul believes that the events leading up to the
end have been activated and this new perspective on time gives him a new perspective on
marriage.

The categories mentioned by Paul here appear to form something of an
eschatological motif; they occur together in earlier prophetic eschatological passages in
Isaiah and Ezekiel:

See, the LORD is going to lay waste the earth and devastate it; he will ruin its face
and scatter its inhabitants-it will be the same for priest as for people, for master
as for servant (0 mol¢ w¢ 0 kUprog), for mistress as for maid, for seller as for
buyer (0 ayopalwv wg 6 TwA®dV), for borrower as for lender (0 Sowvellwv w¢ O
doveLlOpevog), for debtor as for creditor (0 opeiiwv we @ Odetiet). (...) The earth
dries up (mourns, émévdnoev) and withers, the world languishes and withers, the
exalted of the earth languish (mourn, émévBnoav). (...) The new wine dries up
(mourns, TevBnoeL) and the vine withers (mourns, TevBroet); all the merrymakers
(ol edpparvopevor Ty Yuxny) groan. (Isaiah 24:1-2, 4, 7)

compressed’ and suggests that it is an indication that a person’s normal routine should be adapted in the final
days (Deming, Paul on Marriage and Celibacy, 183-184).

8 Deming, Paul on Marriage and Celibacy, 197, 185. | thus strongly disagree with Deming’s interpretation of
this passage, and with much of his criticism of the view of Wolfgang Schrage. According to Deming, Schrage
has ‘simply misread the apocalyptic motivation’ behind this passage, since it is not about the imminence of the
end, but about ‘what was to precede the End’ (Deming, Paul on Marriage and Celibacy, 193, criticizing Schrage,
‘Die Stellung zur Welt’). | would suggest that it is rather Deming who misreads the text, based on his narrow
interpretation of the word form (t0 oyfjue), while Schrage correctly recognised Paul’s eschatological
motivation. Deming believes that these verses are an expression of Stoic calmness and detachment, although
they also owe a debt to its apocalyptic heritage. Engaging in an inexplicable degree of mirror reading, he then
concludes that are an indication not of Stoic influence on Paul, as one might expect, but rather ‘that Paul’s
audience in Corinth stands intellectually and spiritually between Judeo-Christian and Stoic traditions’ and that
the passage stems from a source in Corinth (Deming, Paul on Marriage and Celibacy, 197).

8 Adams, Constructing the World, 135.
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This prophecy foresees the end of the world as the work of God; it is a total destruction that
involves all parts of the population, without regard for social distinctions.®* The pairs of
opposites are reminiscent of Paul’s, especially the master and slave, and are a feature of
eschatological prophecies, as discussed in Chapter I. There is more emphasis here on the
economic opposites, not only buying, as in Paul, but also borrowing and debt. The emotions
mentioned by Paul, mourning and rejoicing (kAxiw and yaipw), also appear, although
different verbs are used. These emotions are emphasised in the Septuagint, with a repeated
use of ‘to mourn’ (Tevbéw) where the Hebrew reads 5ax or Sax, which is generally translated
as ‘to dry up’ and ‘to languish’.

A similar combination of terms is occurs in Ezekiel, although here again, as in Isaiah,
there is no mention of marriage. Mourning and rejoicing are connected directly with buying
and selling in this passage:

The time has come, the day has arrived (fkeL 6 kaLpdg 8oL 7) Muépa). Let not the
buyer rejoice nor the seller grieve (0 KTWWeEVog UN XOLPET® Kol O TWAGY Wuf
Bpnreitw), for wrath is upon the whole crowd. The seller will not recover the land
he has sold as long as both of them live, for the vision concerning the whole
crowd will not be reversed. Because of their sins, not one of them will preserve
his life. (Ezekiel 7:12-13)

The impending judgement is described here as well in terms of its impact on buying and
selling, mourning and rejoicing; there is no reason to feel joy or grief, because everyone will
perish. According to Leslie Allen, this is a variation on the ‘prophetic futility curse’, such as
‘though you have built stone mansions, you will not live in them; though you have planted
lush vineyards, you will not drink their wine’ (Amos 5:11, cf. e.g. Micah 6:15; Zephaniah
1:13)".% Characteristic for this theme is the inability to capitalise on the initiated action. The
tension between the initiated action and the sudden impact of the end time is also present
in the later passages where the theme of buying and selling recurs, to which we will now
turn.

It is important to note that when these categories occur in later eschatological texts, they
include a reference to marriage. Two passages from the Gospels illustrate this. The first
occurs in both Luke and Matthew and is generally seen as deriving from Q:

Just as it was in the days of Noah, so also will it be in the days of the Son of Man.
People were eating, drinking, marrying and being given in marriage (fjo8iov,
émvov, éyapour, éyauilovto) up to the day Noah entered the ark. Then the flood
came and destroyed them all. It was the same in the days of Lot. People were
eating and drinking, buying and selling, planting and building (fjo8iov, émivov,
fyopalov, émwiovy, épitevor, kodouour). But the day Lot left Sodom, fire and

# James Todd Hibbard discusses ancient Near-Eastern texts with a similar theme of ‘blurring of social
distinction’ (James Todd Hibbard, Intertextuality in Isaiah 24-27: The Reuse and Evocation of Earlier Texts
(Thbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006), 42.). According to John Watts, the theme of the passage is the ‘devastated
land’, which is developed in various ways. Verse 2 shows that ‘all elements of the population are involved’,
verses 4-6 indicate that the cause of the withered land is the people’s sin, while verses 7-9 indicate the social
standstill (John D.W. Watts, Isaiah 1-33 (Waco: Word Books 1985) 315-318.

® Leslie C. Allen, Ezekiel 1-19 (Dallas: Word Books 1994), 109, although Allen mistakenly identifies the passage
as Amos 4:11.
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sulphur rained down from heaven and destroyed them all. It will be just like this
on the day the Son of Man is revealed. (Luke 17:26-30, par. Matthew 24:37-39)

The passage illustrates the unexpected coming of the Son of Man. Just as the flood and the
destruction of Sodom caught people by surprise, so will the present generation be surprised
when the Son of Man comes.®® The activities in which people are involved include buying
and selling, as in the prophetic texts quoted above, with the addition of eating and drinking
and marrying and being given in marriage. Although these can be seen as exemplifying
‘ordinary activities’, it seems more likely that they also typify those activities that constitute
engagement with the present world and investment into its continuation.?’ Planting,
building and marrying especially are concerned with the future and the inability to enjoy the
results of these actions that was identified as a prophetic theme above, seems relevant here
as well. Since marrying was seen as crucially important for the continuation of society in the
early Empire, as we saw in the previous section, its inclusion among such activities in this
period fits with the contemporary understanding.

Buying and marriage also occur together in the parable of the, clearly eschatological,
banquet (Luke 14:15-24), where the guests refuse the invitation they are given, on the
grounds that they are busy with either of these two things:

"But they all alike began to make excuses. The first said, 'l have just bought a field
(cypov fyopaoe), and | must go and see it. Please excuse me.' "Another said, 'l
have just bought five yoke of oxen ((ebyn Podv fyopaoe mévte), and I'm on my
way to try them out. Please excuse me."' "Still another said, 'l just got married
(yoveike €ynue), so | can't come' (Luke 14:18-20).

On each of the three occasions mentioned in the parable, the invitation is turned down
because the intended guest is engaged with his purchases or with his newly formed
marriage.?® The suggestion is not simply that they are simply busy, but more specifically,
that they are focussed on the future.®

¥ On the Matthean descriptions of the coming of the Son of Man, see David C. Sim, Apocalyptic Eschatology in
the Gospel of Matthew (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1996) 96-97.

& Sjef van Tilborg sees these activities as typically those ‘in which people engage continuously’. He therefore
argues that the verb yoap®, in its active and passive form refers not to marrying, but instead ‘to engage in
sexual activities as man and as woman’. When seen not as typical daily activities, but rather as those that
exemplify an engagement with the world, ‘marrying and being given in marriage’ does seem the better
translation. Although Van Tilborg gives examples of cases where youd is used in the sense of ‘having sex’, with
a man as the subject, he does not support his argument with any instances where yaui{w might refer to a
woman having sex, nor does his TLG search appear to have uncovered any. (Sjef van Tilborg, ‘The Meaning of
the Word you in Lk 14:20; 17:27; Mk 12:25 and in a Number of Early Jewish and Christian Authors’ Hervormde
Theologiese Studies 58/2 (2002), 802-810, 805).

% Bruce Longenecker observes the central marriage theme that connects this passage with parallels in
Matthew 22:1-14 and the Gospel of Thomas 64. In relation to the passage in Luke, Longenecker makes the
somewhat unfortunate suggestion that the ‘message of the kingdom of God in Luke 14 is encased in a package
of gentle humour’ (Bruce W. Longenecker, ‘A Humorous Jesus? Orality, Structure and Characterisation in Luke
14:15-24, and Beyond’, Biblical Interpretation 16/2 (2008), 179-204, 204). The joke in question, however,
depends on a rather sloppy translation of the excuses gives by the first two men, why they need to be
elsewhere. In spite of the two very different statements (‘I must go and see it’ in the first case, and ‘I’'m on my
way to try them out’ in the second) Longenecker renders both as ‘I must go try it out’. In Longenecker’s view,
this repeated phrase sets the audience for up the third man, the one who has just gotten married. In this case,
it is not specified where he needs to go, allowing the audience to fill in, according to Longenecker, ‘I must go
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The passages discussed so far mention marriage and buying to signify involvement
with the world, as Paul does, in contrast with a prophesied end time. There are also
contemporary texts that present the associated idea, and describe the end time as a time
when there will be no marriage. The first example of such a text is the eschatological
prophecy found in the second Sibylline Oracle, which was already introduced in the first
chapter. Here, the notions of buying, selling and marrying occur in pairs of opposites, among
a number of other such pairs. They do not function in this text as characteristics of the
present world; instead, their denial is what distinguishes the next world:

The earth belongs equally to all (yaie & i1om mavtwy), undivided by walls or
fences (o0 telyeowr o TepLdpaypols Siapeptlouévn). It will bear abundant fruits
spontaneously. Lives will be in common and wealth will have no division (koivot
te BloL kal mAoDtog duoipog). For there will be no poor man there, no rich, and
no tyrant, no slave (00 y&p TTwx0¢ €kel, o TAoloLog, 0bGE TOpavrvog, ob 6odAOC);
no one will be either great or small anymore, there will be no kings, and no
leaders: all are equal there (kowf & o mavtec). (...) No spring, no summer, no
winter, no autumn, no marriage, no death, no selling, no buying (o0 yauov, od
Bavator, obd Tpaoelg, ovd’ dyopaopolc), no sunset, no sunrise: because he will
make one great day. (Sibylline Oracles 2. 319-329)

The many pairs of opposites that are negated in this end-time vision connect natural
opposites, such as ‘no summer, no winter’, to social opposites, several of which are
reminiscent of the eschatological vision of Isaiah (Isaiah 24:2). The pairs listed there, priest-
people, master-servant, seller-buyer, seem to be echoed in the Oracle as ‘no one will be
either great or small’, ‘no kings, no leaders’, no tyrant, no slave’ and ‘no selling, no buying’.
There is also a considerable overlap with two of Paul’s statements. Not only with the
baptismal formula, especially the pairs ‘slave-free’ and ‘male-female’, but also with the
passage under consideration in this section, about living as if not. The pairs ‘no marriage, no
death, no selling, no buying (o0 yapov, o0 6avator, ob mpaoelg, ovd’ ayopaopovg (Sibylline
Oracles 2. 328) seem similar to Paul’s description of the world that is passing away, where
those who have wives are encouraged to live as if not, and those who buy as if they had no
possessions. Like Paul, this prophecy connects property and marriage and sees both as
absent after the end has come.

While Paul does not directly connect death to marriage, as the Sibylline prophecy
does, victory over death is clearly part of his eschatological expectation. Paul’s portrayal of
Christ as the second Adam in both Romans and 1 Corinthians sees him bringing life through
the resurrection and eventually destroying death as ‘the last enemy’ (1 Corinthians 15:26).%°

try her out’ (Longenecker, ‘A Humorous Jesus?’, 187). In line with his main argument, Van Tilborg suggests that
the man is in effect saying ‘I just had sex’ and therefore has to wait until evening in order to take a cleansing
bath, when it will be too late to come to the feast (Sjef van Tilborg, ‘The Meaning of the Word yaud’, 805).

¥ Howard Marshall notes that the excuses bear a resemblance to those that are legitimate for a holy war
(Deuteronomy 20:5-7; 24,5) although this correspondence is too vague to count as the main underlying motif
(I. Howard Marshall, The Gospel of Luke : A Commentary on the Greek Text (Exeter : Paternoster Press, 1978)
588-589). John Nolland rejects the suggestion made by Marshall and others that there is a relationship with
the excuses mentioned in Deuteronomy and maintains that the parable is about ‘people deciding that they
have better things to do and that they will not come after all’ (John L. Nolland, Luke 9:21-18:34 (Waco: Word
Books 1993) 756.

P see Dunn, The Theology of Paul, 126 ; Van Kooten, Paul's Anthropology in Context, 83, 102.
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Although Paul thus does not explicitly link marriage and death, neither when discussing the
former nor the latter, he does appear to share the idea that both are part of the world that
will soon come to an end.

The Gospels contain several passages that confirm the connection between the
absence of marriage and the end time. The first is an enigmatic reference to eunuchs in
Matthew, that follows immediately on Jesus’ saying about divorce discussed above, in which
creation into ‘male and female’ is quoted. The disciples, who are apparently used to a more
lenient attitude towards divorce, come to the conclusion that if it is this difficult, then it is
better not to marry:

Jesus replied, ‘Not everyone can accept this word, but only those to whom it has
been given. For some are eunuchs because they were born that way; others were
made that way by men; and others have renounced marriage because of the
kingdom of heaven (giciv ebvodyol oitiveg edvovyicay €00TOVG Ol THV Paciieiov
@V ovpav@V). The one who can accept this should accept it.” (Matthew 19:11-12)

Jesus offers an alternative reason for not marrying. Rather than doing so to avoid being
trapped in marriage without the possibility of divorce, some choose not to marry as a way of
orienting themselves in the present on the coming kingdom. While there is much discussion
about the meaning of the term eunuchs here, the assumption seems to be that in the future
kingdom, there will be no marriage.”

A second text that shares this notion that marriage is restricted to the present world
and absent in the next occurs in a discussion about the resurrection. Mark and Matthew
have a brief version of this important scene, while Luke has a slightly longer version that
gives more detail relevant for our question about marriage and death (Mark 12:18-27;
Matthew 22:23-32; Luke 20:27-38). In the story, Sadducees approach Jesus and try to trick
him by asking a question about the resurrection, attempting to demonstrate its absurdity:**

Then the Sadducees, who say there is no resurrection, came to him with a
question. "Teacher," they said, "Moses wrote for us that if a man's brother dies
and leaves a wife but no children, the man must marry the widow and have
children for his brother. Now there were seven brothers. The first one married
and died without leaving any children. The second one married the widow, but he
also died, leaving no child. It was the same with the third. In fact, none of the
seven left any children. Last of all, the woman died too. At the resurrection

ot Loader, Sexuality and the Jesus Tradition, 127-134. For a discussion of the position of eunuchs in society
and its possible relevance for this passage, see Warren C. Carter, Matthew and the Margins: A Socio-political
and Religious Reading (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000), 383-384.

2 While some commentators, correctly in my view, feel that the Sadducees, in their question, present the
resurrection as absurd (so e.g. Caroline Vander Stichele, ‘Like Angels in Heaven: Corporeality, Resurrection,
and Gender in Mark 12:18-27’, in Begin with the Body: Corporeality Religion and Gender, Jonneke Bekkenkamp
and Maaike de Haardt (eds.), (Leuven: Peeters, 1998), 215-232, 219; Adela Yarbro Collins, Mark: A
Commentary, (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2007), 559-560), others, such as Francois Bovon, e.g. see the
guestion as genuine. Bovon sees the opposition that the wording of the question creates between raising
offspring through Levirate marriage, and raising someone from the dead as an opposition that may have
worried the Sadducees, ‘gibt es eine andere als die vom Gesetz gebotene “Auferstehung”, dann verliert die
vorgesehene Ordnung jeglichen Sinn und miindet ins Unmogliche. Bei einer solchen “Auferstehung” werden all
sieben Manner dieselbe Frau haben’. (Frangois Bovon, Das Evangelium nach Lukas (2. Teilbd.: Lk 9,51-14,35),
Zirich: Benziger Verlag, 1996, 114-115).
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whose wife will she be, since the seven were married to her?" Jesus replied, "Are
you not in error because you do not know the Scriptures or the power of God?
When the dead rise, they will neither marry nor be given in marriage; they will be
like the angels in heaven (6tav yop €k Vekp®dV GraoT@oLy olte youoloLy olTe
yoapilovtal, AL elolv Wg &yyedoL €év Tolg obpavolg). Now about the dead rising-
-have you not read in the book of Moses, in the account of the bush, how God
said to him, 'l am the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob'?
He is not the God of the dead, but of the living. You are badly mistaken!" (Mark
12:18-27)

The absurdity of this tale of the seven brothers who all share one wife, rests on the premise
that they will still be married after the resurrection. Whose wife will she be, when she was
married to all seven? This is the premise that Jesus attacks. When the dead rise, they do not
marry nor are they given in marriage, a double formulation that describes marriage from the
perspective both of men and women (Mark 12:25). Marriage belongs to this world, not to
life after the resurrection, so the problem that the Sadducees have sketched simply does
not exist.”® She will be nobody’s wife, because there will be no marriage.

As support or further explanation for the fact that there will be no marriage, Jesus
adds that ‘they will be like the angels in heaven’ (Mark 12 :25). The resurrection is thus not
presumed to be bodily, but rather spiritual or heavenly, which appears to have been the
dominant expectation among contemporary Jews.”® In what sense will they be like angels?
Various possibilities have been suggested in scholarship, such as that they will be celibate,
that there will be no sexual difference, or that the will have a different corporeality from
mortal humans.’® The latter idea is also found in 2 Baruch, where it is said that those who
are justified will be transformed, ‘into the splendour of angels’ (2 Baruch 51:1-5).

Paul’s description of the resurrected body similarly emphasises discontinuity, and mocks
those who would assume, that any resurrection would result in the same body:

The body that is sown is perishable, it is raised imperishable; it is sown in
dishonour, it is raised in glory; it is sown in weakness, it is raised in power; it is
sown a natural body, it is raised a spiritual body. (1 Corinthians 15:42-44)

» Bradley Trick argues that the question here is not marriage, but remarriage. ‘I suggest that Jesus does not
refer to the dissolution of the woman’s marital bonds at the resurrection because those bonds would already
have been annulled. That is to say, | suggest that he refers only to re-marriage because it is death—not, as the
commentators all suggest, resurrection—that terminates the marriage covenant.” Trick quotes Paul, who
mentions on two occasions that death ends marriage. ‘A woman is bound as long as her husband lives. But if
the husband dies, she is free to be married to whomever she desires, only in the Lord’ (1 Corinthians 7:39; cf.
Romans 7:1-3). That marriage ends with the death of one of the partners is of course already implicit in the
story about the brothers, otherwise the woman could not marry the next brother. Trick seems to interpret the
wording here in a too narrow sense, limiting its meaning to the act of getting married, excluding the possibility
that it refers to the consequent state of being married as well. He is even forced to conclude that Jesus’
answer does not address the question of what happens to the marriages of those who are still living at the
time of the resurrection(Bradley R. Trick, ‘Death, Covenants, and the Proof of Resurrection in Mark 12:18-27’,
Novum Testamentum 49 (2007) 232-256).

% See Adele Yarbro Collins, Mark, 561.

* For the different interpretations, in feminist scholarship in particular, see Vander Stichele, ‘Like Angels in
Heaven’, 224-231.
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Paul stresses the difference between the normal human body and the body after the
resurrection. Although he does not compare this body to that of angels, he uses terms that
suggest a similar understanding.

Luke’s version of this same encounter between Jesus and the Sadducees gives a
different explanation for the comparison with angels:

Jesus said to them, "Those who belong to this age marry and are given in
marriage (Ol viol tod ai®drog TolTov yapodoLy kel yegtlokovtal); but those who
are considered worthy of a place in that age and in the resurrection from the
dead neither marry nor are given in marriage (olte yapobowv olte yopilovtal).
Indeed they cannot die anymore, because they are like angels and are children of
God, being children of the resurrection (o0d¢ yap amoBavelv étL dhvavtal,
loayyeloL yap elow kal viol eiow Beod tfg dvaotaoewg viol Ovieg). (Luke
20:34-36)

The explanation given here is that the resurrected are like angels, in the sense that they do
not die anymore. The close connection between procreation and marriage in contemporary
thought, noted above, explains how marriage, necessary for the continuation of the human
race, loses its meaning once humans become immortal.”® We thus see a contemporary
eschatological idea that is summed up in the oracle of the Sibyl in only four words, ‘no
marriage, no death’. Paul’s conviction that death will be conquered and destroyed, that the
resurrection will lead to a new, spiritual body, and his idea of marriage as no longer relevant
in the time to come, are all consistent with contemporary understandings of the end time.?’

2.2.2 Marriage as Obstacle and Distraction

We now turn to the second argument that Paul puts forward against marrying, which
follows immediately on the passage discussed in the previous section, about the
approaching end. Here Paul opposes concern for a husband or wife to concern for ‘the
Lord’s affairs’, and argues that it is best to be able to focus entirely on the latter:

| would like you to be free from concern (duepipvouc). An unmarried man is
concerned about the Lord's affairs—how he can please the Lord (0 d&yopog
pepLuvd T tod Kuplov, TAC dpéon TG Kuplw). But a married man is concerned
about the affairs of this world—how he can please his wife (0 &¢ younong pLepLuv
t0c toD Kkéopov, TAC apéom tfi yuvaiki)— and his interests are divided (ko
wepéptotat). An unmarried woman or virgin is concerned about the Lord's affairs
(kal T yuvm 1) Byopog kol T TepBEvog WepLuvd Te tod kuptov), to be holy in both
body and spirit. But a married woman is concerned about the affairs of this
world—how she can please her husband (1 6¢ yapnoaoo peplurd T tod KOoUov,
TRC &péon TG avdpt). | am saying this for your own good, not to restrict you, but
that you may live in a right way in undivided devotion to the Lord. (todto &¢ mpog
T0 UHOV adTOV oUudopor A€yw, ovy tve Bpoyxov Lulv émBaiw GAAX TPOC TO
eboynuov kol edTapedpor T¢) KLplw dmepLoTaotwe.) (1 Corinthians 7:32-35)

% Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The Gospel According to Luke (I1:X-XXIV), (Garden City: Doubleday, 1985), 1300.

7 In his study Sexuality and the Jesus Tradition, William Loader observes ‘it is striking how much of the little we
have about sexuality in the Jesus tradition finds some echo in 1 Corinthians 7 and its context (Loader, Sexuality
and the Jesus Tradition, 185).
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Being married creates a state of division between concern for one’s spouse and concern for
the Lord. Concern for a spouse is equated here with concern for the world (kdopoc) of which
Paul has just said that it was about to end.’® In order to promote undistracted devotion to
the Lord, Paul encourages his audience not to marry. Paul’s argumentation in this passage,
as well as his terminology, has been discussed extensively, especially with regard to the
similarities with Stoic and Cynic discussions of marriage.”® The parallel between Paul and
Stoics such as Epictetus and Hierocles, who see a conflict between devotion to a wife and
devotion to philosophy, has been well established and it is not my aim to go over this again.
What | do want to highlight is where Paul differs from these philosophers, since this often
seems to have been neglected. Unlike his Stoic contemporaries, Paul does not only see
marriage as a distraction for a man, but as an equal distraction for both men and women. A
brief discussion of Epictetus will serve as an example.

Epictetus generally felt that marrying was good and a way to fulfil one’s purpose in
life, since it contributed to the well-being of the state (see e.g. Discourses 2.23.37-38). % vet
based on this same principle of the good of society, he also makes an exception for
someone who can benefit society more when not married, whom he calls ‘the Cynic’.
Whereas in an ideal state composed only of wise men, a Cynic could marry, because his wife
and children would also be wise, under the present social conditions, which he compares to
a war zone, he need not:

But with things as they are — in a virtual crisis — it’s better, perhaps, that the
Cynic not be distracted by domestic duties (&mepiomactor €lvar). He needs to
focus on his sacred ministry (mpo¢ tn Sakovig Tod Oeod), and be free to move
around — not be tied down by personal obligations that he cannot very well
ignore, but which, if he honours, will detract from his role of messenger, scout
and herald of the gods (tov &yyelov kol KkotaokOTOV Kol KNPUKK TGOV Bedv).
(Epictetus, Discourses 111.22.69)

The similarities with Paul’s discussion of the distractions of marriage are clear. Both Paul and
Epictetus contrast a religious duty with the obligations that marriage brings. Epictetus paints
a lively picture of these obligations; a husband has responsibilities with regard to his wife
and father in-law, he has to fetch hot water to bathe the baby, and buy it all the things it
needs such as a cot and oil and drinking cups (Epictetus, Discourses 111.22.69-71). Where
would he find time for his higher duties? When asked how neglecting to marry will help
society in general, since this is after all the bigger goal, Epictetus answers:

For God’s sake, who benefits society more (ueilova & ebepyetodolr avBpwmoug),
people who produce two or three brats with runny noses to survive them or
those who supervise in each person’s life what they care about, or mistakenly
neglect? (Epictetus, Discourses 111.22.77)

% Loader describes Paul’s view of ‘the world’ here, ‘it is not evil, but it is, at least, transitory’ (Loader, Sexuality
and the Jesus Tradition, 177).

* These similarities centre on the use of the terms quepipvog, free from care, pepLuVaw, to be concerned,
uépLCOMOﬁL, to be divided, and o’mepwno’norwg, without distraction. See e.g. Huttunen, Paul and Epictetus on
Law, 82-83; Deming, Paul on Marriage and Celibacy, 197-205; David Balch, ‘1 Cor 7:32-35 and Stoic Debates’,
429-439.

1% Feor a fuller discussion of Epictetus’ ideas on marriage, Deming Paul on Marriage and Celibacy, 83-87;
Reydams-Schils, The Roman Stoics, 143-176.
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The Cynic’s contribution to society through supervision of the lives of others is thus no less
than that made by people who marry and have children. In spite of his Cynic stance on
marriage here, Epictetus’ concern is still what is good for people in general, which is in fact a
Stoic concern.

In spite of the obvious similarities between Paul and Epictetus in their view of
marriage as a distraction, there are clearly also major differences. While Epictetus makes an
exception for the Cynic, who has a distinct role as ‘messenger, scout and herald of the gods’,
and expects people generally to continue marrying, Paul feels that everyone has such a
special calling, and that both men and women, whether never married, divorced or
widowed, do well not to marry. There is no exception made in order to care for society in a
special way, while others go on reproducing it in the conventional manner. Rather, everyone
is better off without marriage, and the continuation of society as a whole is of no concern,
since it will pass away.

That these differences between Paul and Epictetus are rarely observed, as far as |
have been able to assess, is unfortunate, since a distinctive element of Paul’s thought is
thereby missed. In his comparison of Epictetus’ and Paul’s attitude towards the law, Niko
Huttunen describes the Cynic-like stance promoted by Epictetus and then concludes that
‘Paul shares this view: married men cannot devote themselves to God without
distraction’.’®* The position of married women is not addressed by Huttunen, even though
they are clearly mentioned by Paul.

Similarly, David Balch’s notion that ‘Musonius, Epictetus, Hierocles and Paul
conclude (...) that marriage is helpful for some, not advantageous for others’ seems only
partially correct.’® Even though Balch examines the ideas about women in both the Stoics
and Paul, he sees mainly similarities there too, and argues that these authors all suffer from
an inconsistency between theory and practice. Musonius and Hierocles may both consider a
wife to be similar or equal to her husband, yet in practice, she is subordinated by both as
well. Paul too has a ‘theory of equality’, by which Balch refers to the baptismal formula, but
also subordinates women when it comes to practical matters, such as head—coverings.103

Balch fails to note that Paul considers marriage to be a distraction for everyone who
enters it, both men and women. The exception is not the rare male philosopher who is
exempted from the duty of marriage in order to focus entirely on his pursuits, rather, the
exception for Paul is the person who cannot control him or herself and live a celibate life. By
failing to observe that women too were better off not marrying, according to Paul, scholars
have missed an important aspect of his thought. This is not that men and women are equal,
but rather that for Paul, marriage really is a thing of the past.104 Devotion to a divine calling
has come to replace marriage as the major concern in the lives of all believers.'®

101 Huttunen, Paul and Epictetus on Law, 82-83.

Balch, ‘1 Cor 7:32-35 and Stoic Debates’, 439.

Balch, ‘1 Cor 7:32-35 and Stoic Debates’, 438-439.

Two scholars who are not primarily focussed on Stoic parallels, William Loader and Alistair Scott May, are
much more aware of the eschatological dimension in Paul’s thought on marriage. Loader concludes ‘Paul does
not see marriage as having a positive value for living in the present in relation to the cares of living and he sees
it as irrelevant for the future age (Loader, Sexuality and the Jesus Tradition, 177, see May, The Body for the
Lord, 249).

1% bavid Horrell argues that it is ‘ironic’ that Paul, in these and other instances, claims to be different from
contemporary ethical standards, when in fact there is a large overlap (David Horrell, Solidarity and Difference,

102
103
104
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The distinct character of Paul’s view of marriage as a distraction can be further
explored through a comparison with other groups that lived without marriage. The Essenes
and Therapeutae described by Philo and Josephus as exemplary Jewish groups also did not
have a conventional understanding of marriage. As discussed in Chapter I, the descriptions
of these groups can be seen as part of a broader theme of an ideal city or utopia, where the
conventional family structures are absent. The idea of a 'community of goods and women'
already occurs for comic effect in the plays of Aristophanes and much more seriously in
Plato.’®® There, individual family is abandoned in order to create a single all-encompassing
family or oikos. Plato portrays the absence of marriage as a relief for men. They can now live
in peace, without the burden to provide for their families or the trouble of handing their
money over to their wives and slaves (Republic 465 b-c).*®” A similar negative attitude
towards wives is attributed to the Essenes by Philo and Josephus, and is shared by many
ancient sources.'%

Josephus describes the Essenes as a group that had a community of goods, though
not a community of women, since women were entirely absent.'® For the Essenes,
according to Josephus, marriage is to be avoided as a source of disagreements:

It also deserves our admiration, how much they exceed all other men that give
themselves over to virtue, and this in righteousness: and indeed to such a degree,
that as it has never appeared among any other men, neither Greeks nor
barbarians, no, not for a little time, so has it endured a long time among them.
This is demonstrated by that institution of theirs, which will not allow anything to
hinder them from having all things in common; so that a rich man enjoys no more
of his own wealth than he who has nothing at all. There are about four thousand
men that live in this way, and neither marry wives, nor are desirous to keep
slaves; as thinking the latter tempts men to be unjust, and the former gives the
handle to domestic quarrels; but as they live by themselves, they minister one to
another. (Josephus, Antiquities 18. 20-21)

In Josephus’ description of the Essenes, several of the categories that we discussed above
(section 2.2.1) in connection with marriage and eschatology are mentioned. Possessions,
slaves and marriage are all absent in this community, as they are in the Sibylline prophecy
and to some extent in other eschatological depictions. While Josephus does not attribute a
distinct eschatological perspective to the Essenes, they do distinguish themselves from
society generally through not participating in exactly those spheres that are considered
typical of involvement with the world in the eschatological perspective, such as buying and

158-163). In this case at least, the overlap and irony disappear when taking into account to whom these
standards were applied.

1% several of the plays of Aristophanes derive their comedy from the idea that women take over power and
disrupt social conventions. As ‘The Ecclesiazusae’ illustrates, the idea of women in an ekklesia was funny in
itself. See Dawson, Cities of the Gods, 37-39. Dawson finds an explanation for this ideal and the connection
between goods and women in the economic and social structures of fifth century Athens: ‘Only in an economy
of private ownership could such a communistic ideal seem a radical alternative to existing society; only a
society that did not hold private ownership sacrosanct could consider such a theory at all. Only in a society
that had not yet reached the point of clearly separating family from property could these theories so readily
embrace the notion of sexual communism.’

107 5ee Annas, ‘Plato’s Republic’, 312.

See Treggiari, Roman Marriage, 206-208.

The fact that Essenes shared property is also noted by Philo (That every good man is free, 1.85-86).
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selling and marrying (1 Corinthians 7:29-31). While there thus seems to be a similar interest
in property and marriage in both Paul and among Josephus’ Essenes, the criticism of
marriage that is attributed to the Essenes by Josephus is very different from Paul’s:

They do not absolutely deny the fitness of marriage, and the succession of
mankind thereby continued; but they guard against the lascivious behavior of
women, and are persuaded that none of them preserve their fidelity to one man.
(Josephus, Jewish War 2. 121)

Philo attributes the Essene rejection of marriage also to the nature of women. The Essenes
do not marry

‘because woman is a selfish creature and one addicted to jealousy in an
immoderate degree, and terribly calculated to agitate and overturn the natural
inclinations of a man, and to mislead him by her continual tricks’ (Apology for the
Jews 11.14).*°

As noted above in our discussion of the contemporary arguments for marriage, neither Philo
nor Josephus has any objections to marriage in general; it is in the context of picturing this
exemplary group that its rejection becomes a sign of virtue.

The second Jewish group that is described as rejecting marriage is Philo’s
Therapeutae. This group consists of both men and women, and here the situation with
regard to marriage is somewhat different.*™ Marriage is not described as something to be
avoided because of the problematic nature of women. Neither men nor women who belong
to the group seem to be involved in marriages, but hostility to marriage as such is attributed
to the group. The female Therapeutae are described as virgins, by their own choice:

And the women also share in this feast, the greater part of whom, though old, are
virgins in respect of their purity (not indeed through necessity, as some of the
priestesses among the Greeks are, who have been compelled to preserve their
chastity more than they would have done of their own accord), but out of an
admiration for and love of wisdom, with which they are desirous to pass their
lives, on account of which they are indifferent to the pleasures of the body,
desiring not a mortal but an immortal offspring, which the soul that is attached to
God is alone able to produce by itself and from itself, the Father having sown in it
rays of light appreciable only by the intellect, by means of which it will be able to
perceive the doctrines of wisdom. (Philo, On the Contemplative Life 68)

According to Philo, these women have chosen not to marry because they prefer immortal to
mortal offspring. As noted above, marriage and procreation are firmly connected in Philo’s
thought (cf. e.g. Special Laws 1.112; 3.33-36), as they are for Josephus (Against Apion

110Josephus also knows of a different order of Essenes who do marry, but only for the sake of having children
(Jewish War 2. 160).

" Eor a discussion of the reality of the Therapeutae, see Troels Engberg-Pedersen, ‘Philo’s De Vita
Contemplativa as a Philosopher’s Dream’, Journal for the Study of Judaism 30 (1999), 40-64; Taylor, J.E., Jewish
Women Philosophers of First-Century Alexandria: Philo’s ‘Therapeutae’ Reconsidered, Oxford 2003; Taylor, J.E.
and P.R. Davies, ‘The So-Called Therapeutae of De Vita Contemplativa: Identity and Character’, Harvard
Theological Review 91.1 (1998) 3-24.

211



A Cosmopolitan Ideal

2.199), since both allow sexual intercourse even within marriage only with this intention.*
The female Therapeutae still produce offspring, but of a different kind, inspired by God.

The male Therapeutae seem to have a different, less virginal background. They only
join the community after leaving their family and property in good hands. Philo praises them
for making a gift of their wealth to others when they choose to go off to pursue philosophy
(On the Contemplative Life 13-16). The asceticism of men and women is thus portrayed
differently: men do not produce spiritual offspring; women do not abandon wealth and
family. In Philo’s description, the group’s male and female members lead separate lives and
even when joining in worship and song, remain spatially separated (On the Contemplative
Life 33, 69).

Apart from the question of how real any of these groups were or how accurate are
the descriptions given, it is clear that asceticism and abandoning or rejecting marriage,
along with property and slavery, functioned as a philosophical, ethical and religious ideal for
Philo and Josephus. Even though Philo believes that marriage is natural and good, he can
still present the Therapeutae and Essenes as examples of a high standing Jewish morale, in
part because of their rejection of married life.

We can now conclude, based on our examination of Paul’s statements in the
context of the contemporary conversation about marriage, that what Paul objects to is
not the quarrelsome or unfaithful nature of wives that Josephus and Philo lament. Nor is
it the snotty nosed children, the difficult in-laws or the seeming endless amount of
purchases required for a new baby, that burden Epictetus’ Cynic. Rather, what Paul sees
as the negative side of marriage is exactly the mutual concern and care, and the
investment into the continuation of society that his contemporaries so appreciated. It is
because marriage involved the complete union of man and woman, that Paul saw it as an
obstacle to union with Christ.

In this sense, Paul confirms the cosmopolitan notion that saw marriage as the first
bond that ultimately connected men and women to all other humans and to society in
general. It is exactly because marriage constituted a commitment to the continuation of
the world that Paul felt the need to discourage it. Since the world would soon come to an
end, there was no reason to accept such a commitment, which constituted a distraction
from what was of ultimate importance. Since in Christ there was no ‘male and female’
united with each other, both men and women could focus on the things of the Lord.

3 Loose Ends: Gender Tensions

Since | have argued in this chapter that the third pair of the baptismal formula does not
relate primarily to gender, as is often assumed, but rather to marriage, several issues that
are usually discussed in connection to this third pair have not been addressed. The question
of the tension between the presumed equality in Galatians and the difference and hierarchy
between men and women stressed in 1 Corinthians has not been raised, since there is no
guestion in my interpretation of a pronouncement on equality between the sexes.™ Nor is

125 procreationism in Jewish literature, see Ellis, Paul and Ancient Views of Sexual Desire, 91-95.

B Daniel Boyarin, e.g., observes that ‘in Galatians, Paul seems indeed to be wiping out social differences and
hierarchies between the genders, in addition to those that obtain between ethnic groups and socioeconomic
classes, while in Corinthians he seems to be reifying and reemphasizing precisely those gendered hierarchical
differences (Boyarin, A Radical Jew, 183). So also Meeks, ‘The Image of the Androgyne’, 200.
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there a direct reason to discuss Paul’s statements about women’s dress and women’s
speech (in 1 Corinthians 11:3-16 and 14:33-36) in connection to the baptismal formula. Yet
since these issues remain important, and could raise questions about the reading | have
proposed, | will briefly address them in this final section.

Firstly, the question of the missing third pair will be discussed (section 3.1). It is often
assumed that Paul leaves out the third pair when he quotes the formula in 1 Corinthians,
because the Corinthians already had a far more radical stance on the equality of men and
women than Paul did. If the quote from Genesis refers to marriage instead, the question
remains why Paul would not mention the third pair in this letter, especially if it formed the
basis of his arguments against marriage, as just stated. This question will be answered here
not on the grounds of the content of the formula, but rather on its form.

The second subsection (3.2) will deal with Paul’s thought on women’s dress and
speech. After a brief discussion of the attitudes towards women’s dress and speech in the
veiling culture in which Paul lived (3.2.1), his argument that women need to cover their
heads when praying or prophesying and his instruction that women be silent in the ekklesia
(3.2.2) will be examined. While these passages are often seen as contradictory, it will
become evident that these two passages from 1 Corinthians in fact show a consistent
attitude towards women, one that is concerned with order, convention and particularly
shame. In Paul’s thought, as in contemporary thought in general, women’s dress and
women’s speech were related subjects, which were both seen from the perspective of
propriety and shame. In both, a woman’s submissive position with respect to men should
become evident.

3.1 Missing ‘Male and Female’: The Absence of the Third Pair in the
Corinthian Formula

The third pair in the Galatian formula is not only different because of its form, but also
because unlike the other two pairs, it is missing from the parallel formula in 1 Corinthians (1
Corinthians 12:13). The explanation generally put forward for the abbreviated baptismal
formula is the conflict between what Paul proclaims in Galatians in terms of gender equality,
and what he is willing to grant women in this letter.*** However, it is rarely asked how the
phrase ‘nor male and female’ would fit into the sentence as it is formulated here. Could Paul
simply include this clause; what would the wording of the formula and this particular part of
it be if he did?

The text in 1 Corinthians is slightly different from the formula as it occurs in
Galatians:

1450 for example David Horrell who argues that Paul dropped ‘neither male nor female’ from the formula in 1

Corinthians, because it was a source of ‘too much misunderstanding and social disruption’ (David Horrell, The
Social Ethos of the Corinthian Correspondence, (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1996), 86). William Loader believes
there are grounds for speculating that ‘the male-female pair is deliberately omitted to counter
misunderstanding’ (Loader, Sexuality and the Jesus Tradition, 199); David Balch notes that many modern
commentators ‘are frustrated by Paul's knowing and stating a theory of equality (Gal 3:28), then consciously
omitting it in a difficult practical situation (1 Cor 12:13; 7:17-24), (Balch, ‘1 Cor 7:32-35 and Stoic Debates’,
439).
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There is neither Jew nor Greek, neither slave nor free, nor male and female,
because you are all one in Christ Jesus (o0k évi Touvbotog o0de “EAAny, odk €vt
doDAog 006e €AclBepog, olk €V dpoev kol OfAv). (Galatians 3:28)

Because in one spirit we all were baptized into one body (kal yap év vl
TredatL MUELG Tavteg el v ol éPamtiodnuer), whether Jews or Greeks,
slaves or free and were all given one spirit to drink (elte "Tovdalor €lte “EAAnveg
€lte SoDAoL €lte €AelBepol, kal Tavteg v Tvedue €motiodnuev). (1 Corinthians
12:13).

Two important differences can be seen between the formula in Galatians and that in 1
Corinthians. Instead of the singular forms used in Galatians, the nouns in 1 Corinthians are
plural: Jews instead of Jew, slaves instead of slave etc. Secondly, the formula is not phrased
as a denial: rather than the negative ‘neither ... nor’ (o0k évL ... 008¢), or, ‘nor ... and’ (‘nor
male and female’, odk év. &poev kal 6fAv), for the third pair in Galatians, we find the
hypothetical ‘whether ... or’ (€lte ... €lte). The shift from ‘neither .. nor’ to ‘whether’ means
a change in focus from the pairs together, to the separate groups. In 1 Corinthians, each
group is listed separately. If the third pair was to be included in the formula in its Corinthian
form, its wording would have to be changed considerably in comparison with Galatians. No
longer could it be a quote from Genesis 1:27, where male and female are taken together. As
noted above, in Galatians the third pair differs from the other two in its specific form, and
breaks the parallelism of the phrase as a whole. Yet in the Corinthian formula, it would be
difficult to insert the pair in this form. It would result in a very awkward construction, to
something along the lines of ‘in one spirit we all were baptized into one body, whether Jews
or Greeks, whether slaves or free, whether male and female’.

In order to be included in a meaningful way, the third pair would need to undergo
similar changes to the other two pairs, and would no longer be recognisable as a quote from
Genesis. The full formula can be hypothetically reconstructed as: ‘because in one spirit we
all were baptized into one body, whether Jews or Greeks, whether slaves or free, whether
men or women (elte dpoeveg €ite OMAelat), and were all given one spirit to drink’.

We might ask whether this proclamation would really be very objectionable to Paul.
In the previous chapter, he makes statements that seem to come quite close: ‘Nevertheless,
in the Lord woman is not independent of man or man independent of woman. For just as
woman came from man, so man comes through woman; but all things come from God’ (1
Corinthians 11:11-12). Men and women are both ‘in the Lord’, they are mutually dependent
on each other. There is no reason to assume that Paul would not feel that both men and
women are part of the one body of Christ. Nor would Paul most likely deny that both men
and women can receive the spirit. While Paul objects to women praying and prophesying
with bare heads, he does not object to women performing these activities as such, which
would presumably require possession of the spirit.

| would therefore suggest that Paul does not leave out ‘male and female’ from the
Corinthian formula because it would undermine his message about gender. Rather, Paul
does not include the third pair into the formula in 1 Corinthians because doing so would
necessarily mean losing the reference to Genesis, and the creation account, which, as we
have just seen, is essential to its meaning.
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3.2 Shameful for a Woman: Paul’s Attitude towards Women’s Dress
and Speech

In his first letter to the Corinthians, Paul opposes certain actions of women, on the grounds
that they do not reflect the appropriate difference between the sexes. These two well-
known passages deal with the need for women to cover their heads (1 Corinthians 11:3-16)
and the prohibition of women speaking in the community gatherings (1 Corinthians 14:33-
36). These texts are sometimes seen as contradictory, since the first allows female speech
under certain restrictions, while the second does not allow it in the ekklesia, the assembly.
The tension between these two instructions, combined with the contradictions mentioned
above, have led some scholars to the conclusion that Paul cannot be the author of the
command to women to keep silent, and that the passage is in fact a later addition to the
text.'®

In this section, we will see that the apparent contradictory nature of Paul’s ideas on
women’s behaviour conceals a strong consistency, which is entirely in line with
contemporary thought on gender. The appearance and behaviour deemed appropriate for
women was seen as naturally different from that appropriate for men. These two passages
from 1 Corinthians in fact show a consistent attitude towards women, one that is concerned
with order, convention and particularly shame. In Paul’s thought, as in contemporary
thought in general, women’s dress and women’s speech were related subjects, which were
both seen from the perspective of propriety and shame. In both, a woman’s submissive
position with respect to men should become evident.

3.2.1 Women'’s Dress and Speech in a Veiling Culture

Although we cannot reconstruct the exact practices and attitudes with regard to veiling in
Antiquity, it is clear that Paul lived in a veiling culture. According to a recent study by Lloyd
Llewellyn-Jones, the veiling of women was routine in Greek culture, from the archaic era up
until Roman times, with the possible exception of slaves.’® As in other veiling cultures,
issues of modesty, honour and shame, social invisibility, pollution and sexuality can all be
identified as components of ancient ideas about the veil.'*” The evidence for women
wearing veils in Antiquity is predominantly literary, although visual representations of
women with head coverings also occur.!®

> Gordon Fee, e.g., notes that ‘these two verses [33-34] simply lack any genuine correspondence with either

the overall argument of chaps. 12-14 or the immediate argument of vv. 26-40 (Gordon Fee, The First Epistle to
the Corinthians (Grand Rapids 1987), 702).” Also Ross S. Kraemer, Her Share of the Blessings: Women’s
Religions among Pagans, Jews, and Christians in the Greco-Roman World (New York: Oxford University Press
1992), 149; Hans G. Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians: A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press 1975). For an extensive overview of the discussion see Curt Niccum, ‘The Voice of
the Manuscripts on the Silence of Women: The External evidence for 1 Cor. 14.34-35’, New Testament Studies
43 (1997), 242-255.

1e Lloyd Llewellyn-Jones, Aphrodite’s Tortoise: The Veiled Woman of Ancient Greece (Swansea: Classical Press
of Wales 2003), 315. For the lack of evidence on slave women veiling, see 140-141. See also Judith L. Sebesta,
‘Symbolism in the Costume of the Roman Woman’, in The World of Roman Costume, Judith L. Sebesta and
Larissa Bonfante (eds.), (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press 1994) 46-53, 48-49.

1 Llewellyn-Jones, Aphrodite’s Tortoise, 155.

Llewellyn-Jones notes that the veil is frequently absent in Greek iconography. He attributes this to artistic
considerations, see Llewellyn-Jones, Aphrodite’s Tortoise, 85-114.
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One remarkable literary example is the first century Latin author Valerius Maximus,
who relates the case of a man who divorced his wife because he had caught her outside
with uncovered head, 'a stiff penalty, but not without a certain logic'.'*® Plutarch’s
description of women’s clothing, when discussing a festival which included ritual
transvestism for both sexes, is telling: ‘peploi and veils (kaAdmtparg). Llewellyn-Jones
concludes concisely that ‘dress’ and ‘veil’ spell out ‘woman’.*?® Different veiling customs
seem to have coexisted. Sometimes a loose veil was worn; sometimes the top of the cloak
was lifted over the head. Dio Chrysostom praises the women from Paul’s home town of
Tarsus for wearing a veil that covered their entire face, leaving only a small slit through
which they could see the road in front of them (Oration 33.48-49).'*

In spite of what can be understood from Valerius Maximus, Roman veiling custom
may have been less uniform than Greek. According to Gerd Theissen, Roman and
particularly Corinthian grave monuments depict many women without a veil. The different
depictions of freedwomen as opposed to free women suggest that this could be a reflection
of different social practices, although evidence from art is problematic as a source for social
custom.'??

Jewish veiling practices do not seem to have differed from Greek ones.'?® The
earliest iconographical evidence of Jewish dress comes from the synagogue of Dura-Europos
(third century AD). In these murals, all the women are shown wearing head coverings.124
More importantly, both Philo and Josephus assume that married women wear a veil (Philo,
The Special Laws 111.52-62, Josephus, Jewish Antiquities 111.270). Paul’s concern that women
cover their heads when praying and prophesying is thus in line with both Jewish and Greek
custom. Similarly, his particular sensitivity to women’s veiling in combination with women’s
speech is echoed in other sources. Like Paul, Plutarch also connects the visibility of a
woman’s body with her speech.

Theano once exposed her hand as she was arranging her cloak. “What a beautiful
arm”, said someone. “But not public property,” she replied. Not only the arms
but the words of a modest woman must never be public property (6l 8¢ un
pwovov Tov TRV GAle unde tov Adyor dmudolov €lvar thg owdporvog). She
should be shy with her speech as with her body, and guard it against strangers.
Feelings, character, and disposition can all be seen in a woman’s talk.

(Plutarch, Advice to the Bride and Groom 31)

19 yalerius Maximus 6.3.10, quoted in Llewellyn-Jones, Aphrodite’s Tortoise, 167.

120 Llewellyn-Jones, Aphrodite’s Tortoise, 16.

See also Terence Paige, ‘The Social Matrix of Women's Speech at Corinth: The Context and Meaning of the
Command to Silence in 1 Corinthians 14:33b-36’, Bulletin for Biblical Research 12/2 (2002) 217-242, 228.

122 Gerd Theissen, Psychological Aspects of Pauline Theology (Edinburgh: T&T Clark 1987), 160-161. The
problem in seeing art as a reflection of social custom is discussed by Preston Massey (Preston T. Massey, ‘The
Meaning of katekaAdmtw and kate kepaific €xwv in 1 Corinthians 11:2-16’, New Testament Studies 53 (2007),
502-523, 518).

12 see Llewellyn-Jones on the unveiling during Jewish wedding rituals (Aphrodite’s Tortoise, 228-229).
Josephus also describes both Jewish and non-Jewish women as wearing a veil in various situations (see
Douglas R. Edwards, ‘The Social, Religious, and Political Aspects of Costume in Josephus’, in The World of
Roman Costume, Judith L. Sebesta and Larissa Bonfante (eds.), (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press 1994)
153-159, 153-155.

2% L ucille A. Roussin, ‘Costume in Roman Palestine: Archeological Remains and Evidence from the Mishnah’, in
The World of Roman Costume, Judith L. Sebesta and Larissa Bonfante (eds.), (Madison: University of Wisconsin
Press 1994) 182-190, 182.
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A woman should be shy with her speech as well as with her body, for fear of showing too
much of herself. For a woman, speaking is almost like undressing in public, as Richard
Hawley notes in his commentary on this text.'® By covering up her body and keeping her
words and feelings to herself, a woman showed that she was not part of the public domain.
Veiling helped to preserve and signal female chastity. It rendered a woman socially invisible
and sexually inviolate. Neither her speech nor her body were to be seen as public property,
as Plutarch states. Rather, the veil marked her as the property of the male whose honour
was reinforced by both her invisibility and her chastity.

Since a woman’s natural place was in the home, when she moved outside, the veil
served as a sort of home away from home, shielding her from the outside world. Llewellyn-
Jones describes the veil as ‘a kind of portable domestic space’ confining women, yet at the
same time enabling them to leave the home and operate in the public sphere. He describes
how the face veil, the tegidion, gained popularity in Hellenistic world, at a time when
women increasingly operated outside the home.'?® By making them even more socially
invisible, the face veil allowed women more corresponding freedom to go out in public.
Increasing female freedom of movement and the growing control over female sexuality
were thus intertwined. Plutarch continues by indicating where women’s speech is
appropriate, viz. to and through her husband:

A wife should speak only to or through her husband (8¢t y&p §| TpOg TOV dvdpa
AaA€lv fj 8w tod avdpdc), and should not feel aggrieved if, like a piper, she
makes nobler music through another’s tongue. (Plutarch, Advice to the Bride and
Groom 32)

Plutarch thus connects a woman’s seclusion and public silence with submission to her
husband. As he states elsewhere, ‘A good woman, on the other hand, should be seen most
when she is with her husband, and stay at home and be hidden when he is away.'127 A
woman embodies the honour and shame of her husband or male kin.*?® In this way, the veil
ultimately supported an ideology that advocated female modesty, chastity, silence and
invisibility.

3.2.2 Veiled Speech and Submissive Silence

We will now examine the way Paul deals with women’s veils and women’s speech, and the
arguments given in his letter to the Corinthians. Both passages contain some unusual
statements and claims, and the line of reasoning, particularly in the passage discussing veils,
is rather confusing, as has often been noted.'? It is not my intention here to analyse Paul’s
reasoning in detail. Rather, | aim to show the consistency between the two paragraphs and

12> Richard Hawley, ‘Practicing What You Preach: Plutarch’s Sources and Treatment’, in Plutarch’s Advice to the

Bride and Groom and A Consolation to His Wife: English Translations, Commentary and Interpretative Essays,
Sarah B. Pomeroy (ed.), (Oxford: Oxford University Press 1999),116-127, 119, 120.

126 Llewellyn-Jones, Aphrodite’s Tortoise, 189-214.

Plutarch, Advice to the Bride and Groom 9.

Llewellyn-Jones, Aphrodite’s Tortoise, 155-188.

» According to Gerd Theissen, Paul raises ‘merkwirdigen Argumenten’ (Theissen, Psychologische Aspekte
paulinischer Theologie, 161. See also Schissler Fiorenza, In Memory of Her, 228; Hogan, "No Longer Male and
Female", 41.
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the shared emphasis on shame and convention, which conforms entirely to the values of a
veiling culture, as just outlined.

When introducing his point that women should cover their heads, Paul immediately
sets out by bringing in the notion of shame:

But | want you to understand that of every man Christ is the head, and the head
of a woman is the man, (mtavtog avdpog N kepadn 0 XpLotdg €otiy, kedadn O¢
yuvalkdg 0 &vnp,) and the head of Christ is God. Any man who prays or
prophesies with something on his head shames his head (kat kedaific €xwv
katoLoyOvel Ty kedoAny abtov), but any woman who prays or prophesies with
her head unveiled shames her head (dkotakaAdTTy T§ KepaAf kataloyOver Thy
kepoAny adtic) -- it is one and the same thing as having her head shaved. For if a
woman will not veil herself, then she should cut off her hair; but if it is shameful
(eloypov) for a woman to have her hair cut off or to be shaved, she should veil
herself. (1 Corinthians 11:3-6)

In spite of the lack of clarity with respect to certain aspects of the argument, there can be
no doubt as to its main point: women should cover their heads when praying or
prophesying.*® Even though various other matters are addressed along the way in the
paragraph as a whole, the issue of women’s head coverings is unmistakably the main item
on Paul’s agenda. In order to introduce his argument with a forceful point, Paul starts off
with a forceful statement about heads: Christ is the head of every man, man is the head of
woman and God is the head of Christ. The hierarchy is spelled out straight away. From this
hierarchy of metaphorical heads, the appropriate attitude towards men’s and women’s
physical heads can be deduced. Men should not cover their heads, but women should.
Breaking this gender boundary is shameful for men and women, and Paul uses the same
word for both (kataioxlver 1 Corinthians 11: 4,5). The shame of gender bending can be
compared to the shame of having a shaved head. Here Paul uses the term aioypoc
shameful. This term occurs in only two instances in Paul’s letters, in this passage and when
describing a woman speaking in the assembly. There he states that it is shameful, aioypog
for a woman to speak. We will return to this issue when discussing the passage on women’s
silence.

It is not exactly clear to what Paul refers when equating the shame of not veiling
with the shame of having a shaved head.*®*' He makes his point with the use of a reductio ad
absurdum. By suggesting that a woman who does not wear a veil should also shave her
head, he discredits the idea that a woman can leave her head uncovered and thereby
enforces veiling as the social norm. Of course, Paul’s logic only holds persuasion for those
who already accept the idea that showing one’s hair in public is inappropriate.

At the end of the passage, after bringing in several other points, most notably the
hierarchy in the creation of man and women, Paul returns to issues of honour and
convention:

130 Massey has convincingly shown by analyzing Paul’s terminology that the issue can only be that of head

covering, not that of hairstyles, as has sometimes been suggested (Massey, ‘The Meaning of kataxoAimTtw’,
502-523).

Bl Eor the possibly shameful context of shaved heads relating to a Syrian custom, see Cynthia L. Thompson,
‘Hairstyles, Head-coverings, and St Paul: Portraits from Roman Corinth’, Biblical Archeology, 51/2 (1988), 99-
115, 104, 110.
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Does not nature itself teach you that if a man wears long hair, it is degrading
(¢twpie) to him, but if a woman has long hair, it is her glory (66¢x)? For her hair is
given to her for a covering (mepipoiaiov). But if anyone is disposed to be
contentious - we have no such custom, nor do the churches of God. (1
Corinthians 11:14-16)

Paul asks the Corinthians the rhetorical question: ‘does not nature itself teach you that if a
man wears long hair, it is degrading (atiwule) to him, but if a woman has long hair, it is her
glory (60fx)? Although Paul mentions men several times in this passage, it seems unlikely
that he is indeed criticising their behaviour. They probably serve merely as a foil in this
passage, since the question is what is proper for women, as Paul explicitly states in verse 13:
‘is it proper for a woman to pray to God with her head unveiled’? The purpose of the men
mentioned in the text is to provide a contrast. As non-women, they illustrate that what is
shameful for them is the opposite of what is shameful for women.**? Since Paul argues from
the hierarchy between men and women, he assumes that their different positions should be
reflected in their appearance. The male norm is the undisputed standard, the female norm
must be different. Paul thus assumes that nature teaches what is degrading and what is not.

To appeal to nature in order to confirm the social differences between men and
women, as Paul does in this text, may not have been unfamiliar to Paul’s audience.'®
Epictetus argues in a similar vein when discussing the relevance of beards:

Nature has found a most becoming use even for that [the beard], enabling us to
discriminate between man and woman. Nature (1} ¢puoLrc) identifies itself even at a
distance: ‘1 am a man: come and deal with me on these terms. Nothing else is
needed; just take note of the signs’. (Epictetus, Discourses 1.16.10-11)

Continuing his argument, Epictetus insists that the distinctions between man and woman
are not only based on nature alone, they are in fact symbols from God:

That is why we should safeguard the signs that God has given us (1 oOupoio tod
Beod) and by virtue of which the genders were intended to be distinguished.
(Epictetus, Discourses 1.16.14)

Like Paul, Epictetus thus sees the differences between the sexes, in this case in the form of
facial hair, as stemming from a natural and divine order.*

After this appeal to nature, Paul adds one final argument, that of convention. None
of the other communities, or as Paul describes them here ‘the ekklesiai of God’ has such a
custom. ‘We just don’t do that’ is what his message basically comes down to. The
Corinthians are encouraged not to deviate from the social norm. Paul’s argumentation thus
relies heavily on ideas of what is shameful for men and women, what is accepted,
appropriate and natural. These are precisely the types of arguments one would expect,

32 But see David W.J. Gill, ‘The Importance of Roman Portraiture for Head-coverings in 1 Corinthians’, Tyndale

Bulletin 41/2 (1990), 245-260. The Corinthian statue of Augustus wearing a veil is often suggested to be a
possible background for Paul’s reference to men covering their heads.
133 . .. . . . . s ~

Philo uses as similar argument: ‘For just as in their nature (év tf} ducel) men take precedence over women,
so also in families they shall have the first share.” (Special Laws 1l. 124).
134 Epictetus in this same passage also mentions the softer note in a woman’s voice as one of the features
distinguishing women from men (Epictetus, Discourses 1.16.12).
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based on Llewellyn-Jones’ interpretation of the culture of veiling. We will see that when it
comes to women’s speaking, Paul has a similar line of reasoning.

We now turn to the other well-known passage where Paul gives instruction for the
behaviour of women. There are several notable similarities between Paul’s instructions
about veiling and his command that women should be silent in the ekklesia. Straight away,
Paul links his instruction to the convention of the churches:

For God is a God not of disorder but of peace. As in all the ekklesiai of the saints,
(Q¢ év mhoolg talc ékkAnololg tdv aylwvr) women should be silent in the
ekklesiai (a1 yovaikeg €év talc ékkAnolalg ovyatwony). For they are not permitted
to speak, but should be subordinate, as the law also says (kaba¢ kol 6 vouog
AéyeL). If there is anything they desire to know, let them ask their men (tolg
dloug &vdpac) at home. For it is shameful (aioypov) for a woman to speak in the
ekklesia. Or did the word of God originate with you? Or are you the only ones it
has reached? (1 Corinthians 14:33-36)

Paul claims that it is shameful (xioypdc) for a woman to speak in church, using the same
term as in his instructions about veiling. For a woman, both speaking in the ekklesia and
having a shaved head, or as implied, an uncovered head when praying, is shameful. For both
men and women, Paul also uses the related verb kataloyivew, put shame on. For men to
wear their hair long he calls atiuie, degrading. Gender boundaries were obviously very
loaded. The fact that Paul uses the term shameful (xioypoc) only in these two instances,
both concerned with women’s behaviour and gender boundaries, should be taken as a
serious indication that both passages reflect his ideas and that both were indeed written by
Paul.

The idea that these verses instructing women to be silent are a later interpolation is
held by many scholars, to the point that the New Revised Standard Version even places the
text in brackets. Yet very little can be said to support this idea. With regard to internal
evidence, Gordon Fee maintains that the repetition of the word ekklesia in verses 33-34
presents a redundancy which is hardly bearable.’® However, the term ekklesia is used here
in two different meanings. ‘As in all the ekklesiai of the saints’, refers to the communities in
different geographical locations. The second part, ‘women should be silent in the ekklesiai’,
refers to the gathering of the community on a specific occasions, the assemblies. If the
second use of the word was omitted, the command might be unclear as to when women
need to be silent. The double use of ekklesia serves to make the instruction both general
and specific: in all communities, women should be silent when gathering for the assembly.

The textual evidence adduced to confirm the text as a gloss is rather weak. There is
no manuscript where the passage is not found, only some where it is found in a different
location, viz. verses 34-35 are found after verse 40. Careful analysis of the textual evidence
has shown that these variant manuscripts in fact in all likelihood go back to one tradition,
and stem from one archetype.’*® The different placement of the two verses can best be
understood as the result of a scribal error.

135 Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 702.

138 gee Niccum, ‘The Voice of the Manuscripts’, 242-255. Wire, The Corinthian Women Prophets, 149-152.
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The passage on women’s silence does not differ fundamentally as to content when
compared with the chapter as a whole, as is sometimes claimed.”’ Just as the previous
passages, the text is concerned with instructions about being silent (ovyatow, 14:28, 30) and
speaking (AaAéw, 14:27, 28, 29) when in the ekklesia. The fact that the transition to women
is rather abrupt, and the return to the original subject equally sudden should not be seen as
an indication of a later addition. Rather, this could be seen to signify Paul's discomfort with
the subject, as do the unusual type of argumentation and the rather sarcastic rhetorical
guestions. Shameful behaviour is painful to talk about.

If Paul clearly shows a consistent attitude towards women’s behaviour in both
passages, how then to explain the apparent contradiction between the instruction to
women to wear a veil for certain forms of speech on the one hand, and to be silent, on the
other? 8 If Paul categorically demands silence from women in the ekklesia, or assembly, it
inevitably follows that when he wants women to cover their heads when speaking in prayer
and prophecy, he assumes that they speak outside the ekklesia. Indeed, nowhere in his
argument about head coverings does Paul mention the ekklesia. Only in the second part of
the chapter, in verse 18, does he turn to the community gatherings.

Is there any indication that activities such as prayer and prophecy did indeed take
place on occasions other than the ekklesia? Confirmation can be found in Paul’s own boast
about his ability to speak in tongues. Typically, even wanting to be good at what might, on
certain occasions, be bad, he states:

| thank God that | speak in tongues more than all of you; nevertheless, in the
ekklesia (¢v éxkAnole) | would rather speak five words with my mind, in order to
instruct others also, than ten thousand words in a tongue. (1 Corinthians 14:18-
19)

Paul speaks in tongues more than anyone, but has particular restrictions for doing so in the
community gatherings. In the ekklesia, speaking with the mind is preferable. All the speaking
in tongues that Paul claims to do apparently occurs outside the ekklesia. Of course, we are
faced here with a piece of rhetoric: Paul does not want to be outdone by the Corinthians on
any level, yet still wants to make his point about what is appropriate for the gatherings of
the community. He stresses his fluency, lest anyone should suggest that it is his inability to
speak in tongues which leads him to a preference for prophecy. Still, the text indicates that
there are places other than the ekklesia where someone might speak in tongues.

37 Gorden Fee believes that ‘these two verses [33-34] simply lack any genuine correspondence with either the

overall argument of chaps. 12-14 or the immediate argument of vwv. 26-40’ (Fee, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians, 702).

% Terence Paige lists five different solutions to the apparent contradiction: 1) eliminating 11:5 by claiming it is
only a hypothetical possibility, 2) eliminating 14:34-35 by claiming it is a non-Pauline interpolation 3)
eliminating 14:34-35 by claiming it is Paul's summary of a Corinthian position that he rebuts, 4) defining the
"speaking" as not normal prayer or prophecy but some sort of threat to male authority, 5) defining the
"speaking" as simply disruptive chatter by women. My solution would then come closest to 1), an apparently
heavily outmoded view, with the notable exception of Antoinette Clark Wire’s study on Corinthian women
prophets. See Terence Paige, ‘The Social Matrix of Women's Speech at Corinth: The Context and Meaning of
the Command to Silence in 1 Corinthians 14:33b-36’, Bulletin for Biblical Research 12/2 (2002) 217-242, 217-
218.
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A similar case can be made for prayer outside the ekklesia. Paul mentions his own
frequent prayers (Rom 1:10), which evidently did not all take place in the ekklesia. Though
there are no direct references to prophesying outside the ekklesia, there is no reason to
assume that this is such a fundamentally different activity, that it could not be done on
other occasions as well.

Perhaps the question where women prayed and prophesied can be fruitfully
connected to the question where women would not wear a veil. As Llewellyn-Jones makes
clear, wearing a veil was a widespread custom. We have no indication that women would
not wear a veil in any situation, except presumably in their home or when in the company of
other women. It would seem entirely possible and in keeping with the separation of men
and women in Antiquity, that female members of the community would sometimes meet in
their homes, without men present. In such meetings, they could pray and prophesy publicly,
in front of a female audience, and might not wear a veil. It would not be the activities as
such which raised Paul’s anger, but the attire of those speaking, because he saw them as
endangering the hierarchy between men and women. This could also be the sphere where
we should see the activity of Paul’s female co-workers. Women were most likely active in
spreading the gospel among other women.

In conclusion, we can say that Paul’s ideas about women’s behaviour with regard to
veiling and speech are entirely in line with contemporary social values. The difference
between the sexes which results from divine ordering and which is reflected in nature
should be confirmed in the appearance and behaviour of men and women. Any challenge to
this difference is shameful for both men and women. Yet while shame in a veiling culture is
particularly associated with female sexuality and a threat to chastity, Paul shows no such
concern in his instructions about sexual behaviour. He does not single out women as
responsible for the honour of the community, on the contrary, his guidelines show a
remarkable degree of reciprocity. Rather, we should accept Paul’s own focus on male-
female hierarchy as his main reason for instructing women to veil and to be silent.

Conclusion

If we take Paul’s statement that there is no ‘male and female’ in Christ as a contribution to
the cultural conversation of his time, we have to conclude that it is a statement about the
eschatological end of marriage. This chapter has identified three reasons for doing so. The
first is the contemporary understanding of the creation of man and woman in Genesis, and
the verse ‘male and female he created them’ in particular, as the creation of marriage.
God’s creation of ‘male and female’ was seen as the instigation of marriage, for the purpose
of procreation.

The second reason is Paul’s own argumentation about marriage and the reasons he
gives why a person should or should not marry. The absence of any of the conventional
arguments in favour of marriage, most importantly procreation and the continuation of
society, suggest that Paul had a substantially different understanding of marriage from most
of his contemporaries, even if his symmetrical references to men and women confirm the
contemporary idea of marriage as a partnership. He himself connects this understanding
with the approaching end. Since marriage is part of the world that will soon disappear, there
is no reason to be focussed on it. The only reason left to marry is to avoid sexual sin.
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The third reason is that Paul’s expectation about the eschatological end of marriage
was not an isolated phenomenon, but was part of a wider expectation that is summed up in
the Sibylline end-time prophecy as ‘no marriage, no death’.

Paul thus believes that marriage only has meaning for the present world, and that
there is no marriage ‘in Christ’. His stipulations about when to choose to marry and when
not to, confirm the notion that has been building throughout this study, that the formula
should not be taken as a straightforward description of the community. It rather describes a
new creation, a reality that is not yet entirely present, but upon which believers can orient
their lives. If they are able, they should not marry, but if porneia is too much of a threat,
they can still do so. Paul draws implications from this new creation, but does not suggest
that it already erases the world as it is. He negotiates the ideal of the end time with the
reality of the present world.
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Conclusion

We started our exploration in this study with two questions about Paul’s statement on unity
in Christ. We asked first of all what it would mean, in a first-century context, to say ‘there is
neither Jew nor Greek, neither slave nor free, nor male and female’; what it would mean to
put these three pairs together. The second question, derived from this, focussed on the
possible meaning of the individual pairs. It asked what can we learn about Paul’s thought on
Jew and Greek, on slave and free, and on male and female, if we understand the formula in
which these terms occur as part of the cultural conversation about these pairs in Paul’s
time. Having analysed both the statement as a whole and each of the three pairs as part of
contemporary thought, we can now formulate an answer to both these questions.

Three Pairs Together

As this study has shown, the three pairs of Paul’s formula were all significant in the cultural
conversation of his time about how to live, and how to organise society and family. On the
one hand, they played a role when people talked about ensuring the continuation of society
and the stability of the household. Philosophers of the early Empire emphasised the duties
of the socially superior over the inferior; the duties of fathers over children, of husbands
over wives and of masters over slaves, and the duty of all, especially the elite, to procreate
and ensure the continuation of a stable and harmonious society by marrying and producing
new legitimate citizens. ‘Remain not unmarried, lest you perish nameless’, urges the poet
Pseudo-Phocylides, ‘beget in turn as you were begotten’ (Sentences 175-176).

At the same time, the pairs feature in first-century thought about a way of life that
was in some sense a mirror-image of this hierarchically-structured society. When people
imagined what an ideal world might be, they pictured it as a place ‘full of justice and mutual
love’ (Diogenes of Oenoanda, Fragment 56), that did not require difference and barriers to
ensure harmony. They looked forward to a time when property and work would be shared
by everyone, without the need for slaves. They prised exotic communities where people did
not live divided into separate families, but mixed up their relationships and their children.
The different versions of this ideal all shared the notion that unity, harmony and freedom
could be the result of abolishing those differences which were all important in society
generally; differences created by laws, by property and by family. When Paul uses these
three pairs together, he can therefore be understood to make a contribution to the
contemporary debate about these types of questions.

Our exploration of Paul’s thought on baptism highlighted why Paul felt the need to
address such issues and make a statement about social unity. He was driven by the
conviction that the end time had come, and that all people could now become part of God’s
new creation through Christ. Paul worked out the consequences of this messianic age along
the lines of contemporary notions about ideal ways to live: he envisioned a unity of all
human beings with God and with each other. In a first-century understanding, such a unity
implied a rejection of the conventional barriers between people created by family and law.
In Paul’s eschatological perspective, the continuation of society, which was thought to
depend on the continuation of marriage and family, suddenly became an out-dated
concept. The breakdown of the cosmos that God had begun in Christ, implied and enabled a
breakdown of society as it had been.

225



A Cosmopolitan Ideal

The approach taken in this study, of reading the formula as a whole in the context of the
contemporary conversation about the categories mentioned in it, has thus opened up a new
way of understanding its meaning. It allows us to see how Paul contributed to the
discussions at the time, and what was distinctive of his contribution. For a first-century
audience, the three pairs would most likely having conjured up an image of an ideal way of
living, an ideal community. Paul’s language may have presented an obstacle to someone
unfamiliar with a Jewish perspective or Jewish scripture. The pair Jew and Greek, if heard as
a subversion of the Greek opposition between Greek and barbarian, could possibly have
sounded strange. The quotation from Genesis in the third pair also required some
knowledge of Jewish scripture and its possible interpretations. Yet apart from these aspects,
the formula would have struck a chord with a first-century understanding of an ideal time or
way to live.

Paul’'s formula then also made a competitive contribution to contemporary
discussions about the ideal. By portraying unity in Christ in these terms, Paul makes a claim
for his gospel: the social reality that others dream about is real for us. We already
experience an ideal community, an ideal way of life, and we are part of the new creation
that will soon see this ideal realised in full. Perceiving the formula in these new terms also
allows it to add to our understanding of what made Paul’s message attractive in his time.
Paul presents an ideal that his contemporaries can relate to, that speaks to the ideas of the
time about harmony and unity in the way people live together.

Yet we not only have a better idea of what Paul does in using these three pairs, we
can also recognise what he does not do. A further insight that the contextual approach of
this study gives, is highlighting what Paul does not mention. One aspect that features in
many depictions of utopian groups, one that is fundamental, for example, to Plato’s
Republic, as well as for the Essenes in the descriptions of Philo and Josephus, is the absence
of property. Sharing all goods equally ‘like brothers’ is seen the basis for their community.
Paul’s formula, like the Sibylline prophecy, could have included the pair ‘neither rich, nor
poor’ (Sibylline Oracles 2. 322), but does not.

Paul does suggest that difference in wealth should not create difference within the
community, when he instructs the wealthier members of the community not to despise
‘those who have not’ (1 Corinthians 11:22) and that having possessions is something that
belongs to the old world, not the new creation (1 Corinthians 7,30). Apart from this,
however, the concept of property does not seem to play a role in his thought on an ideal
community, unlike that of most of his contemporaries. Paul’s ideal therefore challenges the
claim that wealth was seen in Antiquity as one of the fundamental causes of strife, which
required its absence in an ideal community.”

Conversely, Paul’s statement as an expression of a contemporary ideal also increases
our understanding of ancient, especially utopian, thought. It confirms the importance of the
absence of slavery as a component of contemporary social ideals. It further confirms that
the absence of marriage did not, by this time, necessarily imply the absence, or sharing, of
women. In Paul’s view, both men and women can turn their attention away from their
spouses to focus on the central concern of the group, which has both male and female
members. Even though he argues against marriage, and urges both men and women to

! See the discussion on utopian thought in Chapter I, section 3.
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remain unmarried, the way Paul treats marriage in this discussion confirms the first-century
understanding of it, as a mutual undertaking of husband and wife.

Engaging with Scholarship

By understanding Paul’s statement in the cultural conversation of his time, we have gained a
fresh perspective on it, which allows us to advance beyond the scholarly stalemate of
‘inclusion” versus ‘equality’. As observed in the introduction to this study, these two
dominant interpretations of Paul’s statement appear driven in part by modern agendas and
concerns. Our contextual approach confirmed neither of these qualifications as a suitable
characterisation for the message of Paul’s formula, since neither interpretation has dug
down deep enough in Paul, or in the thought of his time, to adequately describe first-
century concerns. While both inclusiveness and a lack of difference and hierarchy play a role
in conceptions of the ideal, they do so in terms that are not immediately recognisable from,
or transferable to, a modern context.

The idea that the three pairs merely refer to the inclusion of these groups while not
affecting their respective hierarchical positions is difficult to maintain, in light of the clear
emphasis on the absence of distinctions in discussions on the ideal.” In descriptions of the
ideal, people are seen as being equals, sharing everything (kowf & tuo mavteg, Sibylline
Oracles 2. 324) and as brothers (a8eAdol, so, e.g., Philo, That Every Good Man Is Free 79).
The relationships within an ideal community are different from those in society generally,
exactly because all the members of the group can share a common interest. In ancient
thought, such a common interest required the absence of social differences which were
thought to create inequity and strife.

As Philo explains, slavery creates ‘estrangement instead of affinity’ and ‘enmity
instead of friendship’ (Philo, That Every Good Man Is Free 79). While such hostility does not
present a problem in society generally for Philo, it is not acceptable in the context of an
ideal community, such as the Essenes. Slavery goes against the mutual service which is
characteristic of their way of life. That Paul shared this ideal of mutual service is suggested
by his encouragements to ‘be slaves of each other’ (Galatians 5,13) and to ‘be devoted to
one another in brotherly love’ (Romans 12,10, see also Romans 14,9; 15,7; Galatians 6,2;
Philippians 2,3; 1 Thessalonians 4,9; 5,15).

At the same time, the conception of equality that can be seen to play a role in
thought on the ideal is not envisioned as the equality of individuals, ‘irrespective of class or
gender’.3 In our examination both of utopian thought and of Paul’s ideas about male and
female, we have concluded that any notion of gender equality is absent. Since | have argued
for an understanding of the third pair as referring to marriage rather than to gender as such,
the notion that Paul proclaimed the equality of man and woman, in whatever sense, has to
be rejected. Nor is there any indication that Paul, as Schissler Fiorenza has suggested, was
questioning patriarchy or structures of dominance in denying the importance of marriage.*
Paul can rather be seen to reflect the contemporary notion of marriage as a partnership, not
as a relationship that is oppressive to women. There is thus no basis for seeing the formula
as a declaration of gender equality, or the equality of individuals generally.

2 For this view see John Elliott, ‘Jesus Movement’, 205, whose ideas were discussed in the introduction, along
with others who interpreted the formula as referring to ‘inclusion’.

3 Beavis, ‘Christian Origins’, 36.

4 Fiorenza, In Memory of Her, 213.
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While there is a concept in traditions about the ideal, of something that is seen as
equality, this is conceived in terms that are distinctly ancient. In ideal communities, unity
and equality can be seen as a consequence of not knowing who your parents, or who your
children are, as in Plato’s Republic or among lambulus’ islanders. Equality appears to be
associated with the absence of the family; it can be achieved by living together in a group of
only unmarried men, or unmarried men and women living separately, having left their
families behind. Without family connections to divide them, people were thought to able to
have all things in common.

This particular understanding of equality also has implications for the assumption
that Paul uses the three pairs as a cypher, to indicate all social differences. Paul’s statement
refers to something that is more specific and concrete than the general absence of social
difference. As any utopian or social ideal, it echoes the particular social circumstances under
which it is was conceived and the society or way of life for which it presents an alternative.
It focusses specifically on those divisions that were seen as obstacles for unity: the
boundaries between peoples and the divisions of the household.

Each of the Three Pairs

The second question that was formulated at the beginning of this study asked what we can
learn about Paul’s thought on each of the three pairs, if we understand his formula as part
of the cultural conversation about these pairs in his own time. For each of the pairs, our
contextual approach and the emphasis on the ideal has made it possible to contribute new
insights to these aspects of Paul’s thought.

Neither Jew nor Greek

The first pair of the formula is the most salient one for Paul and one that concerns him
throughout his letters. In this sense, it reflects the contemporary interest in ethnic
difference, or rather, in its absence. First-century cosmopolitanism saw the consequences of
human unity first and foremost in terms of ethnic and religious unity. As Dio Chrysostom
declares, the whole human race, ‘the Greeks and the barbarians alike’ share in reason, and
therefore in an innate knowledge of the divine (Dio Chrysostom, Oration 12. 27).

Paul’s ardent claims that God does not distinguish between Jew and gentile can be
understood as a particular first-century elaboration of expectations about gentile salvation.
His polemical redefinition of concepts such as the children of Abraham or circumcision,
allows him to bring all people into God’s family. His thought can be described, as | have
suggested, as a form of Jewish cosmopolitanism; a Jewish conception of a unified humanity,
predicated on the end time. Yet in emphatically declaring that there is ‘no distinction
between Jew and Greek’ (Romans 10:12), Paul speaks to much wider concerns about the
differences between people.

Paul’s eschatological perspective can also illuminate our understanding of his thought
on the law. This perspective, as | have argued, allows us to see the radical nature of Paul’s
statements about the Jewish law not as a consequence of a perceived problem in the law or
in ‘Judaism’. Rather, it is because Paul assumes that God has taken a new step in sending
Christ, thereby allowing both Jews and gentiles access to God on the same grounds of ‘faith
in Christ’, that the law no longer functions as a characteristic of those who belong to God.
Paul’s problem with the views of others arises when they do not share his conviction that
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the end time has begun, or do not share his conviction about the implications of this end
time for the positions of Jews and non-Jews in relation to God.

Paul’s concern about the law as creating difference between people is shared by his
contemporaries. They imagine an ideal time when ‘there will be no need of fortifications or
laws’ (Diogenes of Oenoanda, Fragment 56), when ‘the earth will belong equally to all
undivided by walls or fences’ (Sibylline Oracles 2. 319-320). Both Jews and non-Jews in
Paul’s time can see laws as obstacles and boundaries between people. A unified human
community does not seem to coexist with laws, unless it is an explicitly uniform law that is
valid for all. As the Sibyl prophesies about such a new, universal law: ‘The Immortal in starry
heaven will put into effect a common law for the people, valid over the entire earth, (...) for
he is the sole God and there is no other’ (Sibylline Oracles 3. 757-760).

Neither Slave nor Free
When it comes to the second pair, the contextual approach and emphasis on the ideal has
brought a new aspect of contemporary thought on slavery to our attention. The absence of
slaves as one of the characteristics of an ideal society has so far been overlooked in
discussions of Paul’s thought, yet it adds an important element to our understanding.
Various expressions of ideal times and communities mention explicitly that there are no
slaves to be found in them. Plutarch looked back to the age of Saturn ‘when there was
neither slave nor master, but all were regarded as kinsmen and equals’ (Plutarch, Numa 23,
11). In the early Empire, traditions about a past Golden Age were influenced by
eschatological thought, and vice versa. For both types of thought, this resulted in an
increased emphasis on the absence of slavery, both in depictions of the past and the future.
That such an ideal of a society without slaves would resonate in the first century can
be understood in connection with the prominence of cosmopolitanism. The idea that all
human beings were connected to each other and to the divine had implications not only for
ethnic categories, but also for slave and free, who could be seen in this light as ‘kinsmen,
brothers by nature’ (Epictetus, Discourses 1. 13, 2-4). In Jewish thought, these elements of
the absence of slavery and the notion that all people are created as brothers, come to a
clear expression in the ideal communities of the Essenes and the Therapeutae. The
Therapeutae ‘do not have slaves to wait on them, as they consider that the ownership of
servants is against nature’ (Philo, On the Contemplative Life 70). Paul’s statement that there
is ‘neither slave nor free’, and his claim that slave and free are brothers, can be seen as part
of this contemporary understanding that an ideal way of life would not include slavery.

Nor Male and Female
In connection with the third pair, a contextual reading offers little support for the accepted
opinion that Paul here refers to the equality of men and women, however defined. | have
argued instead, based on the perspective of eschatological unity, and the focus in the
contemporary conversation, that Paul here refers to the end of marriage and procreation.
Several Jewish authors in Paul’s time understand the creation of man and woman in
Genesis, and the verse ‘male and female he created them’ in particular, as the creation of
marriage. God’s creation of ‘male and female’ was seen as the instigation of marriage, for
the purpose of procreation.

That Paul denies the relevance of marriage and procreation in light of the end time is
confirmed by his own line of reasoning on these issues. Paul’s expectation about the
eschatological end of marriage was not an isolated phenomenon, but was part of a wider
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expectation that is summed up in the Sibylline end-time prophecy as ‘no marriage, no
death’ (Sibylline Oracles 2. 328). Paul thus argues that it is better for both men and women
not to marry, and supports his argument by identifying marriage as one of the aspects of the
world that is about to pass away. Paul thereby confirms the cosmopolitan notion that saw
marriage as the first bond that ultimately connected men and women to all other humans
and to society in general. It is exactly because marriage constituted a commitment to the
continuation of the world that Paul felt the need to discourage it.

In looking at Paul’s discussions of each of these three pairs, a pattern has emerged. In each
case, Paul draws implications from his eschatological perspective and the coming of a new
creation, but he does not suggest that it already erases the world as it is. He negotiates the
ideal of the end time with the reality of the present world. This confirms the observation
made in our analysis of the baptismal formula in Paul’s thought, that he does not use it
directly in connection with the community of believers, but rather as a description of Christ.

The formula cannot be taken as a straightforward description of Pauline community.
It rather describes a new creation, a reality that is not yet entirely present. This new
creation has consequences for the way believers live, but it does not already erase the
world as it is. In his letters, Paul can be seen to urge believers to reorient their lives towards
a divine action: by sending Christ and resurrecting him after his death, God has set in motion
the beginning of the end and this future is already impinging on the present.

What this reorientation means exactly, in terms of the practical consequences for
the lives of those who undertake it, is not always easy to establish from Paul’s letters. Paul
did not expect to have to make any long term plans. The communities that he founded
were, in a sense, provisional; they covered the time between the beginning of the end and
the end of that beginning, i.e. the return of Christ. Paul did envision these communities,
however, as already trying to live out the new reality that was to come. In this sense, they
were an attempt to realise an ideal community.

In the metaphors that Paul uses, it is clear that he expects a community that is close-
knit and mutually supportive. By calling believers brothers, and occasionally sisters, and by
referring to them as a body, by asking them to be each other’s slaves and bear each other’s
burdens, he emphasises their mutual dependence. The fact that these types of metaphors
also occur in other depictions of utopian or ideal communities confirms that we should see
Paul’s letters as contributions to the contemporary conversation about the ideal.

Further Questions

In the introduction, | made the observation that Paul’s is one of the few voices from
antiquity that we can still hear today. This examination of his ideas in the context of
contemporary thought has shown that his was not a lone voice, as is sometimes thought.
Paul’s expression of unity in Christ was unique, but it nevertheless shows affinity with
contemporary understandings. This affinity is one of the aspects of this study that raises
further questions.

There is much to explore in the way Paul interacted with contemporary thought. It
would be worthwhile to see whether we can identify with more accuracy the types of ideas
that were relevant to him; the types of thought he engaged with. The prophecies of the
Sibylline Oracles, for example, appear to have much in common with Paul’s eschatology, yet
these works have often been overlooked in Pauline scholarship. The same may be said for
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the Greek romances, which offer a wealth of material that is underused, especially when it
comes to issues such as the family, slaves, sexuality and marriage. Both the Greek novels
and Paul’s letters, along with other New-Testament texts, are rare in that they have an
interest in aspects of ordinary first-century daily life.

In connection with the law, the eschatological perspective identified here has only
addressed certain parts of Paul’s thought and can be extended to other aspects, such as his
references to the law of Christ, or the law of faith. The way Paul conceptualises these laws,
needs further analysis, especially in connection with wider contemporary conceptions of a
single law for the ideal final society, as this was imagined in the early Empire.

In connection with other New-Testament texts, this study raises several questions.
The reading of Paul’s formula advanced here, as a description of an ideal, opens up the issue
of Paul’s affinity with traditions about Jesus. Since the portrayal of Jesus in the Gospels as
rejecting family and property is also understood in connection with the characteristics of
ideal communities such as that of the Essenes, the similarities between the two traditions
deserve further study. The argument made here for understanding Paul’s thought in
connection with contemporary cosmopolitanism also raises questions about the later
pseudo-Pauline letters, especially with regard to their views on marriage and family. These
very different approaches to the family must also relate in some way to the contemporary
emphasis on the connections between people, and the implications this is thought to have
for views on slavery and marriage.

Finally, this study has implications for the understanding of Paul in continental
philosophy, especially in the work of Alain Badiou. Badiou’s influential study on Paul as the
founder of ‘universalism’ centres on the idea that Paul’s thought constituted a radical break
with the ideas of his time.> To the extent that the views of Badiou and others are open to
criticism from a historical perspective, there would seem to be the possibility for a fruitful
dialogue.

Our focus on Paul’s statement as a contribution to the cultural conversation has
shown how it interacts with first-century thought. His conviction that he was called at this
crucial moment to participate in God’s ultimate plan for the world, stimulated him to
imagine what a new and ideal creation would be like, and how people would live in such a
new creation. His summary of this new creation as ‘neither Jew nor Greek, neither slave nor
free, nor male and female’ resonated with the concerns of his contemporaries.

> Alain Badiou, Saint Paul: The Foundation of Universalism (Stanford: Stanford University Press 2003), 107.
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Samenvatting

Dit proefschrift is de weerslag van onderzoek naar de bekende uitspraak van Paulus, ‘er is
geen Jood of Griek, geen slaaf of vrije, geen man en vrouw, want jullie zijn allemaal één in
Christus’ (Galaten 3:28). Deze uitspraak is veelbesproken en vaak geciteerd, maar er bestaat
weinig overeenstemming over de betekenis ervan. De wetenschappelijke discussie spitst
zich vooral toe rond de vraag of Paulus het hier heeft over gelijkheid, of over inclusie. Met
ander woorden: is iedereen gelijk of mag iedereen meedoen? Deze vraag lijkt met name
voort te komen uit een moderne discussie en de gebruikelijke benaderingen bieden niet
veel zicht op een oplossing. Dit onderzoek kiest er daarom voor om zijn uitgangspunt te
nemen in de discussie in de oudheid en stelt de volgende vragen: wat betekent het in
Paulus’ tijd om deze drie paren, Jood-Griek, slaaf-vrij en man-vrouw, bij elkaar te noemen?
Als we deze uitspraak begrijpen in de context van de toenmalige culturele discussie over
deze paren, wat voegt dit dan toe aan ons begrip van Paulus’ denken over elk van deze
paren?

In het eerste hoofdstuk staan de drie paren samen centraal. In literatuur uit de
eerste eeuw worden sociale verschillen en sociale hiérarchie soms uitgedrukt in paren van
tegengestelden, ook de paren die Paulus noemt. De juiste verhouding tussen de man, de
meester en de vader aan de ene kant, en de vrouw, de slaven en de kinderen aan de andere,
was een onderwerp dat velen bezig hield.

Tegelijk zien we in deze periode een gemeenschapsideaal dat gebaseerd is op het
tegenovergestelde van deze hierarchische relaties, en waarin dezelfde paren voorkomen. In
de Sibyllijnse Orakels, bijvoorbeeld, wordt gezegd dat de aarde in de eindtijd van iedereen
zal zijn, zonder muren of hekken, zonder rijk of arm, zonder tiran of slaaf (Sibyllijnse Orakels
2. 319-329). Een ander voorbeeld is de beschrijving van de Essenen door Philo van
Alexandrié en Flavius Josephus, die worden gekenschetst als een ideale gemeenschap. Deze
groep bestaat uitsluitend uit mannen, die niet trouwen en geen slaven hebben, zodat de
leden met elkaar op gelijke voet staan. Paulus’ uitspraak lijkt te passen in deze
voorstellingen over een ideale tijd of samenleving, en precies die groepen te benoemen die
voor zijn tijdgenoten ook centraal stonden.

Het tweede hoofdstuk richt zich op het eerste paar, ‘geen Jood, geen Griek’. De
verhouding tussen Joden en niet-Joden is van groot belang in Paulus’ brieven en het eerste
paar komt daarin dan ook het meeste voor. In Paulus’ tijd leefden binnen het Jodendom ver-
schillende verwachtingen met betrekking tot de eindtijd en de niet-Joodse volken. Eén van
de utopische eschatologische scenario’s, die in verschillende bronnen is terug te vinden, is
de verwachting dat de volken van de wereld hun afgoden zullen wegdoen en de ene ware
God eer bewijzen. Wanneer Paulus verkondigt dat de eindtijd is aangebroken en niet-Joden
ook bij God kunnen horen, heeft dit waarschijnlijk zijn achtergrond in deze traditie. Met de
komst en opstanding van Christus is deze ideale toekomst voor hem tegenwoordige tijd
geworden (zie Galaten 4:4; ook 1 Korintiérs 15:20-25; Romeinen 5:12-21). Deze gedachte
vormt de achtergrond waartegen Paulus’ ideeén over besnijdenis, over de figuur van
Abraham, en over de wet in dit hoofdstuk begrepen worden. Juist omdat voor Paulus, in
tegenstelling tot de andere bronnen waarin we deze verwachting tegenkomen, de eindtijd
al realiteit geworden is, moet hij een eigen en meer gedetailleerde invulling geven van de
nieuwe situatie waarin Joden en niet-Joden samen God vereren. In de manier waarop hij dat
doet, blijkt de invloed van het culturele klimaat van zijn tijd, waarin kosmopolitanisme een
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belangrijke rol speelde: de gedachte dat alle mensen en volken tot één homogene
samenleving behoren. Paulus’ denken over Jood en Griek moet gezien worden als een vorm
van Joods kosmopolitanisme, gebaseerd op de verwachting dat de eindtijd was begonnen.

In het derde hoofdstuk gaat het over het tweede paar, ‘geen slaaf of vrije’ en
worden de verschillende passages in Paulus’ brieven waarin slaven voorkomen besproken.
In deze passages ontkent Paulus steeds het verschil tussen slaaf en vrij, en beschrijft hij een
nieuwe verhouding. Zoals hierboven al genoemd was een samenleving zonder slaven een
ideaal dat door verschillende eerste-eeuwse auteurs wordt beschreven, en dat kon worden
gesitueerd in het verleden, het heden of de toekomst. Het kosmopolitische idee van de
verbondenheid van alle mensen is te herkennen in het denken over slaven, ook dat van
Paulus. Slaven en vrije mensen konden worden voorgesteld als in wezen broeders, ondanks
hun verschillende sociale posities. De uitspraak ‘geen slaaf of vrije’ past dus in de
voorstelling van een ideale gemeenschap, zoals die in Paulus’ tijd leefde.

Het vierde en laatste hoofdstuk bespreekt het derde paar, ‘geen man en vrouw’.
Algemeen wordt aangenomen dat Paulus met de specifieke formulering van het derde paar
een vers uit Genesis citeert over de schepping, ‘man en vrouw schiep hij hen’ (Genesis 1:27).
Hoewel het derde paar vaak is begrepen als een uitspraak over de gelijkheid van mannen en
vrouwen, wijzen de verschillende interpretaties van dit vers uit Genesis in Paulus’ tijd in een
andere richting. Het werd met name opgevat als een vers over trouwen en voortplanting,
dat direct kon worden verbonden aan de erop volgende instructie ‘wees vruchtbaar en
word talrijk’ (Genesis 1:28). Het is dus aannemelijk dat Paulus’ ontkenning, ‘geen man en
vrouw’, ook het beste gelezen kan worden als een verwijzing naar huwelijk en voortplanting.
Deze interpretatie strookt met het voor zijn tijd ongebruikelijke advies van Paulus aan zowel
mannen als vrouwen om zich niet te laten afleiden door een partner en dus bij voorkeur niet
te trouwen (1 Korintiérs 7). Het past bovendien in de voorstelling van een ideale
gemeenschap waarin mensen niet verdeeld leven in families, maar samen alles delen.

De benadering van deze studie, om de uitspraak van Paulus te lezen in de context
van de culturele discussie van zijn tijd, maakt dus een nieuwe interpretatie mogelijk. Het
laat zien hoe Paulus bijdroeg aan het denken over een ideale samenleving, en wat daarin
voor hem belangrijk was. Paulus presenteert een ideaal dat voor zijn tijdgenoten begrijpelijk
was en dat in direct verband staat met toenmalige ideeén over sociale harmonie en eenheid
in de manier waarop mensen met elkaar samenleven. Voor zover deze idealen te maken
hebben met gelijkheid, heeft dit niet de vorm van gelijkwaardigheid of een algemene
ontkenning van verschil, maar van wederzijdse dienstbaarheid en liefde. Paulus draagt zijn
gehoor op elkaars lasten te dragen en slaven van elkaar te zijn.

Paulus’ overtuiging dat hij geroepen was om op dit cruciale moment een rol te
spelen in Gods redding voor de wereld, stimuleerde hem om zich voor te stellen hoe een
nieuwe en ideale schepping er uit zou zien en hoe mensen daarin zouden leven. Zijn
samenvatting van deze nieuwe schepping als ‘geen Jood of Griek, geen slaaf of vrije, geen
man en vrouw’ vertolkte de idealen van zijn tijd.
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