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Preface

My fascination with Paul began about forty years ago. Even as a schoolboy
I could not help being impressed by Paul’s missionary achievements, partic-
ularly his extensive travels and his success in establishing Christianity in
Europe. In my student days the fascination deepened as I began to appreciate
something of Paul the theologian. The combination of profound theological
reflection and sensitive grappling with all too real human problems, of out-
spoken argument and pastoral insight, “‘found me” at many points. As a
University teacher I have lectured on Paul and his theology for more than
twenty-five years, constantly drawn back to him as I tackled a series of
different subjects, the lectures, I hope, becoming steadily richer as I probed
more and more aspects of Paul’s theology.

The dialogue with Paul’s theology became increasingly serious in
the mid-70s and early 80s. My work on Jesus and the Spirit (1975), Unity
and Diversity in the New Testament (1977), and Christology in the Making
(1980) all forced me to encounter Paul’s thought at ever deeper levels. “The
new perspective on Paul” introduced by E. P. Sanders in his Paul and
Palestinian Judaism (1977) ‘made a complete rethink necessary and led me
through a close study of the Antioch incident (Gal. 2.11-14) in 1980 into a
sustained reassessment of Paul’s attitude to and relationship with his fellow
Jewish Christians and his ancestral religion, which is ongoing. Preparation
for my first major commentary, on Romans (1988), made it necessary to
engage fully with Galatians, reflected in my Jesus, Paul and the Law (1990)
and the subsequent commentary on Galatians (1993). And working on my
commentary on Colossians and Philemon (1996) likewise increased my
detailed familiarity with later Pauline thought. Briefer treatments of
1 Corinthians and Ephesians have helped ensure a breadth of detailed
knowledge of the Pauline corpus. All this was repeatedly stimulated by
classroom exchanges, postgraduates working on Paul, and sustained in-
volvement with annual seminars at the annual meetings of the Society of
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THE THEOLOGY OF PAUL THE APOSTLE

New Testament Studies and the Society for Biblical Literaure — to all of
whom I owe immeasurable debts.

I had long hoped to work up my much revised lecture notes into a
full-scale study of Paul’s theology. But an imminent radical syllabus revision
provided the final spur, with a study leave (Easter through summer 1996)
giving the needful occasion. As the time approached to begin the research
leave, my feelings evoked in my mind the image of a river which had been
fed by many streams, but whose flow had been restricted so that volume and
pressure were building up. I felt at times as though the dam might burst, and
the opening paragraphs (§2) were composed in my mind long before I finally
sat down at home at my old Mac Plus. Six months of highly concentrated
drafting enabled me to complete the first draft (less §1 and §25) and have
given, I hope, the text a degree of consistency and coherence which would
otherwise have been hard to achieve.

In that drafting I had to make various hard decisions. One was the
decision, foreshadowed long before, to use Romans as a kind of template on
which a fuller exposition of Paul’s whole theology should be attempted. I try
to explain and justify that decision in the Prologue (§1). The value of this
method is that it has allowed sustained exposition of the themes which Paul
himself develops in Romans. But it has also meant that the treatment of other
letters has been more broken and to that extent less satisfactory. This is
unavoidable in a thematic treatment of Paul’s theology. The alternative pro-
cedure of analysing each letter in turn has its own drawbacks.

A second important decision was to treat the subjects in sufficient
detail for (Paul’s) theological and (my) exegetical rationale to be clear.
Treatments of particular themes which assumed awareness of older discus-
sion would have made for a shorter book, but it would not have been so
self-contained. For the same reason I have included the key texts themselves,
on some occasions in quite extensive quotations. As one whose book reading
has to be squeezed into all sorts of occasions, I am very conscious that
readers will not always have a text of Paul’s letters to hand. The danger then
is that the text as remembered may not match the point being made and the
force of the latter may then be lost. In this case reader convenience and
authorial desire to persuade made a compelling case (and not all that many
extra pages).

A third decision was on the extent of engagement with fellow scholars
on points of substance and detail. Obviously such discussion can be endless
(as the increasing size of commentaries reminds us), and the book was already
in danger of becoming overlong. Hard choices had to be made and discussion
limited to documenting the range of discussion on the points being developed.
Inevitably the decisions on what to include, whom to refer to, and so on were
personal and often arbitrary, and I can only apologize to those who think I
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PREFACE

have ignored some important aspects or contributions. Hopefully reviews will
highlight any important omissions which can subsequently be remedied.

A fourth question was what to call the book. In the narrowness of our
focus (or arrogance) we students of the New Testament or of Christianity’s
beginnings tend to think that a reference to *‘the theology of Paul” is self-
explanatory. But such a title would help ensure that the appeal of the book
remained limited to circles of biblical scholarship and church. Outside these
circles “The Theology of Paul” would more likely evoke the response What
is theology? and Who is Paul? — if they evoked anything. ““The Theology of
St. Paul” would be more recognizable. But the old Protestant in me still doubts
whether a Paul who addressed all Christians as saints would welcome the
term being used to designate a Christian elite. There was, however, an obvious
solution. Paul himself had one title which he prized above all others and which
indeed he insisted on as his most regular self-designation when introducing
himself to the recipients of his letters. That was “‘apostle.”” The term was also
distinctive within Christianity, and sufficiently well known beyond. And thus
the matter was resolved. Only one title would do: The Theology of Paul the
Apostle.

The first draft was dispatched to Eerdmans at the end of September
1996, and within a week I had multiple copies loose bound for use in class
and seminar. I am most grateful to Bill Eerdmans for making this possible,
and subsequently to John Simpson for masterminding the subediting. I was
therefore able to dispatch various copies to colleagues who had kindly agreed
to read the first draft, to use it in my undergraduate lectures (which did not
really work), and to provide enough copies for my postgraduate NT seminar
to work with throughout the first term (autumn 1996).

I am more grateful than I can say to those who were able to respond
in these different ways. I have in mind especially Professors Paul Achtemeier,
Bob Jewett, and John Reumyann in the US, Professor Eduard Lohse in Ger-
many, and Professor Graham Stanton in the UK. In particular, my Doctor-
father from days of yore, Charlie Moule, read through every page and in a
sequence of tightly packed letters picked up my typos, improved my English,
and bade me think again on numerous points. It was good to resume the old
teacher-pupil relationship and to find it still as beneficial as in those well-
remembered Cambridge days of the mid-60s. The postgraduate seminar spent
ten weeks putting the first draft under the microscope and forced me to clarify
the obscure and to better defend (sometimes to abandon) the more idiosyn-
cratic. To my colleagues in other institutions who have not experienced the
exquisite sensation of week-by-week being put through the ringer, I can
commend it wholeheartedly. Other members of the seminar will not be sur-
prised if I make particular mention of my immediate colleague, Walter
Moberly. The seminar soon began to follow a particular ritual, with the opening
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pause broken by Walter’s gentle voice announcing that he had “only three
minor points and two points of major substance to raise.”

To all of the above I can only say a heartfelt “Thank you.” I am very
conscious of the very many ways in which the content and presentation of
the following pages have been improved. Their contributions have un-
doubtedly saved me from several embarrassments and have no doubt enhanced
the value of the whole. Needless to say the remaining blemishes and more
guestionable judgments are wholly my own.

I have made a point of drawing in as much comment and discussion
on the first draft as I can, not simply to weed out the more obvious flaws, but
because I want to give as much body as possible to the idea of doing theology
as a cooperative venture, or dialogue (to use the preferred “model” in the
following pages). I have no illusions that the present book (or any book) is
or could be “the last word” on Paul’s theology. It is intended rather as a
contribution to the ongoing dialogue or discussion regarding what Paul’s
theology was/is and what its continuing relevance is to the study and practice
of religion and theology. Any comments or critiques which help improve any
subsequent revision will be gratefully received in the same spirit.

Last but not least I want to express my appreciation to my dear wife,
Meta, my rock and wise counsellor, without whom the project would have
been impossible from the beginning.

James D. G. Dunn
Tanuary 25, 1997
(Conversion of St. Paul and Birthday of Rabbie Burns)

N.B. Unless otherwise indicated, the full titles for all works cited in the
footnotes can be found either in the General Bibliography or in the bibliog-
raphy of the first footnote of the section (§). Reference works are included in
the Abbreviations.
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CHAPTER 1

Prologue

§1 Prolegomena to a theology of Paul!

1. Bibliography: P. J. Achtemeier, ‘“The Continuing Quest for Coherence in St.
Paul: An Experiment in Thought,” in Lovering and Sumney, eds., Theology and Ethics
(8§23 n. 1) 132-45; A, K. M. Adam, Making Sense of New Testament Theology: ‘Modern’
Problems and Prospects (Macon: Mercer University, 1995); Berger, Theologiegeschichte
440-47; H. Boers, Whar Is New Testament Theology? (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1979);
H. Braun, “The Problem of a New Testament Theology,” JTC 1 (1965) 169-85; R. E.
Brown, Biblical Exegesis and Church Doctrine (London: Chapman, 1982 = New York:
Paulist, 1985); The Critical Meaning of the Bible (London: Chapman, 1986 = New York:
Paulist, 1981); R. Bultmann, Theology 2.237-51; “Is Exegesis without Presuppositions
Possible?” Existence and Faith (London: Collins Fontana, 1964; New York: Meridian,
1960) 342-51; B. S. Childs, The New Testament as Canon: An Introduction (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1985); C. Dohmen and T. Soding, eds., Eine Bibel — zwei Testamente. Posi-
tionen Biblischer Theologie (Paderborn: Schoningh, 1995); J. R. Donahue, “The Chang-
ing Shape of New Testament Theology,” TS 50 (1989) 314-35; J. D. G. Dunn, The Living
Word (London: SCM/Philadelphia? Fortress, 1987); “Prolegomena to a Theology of Paul,”
NTS 40 (1994) 407-32; “In Quest of Paul’s Theology: Retrospect and Prospect,” in D. M.
Hay and E. E. Johnson, eds., Paufine Theology 4 (Atlanta: Scholars, 1997)95-115;J. D. G.
Dunn and J. Mackey, New Testament Theology in Dialogue (London: SPCK/ Philadel-
phia: Westminster, 1987); V. P. Furnish, “On Putting Paul in His Place,” JBL 113 (1994)
3-17; F. Hahn, Historical Investigation and New Testament Faith (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1984); G. F. Hasel, New Testament Theology: Basic Issues in the Debate (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1978); J. L. Houlden, Patterns of Faith: A Study in the Relationship between
the New Testument and Christian Doctrine (London: SCM/Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977);
H. Hiibner, “‘Pauli Theologiae Proprium,” NTS 26 (1979-80) 445-73; Biblische Theologie
des Neuen Testaments I Prolegomena (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck, 1990); R. Jewett, “Major
Impulses in the Theological Interpretation of Romans since Barth,” Int 34 (1980) 17-31;
E. Késemann, “The Problem of a New Testament Theology,” NTS 19 (1972-73) 235-45;
L. E. Keck, “Toward the Renewal of New Testament Christology,” NTS 32 (1986) 362-77;
K- Kertelge, “Biblische Theologie im Romerbrief,” in S. Pedersen, ed., New Directions
i Biblical Theology (NovTSup 76, Leiden: Brill, 1994) 47-57; E. Lohse, “Changes of
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PROLOGUE §1.1
§1.1 Why a theology of Paul?

Paul was the first and greatest Christian theologian. From the perspective of
subsequent generations, Paul is undoubtedly the first Christian theologian.
Of course, all who think about and express their faith as Christians can quite
properly be called “Christian theologians,”” or at least be described as
functioning theologically. But Paul belongs to that group of Christians who
have seen it as part of their calling to articulate their faith in writing and to
instruct others in their common faith, and who have devoted a considerable
portion of their lives to so doing. And, so far as we today are concerned,
Paul was effectively the first Christian to commit himself to this calling.
Others functioned theologically fromthe beginning. There were a good many
apostles, prophets, teachers, and pastors in the earliest Christian churches.
But from the first Christian generation we have only one firsthand testimony,
the theologizing of only one man — Paul the apostle, who had been Saul
the Pharisee. Only with the letters of Paul can we be fully confident that we
are in touch with the first generation of Christianity and of Christian theolo-
gizing as such.?

Moreover, Paul was “first” in the other sense of being preeminent
among Christian theologians. He belonged to that generation which was more
creative and more definitive for Christianity’s formation and theology than
any other since. And within that generation it was he more than any other
single person who ensured that the new movement stemming from Jesus would

Thought in Pauline Theology? Some Reflections on Paul’s Ethical Teaching in the Context
of his Theology,” in Lovering and Sumney, eds., Theology and Ethics (§23 n. 1) 146-60;
O. Merk, Biblische Theologie des Neuen Testaments in ihrer Anfangszeit (Marburg:
Elwert, 1972); R. Morgan, The Nature of New Testament Theology (London: SCM/Naper-
ville: Allenson, 1973); “New Testament Theology,” in S. J. Kraftchick, et al., eds., Biblical
Theology: Problems and Perspectives, J. C. Beker FS (Nashville: Abingdon, 1995) 104-30;
J. Plevnik, “The Center of Pauline Theology,” CBQ 51 (1989) 461-78; H. Riiisiinen,
Beyond New Testament Theology (London: SCM, 1990); T. Séding, “Inmitten der Theo-
logie des Neuen Testaments. Zu den Voraussetzungen und Zielen neutestamentlicher Ex-
egese,” NTS 42 (1996) 161-84; G. Strecker, ed., Das Problem der Theologie des Neuen
Testaments (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1975); P. Stuhlmacher, How
to Do Biblical Theology (Allison Park: Pickwick, 1995); A. J. M. Wedderburn, ‘‘Paul
and ‘Biblical Theology,” * in S. Pedersen, ed., New Directions in Biblical Theology (NovT-
Sup 76; Leiden: Brill, 1994) 24-46; N. T. Wright, The New Testament and the People of
God (London: SPCK/Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992).

2. This, of course, is not to dispute that the memories of Jesus’ teaching and
ministry were already subject to considerable theological reflection during the first genera-
tion of Christianity. But who was doing the theologizing, who were the theologians, is not
at all clear. And if other NT writings are as early as Paul’s letters (possibly James), they
have hardly been as significant as Paul’s letters.
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81.1 PROLEGOMENA TO A THEOLOGY OF PauL

become a truly international and intellectually coherent religion. Paul has
indeed been called the ““second founder of Christianity,” who has, “compared
with the first, exercised beyond all doubt the stronger . . . influence.”? Even
if that should be regarded as an overblown assessment of Paul’s significance,
the fact remains that Paul’s influence and writings have shaped Christianity
as the writings/theology of no other single individual have. The Synoptic
Gospels certainly take us back closer to the teaching of Jesus. John’s Gospel
has had an immeasurable influence on subsequent perception of Jesus Christ
in particular and on Christian spirituality in general. Without Acts we would
have little clear idea how Christianity first spread. But if theology is measured
in terms of articulation of Christian belief, then Paul’s letters laid a foundation
for Christian theology which has never been rivaled or superseded.

Hence also the claim that he is the greatest Christian theologian of all
time. In effect, this is simply to restate the traditional Christian affirmation of
the canonical status of Paul’s letters. For that status was in itself simply the
recognition of the authority which these letters had been accorded more or
less since they were first received. They were evidently valued by the churches
to which they were addressed, cherished as of continuing value for instruction
in Christian faith, worship, and daily living, and circulated to other churches
in an ever widening circle of authority until their canonical status (as providing
an official rule of faith and life) was acknowledged in the second century.?
So Paul’s status within the New Testament canon in itself gives Paul’s theo-
logical writings a preeminence which overshadows all the Christian theolo-
gians who followed.

This is not to say that Paul’s authority as a theologian has been merely
formal. For what has been most noticeable down through the centuries is not
s0 much respect for Paul the canonized church founder,5 as the impact of
Paul’s theology itself. Nor is it to claim that Paul’s theology has been as
influential, particularly in tife early church, as it deserved to be. But even in
the patristic period his influence on Clement, Ignatius, and Irenaeus is clear
enough. And in late antiquity, Augustine restated Christian theology as, it
could be said, a form of Pauline theology which came to dominate most of
the Middle Ages. In turn, few will need reminding that it was preeminently
the influence of Paul’s theology which shaped the Reformation. And in the
modern period the diverse testimonies of F. C. Baur and Karl Barth attest the

3. Wrede, Paul 180; see further Meeks, Writings Part V.

4. We need not go into more detail on these processes. On the early influence of
Paul see particularly E. Dassmann, Der Stachel im Fleisch. Paulus in der friihchristlichen
Literatur bis Irendus (Miinster: Aschendorff, 1979), and A. Lindemann, Paulus im ltesten
Christentum. Das Bild des Apostels und die Rezeption der paulinischen Theologie in der
friihchristlichen Literatur bis Marcion (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1979).

5. In formal terms Peter has been much the more influential.
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PROLOGUE §1.1

same continuing formative influence of the first great apostle-theologian.
Perhaps we should add that it is not a question of whether Paul himself was
a better theologian than any of these, or than others from East and West, past
and present, who might be named. It is rather that Paul’s theology inevitably
provides an indispensable foundation and serves as a still flowing fountainhead
for the continuing stream of Christian theologizing. So that even those who
have wanted to critique Paul’s theology or to build their own theologies on a
different basis have found it necessary to interact with Paul and where possible
to draw support from his writings.

It is important, therefore, for each generatlon of Christian theology to
reflect afresh on Paul’s theology. And over the generations there has been no
dearth of such attempts.6 But in the past fifty years, since Bultmann’s epochal
exposition of NT theology,” there have been only a handful of full-scale
attempts to restate or to wrestle with Paul’s theology at sustained depth. There
have been several briefer treatments as part of a New Testament theology,’
or at a more popular level.® Various individual studies have been collected
into partial theologies.!? There have been several combination treatments of
Paul’s life and theology.!! With these may be associated developmental sche-
mas, which trace the development of Paul’s theology through or from his
conversion and over the course of his mission and letter writing — an impor-
tant alternative model for grappling with Paul’s theology.!2 But in comparison

6. As the General Bibliography and subsequent section bibliographies amply attest.

7. Bultmann, Theology.

8.E.g., Conzelmann, Outline; Kiimmel, Theology; Goppelt, Theology; and Gnilka,
Theologie. Even the recent nicely compact treatments of Stuhlmacher, Biblische Theologie,
and Strecker, Theologie, are overly compressed or cut corners at various points. And
Schlier’s evocative study (Grundziige) rather tails off.

9. Particularly popular have been Keck, Paul, and Ziesler, Pauline Christianity —
as earlier Dodd, Meaning. Barrett’s Paul may fill a similar role for the next generation.
Somewhat more substantial is Witherington, Paul’s Narrative Thought World.

10. Particularly influential have been Kisemann’s essays (Perspectives; Essays;
New Testament Questions). See also especially Kertelge, Grundthemen; Hofius, Paulus-
studien; Penna, Paul the Apostle.

11. A sudden flood in 1996, with Gnilka, Paulus (the theological section drawing
heavily on his Theologie); Lohse, Paulus; Murphy-O’Connor, Paul. The earlier treatment
by Bornkamm, Paul, remains popular.

12. E.g., Sabatier, Paul; Buck and Taylor, Saint Paul; Bruce, Apostle; and Becker,
Paul. Note also the attempt made by Pauline Theology group of the SBL to discuss the
theologies of Paul’s letters in sequence (the Pauline Theology volumes edited by Bassler,
Hay, and Hay and Johnson). The other alternative, a thematic study of NT theology as a
whole, as by Richardson, Introduction; Guthrie, New Testament Theology; and Caird, New
Testament Theology, makes it difficult to gain a sustained grasp of the coherence of Paul’s
theology or of its distinctive features. For example, it is not possible to gain a clear
impression of the role of the law in Paul’s theology from Caird’s Theology.
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§1.1 PROLEGOMENA TO A THEOLOGY OF PAUL

with the larger scale treatments of earlier generations,!3 there have been
remarkably few thoroughgoing attempts to restate Paul’s theology as a coher-
ent, self-consistent, and self-sustaining whole. The important treatments of
W. D. Davies, Johannes Munck, Christiaan Beker, and Hans Hiibner have
pursued particular theses — Davies setting Paul as fully as possible within
the context of Rabbinic Judaism,!4 Munck giving a sustained critique of the
continuing influence of Baur’s reconstruction of earliest Christianity, Beker
developing his coherence and contingency thesis, and Hiibner expounding the
task of his Biblische Theologie as a working up (Aufarbeitung) of the theo-
logical conversation (Umgang) of the NT authors with the OT.!5 Of recent
studies, probably only Herman Ridderbos’s Paul fully rivals the older treat-
ments in scope, though the remarkably durable English language study by
D. E. H. Whiteley should not go unmentioned.!6

A fresh attempt at a full restatement of Paul’s theology is made all the
more necessary in the light of what is now usually referred to as “‘the new
perspective on Paul.”’ 17 The lack of substantial systematic treatments of Paul’s
theology in the past generation or two is probably best explained by the fact
that restatements of Paul’s theology had become so predictable. With little
fresh to be said, there was little call for another book which simply repeated
the same old material or shuffled the same old pieces around in search of new
patterns. Into this quiet cul-de-sac of NT study and Christian theology, how-
ever, Ed Sanders’s Paul and Palestinian Judaism entered and brought a rude
awakening. What he drew attention to was not so new in itself — the character
of Palestinian Judaism as a religious system postulated on the initiative of
divine grace. But he did it with such effect that nobody who entertained serious
aspirations to understand Christian beginnings generally or Pauline theology
in particular could any more ignore the sharp contrast he drew between his
restatement of Palestinian Judaism and the traditional reconstructions of
Judaism within Christian theology. Nothing less became necessary than a
complete reassessment of Paul’s relationship with his ancestral religion, not
to mention all the considerable consequences which were bound to follow for
our contemporary understanding of his theology.

That reassessment is still in process of unfolding. It has reinvigorated the
study of Paul’s theology in a way which seemed impossible only twenty-five

13. One thinks of Baur, Paul; Pfleiderer, Paulinism; B. Weiss, Biblical Theology;
Feine, Theologie, Prat, Theology, or the three volumes by Cerfaux (§10 n. 1, §14 n. 1, §20
n. 1),

14. In reaction to the then dominant interest in setting Paul within the context of
Hellenistic religion and culture.

15. Hiibner, Biblische Theologie 1.28.

16. Whiteley, Theology.

17. See further below §14.1.
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years ago and has set off several fresh rounds of controversy. A particularly
pleasing aspect of the new phase has been the fresh and creative dialogue which
has now opened up with Jewish students of the Jewish Paul.!® The foundational
and pivotal role of Paul in Christian theology as a whole makes such a reassess-
ment all the more important — and all the more sensitive and controversial for
long-established restatements of Paul’s gospel based on the older paradigm. What
follows is intended as a positive and eirenic contribution to that reassessment.

§1.2 What is a “theology of Paul”?

Unpacking the very term “theology” is itself a challenge. Many definitions
have been offered, and several layers of refinement are possible.!® But the
more complex or refined the definition, the less support it is likely to com-
mand. At first sight it might seem adequate to at least begin with a simple
working definition. Thus, for example, ““theology” as talk (logos) about God
(theos), and all that is involved in and follows directly from such talk, par-
ticularly the coherent articulation of the religious faith and practise thereby
expressed. But problems quickly arise when we ask how one can or should
“talk about God,” or when the word “theology” is linked with other words
or differentiated in its scope.

In particular, there are several issues which come immediately to the
surface as soon as the word “theology” is qualified by the terms “New
Testament™ or “biblical.” They emerge not least because of the problematic
of these qualifying terms: in what sense can or should one speak of a “New
Testament theology” or of a “biblical theology”? Our focus on Paul means
that we will escape some of these problems and may even point the way to
possible solutions for them. There are other problems, however, which, in
contrast, arise immediately from the character of Paul’s own ministry and
self-perception. Was he first and foremost a theologian or a missionary, church
founder, and pastor? Is a focus on the theology of Paul inevitably too restric-
tive? Or again, there are problems which relate to the character of Paul’s
communication — as letters and not theological treatises. Does a focus on
Paul’s theology not skew our perception of the communication he sought to
achieve and of the continuing communicative potential of these letters?

18. Particularly Segal, Paul the Convert; Boyarin, A Radical Jew; and Nanos,
Mystery. Montefiore, Judaism, Schoeps, Paul, and Sandmel, Genius, represent earlier
phases of the dialogue. In contrast, H. Maccoby’s The Mythmaker: Paul and the Invention
of Christianity (London: Weidenfeld and Nicholson/New York: Harper and Row, 1986) is
a regrettable reversion to older polemics.

[9. See, e.g., the review of some recent definitions in my “In Quest of Paul’s
Theology.”
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A brief review of the way in which such problems have arisen and
been addressed over the past two centuries and of the various critiques to
which the concept of a biblical theology has been subjected should be suffi-
cient to highlight the main issues,

a) Description or dialogue? Few if any who are familiar with NT
theology will need to be reminded that its character as a distinctive and distin-
guishable discipline only stretches back a little over two hundred years —toJ. P.
Gabler’s initial attempt to distinguish biblical theology from dogmatic theology
in 1787.20 The distinction he pressed for then, between biblical theology with its
essentially historical character and dogmatic theology with its didactic charac-
ter, set up or brought to focus a tension which was unavoidable for any
post-Enlightenment textual study. It is a tension which underlies every attempt
to speak of the theology of the NT or the theology of any NT writing, a tension
which surfaces repeatedly whenever the viability and methodology of NT
theology are discussed. One need only invoke the names of William Wrede,
Krister Stendahl, and now also Heikki Riisinen on the one side, as representa-
tive of those who insist that NT theology (if that is even a proper title) can never
be more than descriptive — a form of Religious Studies phenomenology, we
might say, rather than theology properly so called.?! On the other side we could
just as easily range Adolf Schlatter and Alan Richardson, who would not accept
that biblical theology’s historical character cut it off from dogmatic theology,?2
Karl Barth and Rudolf Bultmann with their insistence that the word of God, the
kerygma, still sounds through the words of Paul,23 or now the restatements of
biblical theology by Hans Hibner and Peter Stuhlmacher with the expressly
Christian standpoint implicit in the very title.24

20. On the Proper Distinction between Biblical and Dogmatic Theology and the
Specific Objectives of Each; ET by J. Sandys-Wunsch and L. Eldredge in SJT 33 (1980)
134-44 (commentary and summary, 144-58); the key extract may also be consulted in W. G.
Kiimmel, The New Testament: The ‘Hixtory of the Investigation of Its Problems (London:
SCM/Nashville; Abingdon, 1973) 98-100.

21. W. Wrede, “The Task and Methods of ‘New Testament Theology,” ” in Mor-
gan, Nature of New Testament Theology 68-116; K. Stendahl, “Biblical Theology,” IDB
1.418-32; Riisdnen, Beyond New Testament Theology.

22. A. Schlatter, “The Theology of the New Testament and Dogmatics,” in Mor-
gan, Nature of New Testament Theology 117-66; Richardson, Introduction. The latter is
subjected to trenchant critique by L. E. Keck, “Problems of New Testament Theology,”
NovT 7 (1964) 217-41.

23. Barth, Romans, Preface to the second edition (2-15); R. Bultmann, “The New
Testament and Mythology,” in H.-W. Bartsch, ed., Kerygma and Myth 1 (London:
SPCK/New York: Harper and Row, 1953) 1-44; also his Theology 2.251.

24. Hiibner, Biblische Theologie; Stuhlmacher, Biblische Theologie. On some of
the problems in the conception of “biblical theology” see my “Das Problem ‘Biblische
Theologie,” ”” in Dohmen and Séding, Eine Bibel 179-93.
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Of course the debate has moved far beyond Gabler’s straightforward
distinction. We know now that a purely objective description of anything, least
of all someone else’s thought, is simply not possible. We are all conscious of
the “two horizons” in reading texts and of the hermeneutical task of fusing
them together (Horizont-verschmelzung).?> But with Paul the challenge is
slightly different — easier in one way, more difficult in another. For by their
very nature, Paul’s letters are highly personal communications, not dis-
passionate treatises. And in them he is dealing again and again with matters
of fundamental significance, which he clearly thought of as issues of life and
death for his readers. In one degree or other his letters are all defence and
exposition of “‘the truth of the gospel” (Gal. 2.5, 14). It is impossible to take
Paul seriously, therefore, even as a descriptive exercise, without recognizing
this inner intensity and claim for the existential significance of his message.
It is impossible to enter into his thought world even briefly, let alone to engage
in interpretation of what he says, without making at least some theological
assessment of the arguments he offers and the opinions he expresses. The
hermeneutical model, in other words, needs to be more that of the dialogue
with a living respondent than the clinical analysis of a dead corpse.26 A
theology of Paul cannot be content unless it encounters the “real presence”
within the text.2”

In the case of Paul in particular, therefore, I would wish to restate the
tension of a theological hermeneutic as a tension between critical disinter-
estedness and personal involvement with the subject matter; that is, between
a disinterestedness which finds all outcomes of the analysis of Paul’s thought
equally acceptable in principle, none of which need make any difference to
one’s own theology or commitments; and a personal involvement which, while
still seeking as much historical objectivity as possible, recognizes that the
findings may have personal consequences, requiring some adaptation or shift,
however small, in one’s own overall ideological standpoint and lifestyle.28 On
this understanding, the test of a good theology of Paul will be the degree to
which it enables the reader and the church not only to enter into the thought
world of Paul but also to engage theologically with the claims he makes and

25. The term is Gadamer’s; see particularly A. C. Thiselton, The Two Horizons
(Exeter: Paternoster/Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980) 15-16.

26. 1 have attempted a brief elaboration of what I mean by this model of herme-
neutical dialogue in Dunn and Mackey, New Testament Theology in Dialogue ch. 1. See
further below §1.5.

27. The allusion is to G. Steiner, Real Presences (London: Faber and Faber/Chi-
cago: University of Chicago, 1989).

‘ 28. Such personal involvement will normally include participation in (or reaction
against!) a particular faith (Christian) tradition and worshiping community, and the
preunderstanding which such participation (or reaction) involves.
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§1.2 PROLEGOMENA TO A THEOLOGY OF PAUL

the issues he addresses, driven thereby afresh to the text itself, informed by
what is to be read there, and stimulated to join in the resulting debate about
what Paul has said and with Paul, on issues of ongoing theological concern.29

b) Theology or religion? A second important and relevant development
in the history of NT study has been the religionsgeschichtlich recognition that
a focus on theology understood as doctrine is far too narrow an understanding
of the hermeneutical enterprise known as “NT theology.”’30 This again is
particularly true, it need hardly be said, in the case of Paul. The typical
structure of his letters, with their combination of theological argument and
paraenesis, is almost sufficient in itself to make the point for us. To attempt
an engagement with Paul’s theology which focused exclusively, for example,
on Romans 1-11 and ignored 12-16, or on Galatians 1-4 and ignored 5-6,
would be self-condemned as lopsided and incomplete. The outworking of
what he believed in daily life and in the gatherings of his churches was
fundamental to Paul’s understanding of the gospel.

The point has assumed a fresh importance in the recent reassessment
of Paul’s relationship with his own Jewish heritage and past. For it remains
a continuing question as to whether “theology” is the best label to describe
Jewish faith and life; the centre of gravity in traditional Judaism seems to be
so much more on praxis, on Torah, instruction or direction, on Halakhah, how
to walk, than on belief. Consequently a focus on what Paul believed, his faith,
has probably prejudiced the analysis of how Paul’s theology related to his
Jewish heritage by starting from an implicit dichotomy between Paul and his
parent religion.

Consequently, it may be that some will prefer to speak of our larger
enterprise as a study of the religion of Paul. I prefer, however, to understand
the term “theology” in a more rounded way, as talk about God and all that
is involved in and follows directly from such talk, including not least the
interaction between belief Aand praxis. The old liberal Protestant restatement
of the classic Christian conviction, that ethics and relationships are the test
bed on which dogmas are either destroyed or proven, needs to be dusted off
and examined afresh, within theology and not simply as a critique of it. A
theology remote from everyday living would not be a theology of Paul.

As the History of Religions practitioners recognized, such a broader
focus inevitably brings the theology of Paul into closer relationship with the

29. For the wider issues here, more appropriately discussed under the heading of
“New Testament Theology,” see, e.g., R. Morgan, “Theology (NT),” ABD 6.473-83,
particularly 480-83; and W. G. Jeanrond, *‘After Hermeneutics: The Relationship between
Theology and Biblical Studies,” in F. Watson, ed., The Open Text: New Directions for
Biblical Studies (London: SCM, 1993) 85-102, particularly 92-98.

30. The classic statement was by Wrede, “Task and Methods” (above n. 21).
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other religious and, as we would say now, social forces of the day. Paul’s
theology, properly speaking, was itself one of the religious factors and social
features of the first-century eastern Mediterranean world, with all the potential
for interaction and mutual influence hinted at particularly in the Corinthian
correspondence. As a succession of insightful studies has brought home to
us. 3 it is no longer realistic to write a theology of Paul which ignores these
factors, which assumes, for example, that the problems addressed in 1 Co-
rinthians were purely “theological” (that is, doctrinal) in character. The in-
fluence of patrons, networks of power, social standing, the character of slavery,
food as a system of communication, ritual as defining group boundaries, and
so on, must be taken into account in any theological analysis of Paul’s argu-
ments and exhortations.32 Such recognition should not be seen as compromis-
ing the theological enterprise. On the contrary, it is such recognition of its
rootedness in and relatedness to the all too real social relationships of the time
which helps to bring out the living character of Paul’s theology.

c) Theology or rhetoric? A third phase in contemporary biblical studies
with possible implications for a theology of Paul in particular are the devel-
opments in literary criticism. The impact here, however, is less obvious. With
so many of the other NT documents we are forced to deal in effect only with
the implied author, since the real author is unknown to us (beyond perhaps a
name and a detail or two). In such circumstances, speculation as to author
and occasion of composition is always likely to create more heat than light
and to be less fruitful for a theological appreciation of the document than a
careful study of the text itself; the greater the speculation the less weight can
be put on any theological corollaries drawn from it. Moreover, since the
Gospels are sui generis in the ancient world we need to depend on the Gospels
themselves for an appreciation of their message. We cannot draw immediate
illumination from close genre parallels in the ancient world, so that for the
task of interpretation we are locked in much more tightly to the world of the
Gospel itself. In the case of Acts, on the other hand, we have to take account
of narrative theory, of the ancient skills involved in a story well told, able to
be retold effectively in a whole variety of circumstances and occasions, each
retelling depending for its effectiveness on the drama of the story line, on the
vividness of characterization, on the quality of the speeches, and so on — so
that to that extent again Acts is a document self-contained, self-sustained.

31. I am thinking particularly of Theissen, Social Setting; Holmberg, Paul and
Power (§21 n. 1); Meeks, First Urban Christians: N. R. Petersen, Rediscovering Paul (§21
n. 57); and Neyrey, Paul.

32. See the recent reyiews by S. R. Garrett, ““Sociology (Early Christianity),” ABD

6.89-99; S. C. Barton. “Social-Scientific Approaches to Paul,” DPL 892-900; and the
critique by Horrell, Social Ethos ch. 1.
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With Paul’s letters, however, it is impossible to escape their character
as letters, communications from a known author to specific people in partic-
wlar circumstances. They have an intensely personal character which makes
it, if not impossible, at least unwise to abstract what is said from the person
and personality of the author.33 One of the principal fascinations of these
letters, indeed, is their self-revelatory character — Paul as a persuader of great
forcefulness and (judging by the fact that his letters have been preserved)
great effectiveness, Paul as an irascible protagonist, and above all (in his own
eyes at least), Paul as apostle commissioned by God through Christ, whose
missionary work itself was an embodiment and expression of his gospel.34
Likewise, Paul’s arguments and exhortations focus so frequently on the sit-
uations of his audiences and the views of those who disagreed with him that
it becomes impossible to understand these arguments and exhortations fully
without some awareness of these situations and of the views opposed by Paul35
— a point to which we must return. In short, the theological force of Paul’s
letters is again and again inextricably related to their character as dialogue
with their recipients, indeed, as one side of a sequence of specific dialogues
whose terms in large part at least have been determined by the situations
addressed.

A theology of Paul is therefore tied to historical analysis and con-
textualization to a degree neither possible nor necessary to achieve in the
case of most other earliest Christian writings. Where a Pauline argument
was dictated with another group in view, on a particular issue posed in
particular terms, the argument angled to achieve a particular effect, we
simply cannot hope to do that argument justice in our appreciation of it
unless we have grasped enough of these particularities to follow the line
of argument and to pick up the nuances intended by Paul. In this case the
“world” of the text and the “‘social world”” of Pauline Christianity substan-
tially overlap in the histori¢al context within which and for which the letter
was written.

At this point literary and rhetorical analyses have been helpful in
highlighting some of the letters’ particularities as literary products of the first

33. This became particularly clear to me in recent work on Galatians; see my
Theology of Galatians 1-6.

34. See further below §21 n. 35.

35. See, e.g., J. P. Sampley, “From Text to Thought World,” in Bassler, Pauline
Theology 7: “Because Paul focuses so frequently on the position of his opponents our
Capacity to understand Paul is directly proportionate to our ability to understand Paul’s
Opponents.” The point can, however, be overstated; for example, my colleague Walter
Moberly observes that the theological force of Paul’s theology of the cross, in 2 Corinthians
In particular, is much more dependent on the internal coherence of Paul’s exposition in
2 Corinthians than on a detailed knowledge of who Paul’s opponents were.
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century. Not least, they have alerted us to the distinctive features of the
openings and closings of Paul’s letters as compared with epistolary practice
of the time and have made us more aware of the rhetorical techniques by
means of which Paul sought to persuade his readers.3¢ On this point, too,
students of Paul’s theology need constantly to remind themselves of and make
allowances for the fact that his letters were not dispassionate theological
treatises any more than the Gospels were dispassionate portrayals of Jesus.
At the same time they need to remember that persuasive rhetoric is vulnerable
to a counter-rhetoric of denial or a hostile hermeneutic of suspicion. If genuine
engagement with Paul’s theology takes on a dialogical character, it should
also be noted that the most fruitful dialogues depend on a degree of sympathy
of the one dialogue partner for the concerns of the other.

Rhetorical anaysis can also beget its own scholasticism. In particular
it seems to me fairly pointless to argue about whether Paul’s letters are
“epideictic” or *‘deliberative’” or something else, when most are agreed
that Paul’s creative genius has adapted to his own ends whatever model he
may have borrowed and has done so to such an extent that the parallels are
as likely to be misleading as helpful.3? And as for some of the elaborate
structures which have been proposed for Paul’s letters, one might simply
observe that there seems to be an inverse ratio between the length of
proposed chiasms in an individual letter and the light they shed on either
the argument or its point. The vigour of Paul’s theology evidently did not
allow it to be easily contained within regular grammatical and compositional
structures!

In short, the various phases of discussion regarding the character and
task of a “New Testament theology” over the last two hundred years have
helped clarify the task of writing a theology of Paul: a dialogue with Paul and
not merely a description of what he believed; a recognition that Paul’s theology
embraced Christian living as well as Christian thinking; and a willingness to
hear Paul’s theology as a sequence of occasional conversations. But this last
observation simply raises a further question.

36. H. D. Betz led the way, particularly his Galatians. On the diatribe, note
particularly S. K. Stowers, The Diatribe and Paul’s Letter to the Romans (SBLDS 57,
Chico: Scholars, 1981). See also the essays by H. D. Betz, “The Problem of Rhetoric and
Theology according to the Apostle Paul,” and by W. Wuellner, “Paul as Pastor: The
Function of Rhetorical Questions in First Corinthians,” in Vanhoye, ed., L’Apdtre Paul
16-48, 49-77 and particularly R. D. Anderson’s fuller critique of contemporary use of
al\r91c9ig.)nt thetorical theories in Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul (Kampen: Kok Pharos,

37. See, e.g., the critique of Betz, Galatians, by Longenecker, Galatians cxi-cxiii.
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§1.3 Can a theology of Paul be written?

Given our distance from Paul in time and culture, this is by no means an idle
question. In fact, however, we seem to be in a better position to write a theology
of Paul than the theology of anyone else for the first hundred years of Chris-
tianity. In contrast, though a theology of Jesus would be more fascinating, we
have nothing firsthand from Jesus which can provide such a secure starting
point. The theologies of the Evangelists are almost equally problematic, since
their focus on the ministry and teaching of Jesus makes their own theologies
that much more allusive. Moreover, in two at least of the four cases we have
only one document to use; we can speak with some confidence of the theology
of that document, but the theology of its anonymous author remains tanta-
lizingly intangible. So too with the other NT letters. Either we have only one
letter from a particular pen, or the author is unknown, or the letter is too short
for us to get much of a handle on its theology, or all three. A theology of
1 Peter is never going to have the depth and breadth of a theology of Paul.
Within the first century of Christianity the closest parallel is Ignatius, where,
arguably, there are as many genuine letters. But even so we are talking about
seven letters written over a very short period, all but one to a relatively small
area, in similar circumstances and on a limited range of themes.38

In the case of Paul, however, we have a variety of letters, seven at
least, whose authorship by Paul is virtually unquestioned — plus what we
might call an afterwave or tail of the comet or, better, the school or studio of
Paul, which is still able to tell us something about what went before.3% They
were written to a variety of churches in the northeast quadrant of the Medi-
terranean — from Galatia in the east to Rome in the west — relating to at
least three different regions and so also to a variety of local situations. And
they were written over a longer period of probably six to eight years, possibly
longer. That is to say, we have the possibility of building up a stereoscopic
picture of Paul’s theology, a picture in depth. Or, to vary the metaphor, we
have the possibility of gaining a degree of “fix” in plotting Paul’s position

38. See W. R. Schoedel, Ignatius of Antioch (Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress,
1985).

39. I refer of course to Romans, 1 Corinthians, 2 Corinthians (two or more letters?),
Galatians, Philippians, 1 Thessalonians, and Philemon. There is a roughly even split among
critical commentators on Colossians and 2 Thessalonians (I regard the latter as written by
Paul and the former as probably written by Timothy before Paul’s death; see below §11
n. 7 and §12 n. 23), while the majority regard Ephesians and the Pastorals as definitely
Post-Pautine (I side with the majority). But the last named should not be wholly disregarded
when the attempt is made to describe the theology of the apostle whose name they bear.
Here weight can be properly given to Childs’s plea for a canonical reading of the individual
texts (New Testament as Canon).
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on some subjects by means of a sort of triangulation — something not possible
for other Christian writers of the first three generations of Christianity.

This makes the task of writing a theology of Paul all the more chal-
lenging and crucial as a test case. For if we cannot write a theology of Paul,
when so much seems to be in favour of the enterprise, then the hope of writing
a theology of the New Testament, or a theology of the first generations of
Christianity, is likely to prove even further beyond our powers. If the task
proves beyond our competence in the case of Paul, for any one of a number
of reasons which we will consider, then talk of a or the theology of the NT
will become virtually meaningless.

All these observations, however, simply clear the ground for the more
challenging issue. The problem of writing a theology of Paul can be restated
thus: when we talk of “‘Paul’s theology” are we talking about the theology
of any particular letter as such, or the theology of all the individual letters
aggregated into a whole? More pressingly, by the “‘theology of Paul” do we
mean the theology of the Paul who stands behind the letters, or Paul the actual
letter-writer as such? — bearing in mind in both cases that not every letter
which he wrote has been preserved. It is a wholly justified assumption that
Paul himself had a much richer theology than he ever actually put on paper.
By “Paul’s theology™ do we therefore mean that larger, fuller, richer theology,
which we can assume lay behind the letters and from which he drew the
particular elements and emphases of each letter? By the ““‘theology of Paul”
do we mean the cistern or stream of what we might call Paul’s theological
consciousness, or do we mean the particular buckets of theology which he
drew from that cistern or stream?40

The answer to which I have found myself forced is that a theology of
Paul cannot be more than the sum of the theology of each of the individual
letters, and yet has to be more than simply the sum of the letters’ theologies.
Such a riddle requires some explanation.

The theology of Paul cannot be more than the sum of the theology of
each of the individual letters for the obvious reason that these letters are the
only firm evidence we have of Paul’s theology.#! Consequently we are bound
to them and bound by them, and if we try to dispense with them in any degree
we simply lose touch with our primary and only real sources.

40. Cf. particularly Keck, Paul ch. 2; Hultgren, Paul’s Gospel ch. 1. This was the
problem which dominated the early years of the SBL Pauline Theology group (see Bassler,
ed.. Pauline Theology; Hay, ed., Pauline Theology). A similar problem was raised by one
or two of those invited to contribute to the Cambridge University Press series on the
theology of the individual writings of the NT (The Theology of the New Testament), for
which I have served as Editor. How could a theology of one letter fail to draw in Paul’s
other letters? How could a theology of Galatians, say, fail to become a theology of Paul?

41. The evidence of Acts can never be more than secondary and supportive.
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At the same time, however, a theology of Paul has to be more. Why?
Because the letters themselves indicate the need to go behind the letters
themselves, and they do so in such a way that we will never be able to explicate
them as fully as we can without taking that fuller theology into account. The
Jetters are somewhat like the sections of an iceberg above water: we can
deduce from what is visible a good deal of what is invisible. Alternatively,
Paul’s letters are like the embossed marks on paper made by an irregular shape
behind the paper; these marks are sufficiently clear to enable us to gain a
coherent picture of the underlying irregular shape.

I have in mind here the great number of allusions and: echoes which
are the inevitable feature of any lively dialogue or correspondence and which
are clearly evident in Paul’s letters, forming a vital link between the text and
its historical context. In the following chapters I will be referring to such
allusions and reflecting on the character of allusion at several points.#? Here
all that is necessary is to indicate the range and importance of such allusions.

In the first place we have to recognize the allusively referential char-
acter of Paul’s language itself. Paul wrote in an ancient language. That lan-
guage only makes sense as koine Greek, understood in the light of the usage
of koine Greek in the first century of the common era. The marks on the pages
of Greek NTs can only be read as communication by those who attend to all
the long-established skills of NT grammarians in reference to accidence and
word-formation, syntax-and style. This most basic of facts should be sufficient
in itself to remind exegetes that the texts composed by Paul are inextricably
rooted in the speech context of their time, linked by myriad roots and shoots
to the meanings and metaphors which such language commonly conjured up
in the minds of the recipients of Paul’s letters. The point is too obvious to
require any elaboration. But since too casual talk of the autonomy of a text
sometimes seems to forget this basic character of a historical text — as though
a historical text translated injo English could properly be described as “au-
tonomous” — it needs at least to be restated.4> Anyone who tries to dispense
with or to ignore the boundaries indicated by grammarian and lexicographer
only confuses invention with understanding.

Secondly, part of that common currency of language was evidently
shared knowledge of the Jewish scriptures, presumably in most cases in their

- 42. See below particularly §8.3, §11.4, and §23.5. On the importance and recog-
nition of such allusions or “intertextual echoes” see Hays, Echoes of Scripture ch. 1.

43. See further my “Historical Text as Historical Text: Some Basic Hermeneutical
Reflections in Relation to the New Testament,” in J. Davies, et al., eds., Words Remem-
bered, Texts Renewed, J. F. A. Sawyer FS (JSOTS 195; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic,
1995) 340-59. Adam’s proposal for a “non-modern New Testament theology” (Making
Sense) hardly takes account of this unavoidably basic historical work in NT interpretation.
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Greek (LXX) form. In C. H. Dodd’s appropriate metaphor, the scriptures were
“the substructure” of Paul’s theology, the metaphor reminding us that what
was in mind was not simply Paul’s explicit quotations of scripture, but the
way in which scriptural terminology, idiom, and imagery shaped and deter-
mined so much of what Paul wrote.#4 Unless we are to suppose that Paul was
quite unconcerned whether the recipients of his letters appreciated the force
carried by such allusions, we have to take it that Paul felt able to assume a
considerable knowledge of the LXX on the part of his converts — a knowl-
edge gained in many cases at least, presumably, by previous exposure to the
Jewish scriptures prior to their conversion as' well as by intensive teaching
thereafter.45 For example, we will note later how much Paul seems able to
have taken for granted that his readers would know what he meant by such
key terms as ‘‘righteousness” and “works of the law.”46

Thirdly, Paul’s allusive taken-for-granted references include much of
the faith already common to Paul and his readers. This is why it is so difficult
to reconstruct Paul’s evangelistic preaching — simply because he did not feel
it necessary to repeat it in letters to his converts. Instead he could refer to it
briefly4? or allude to it by using brief formulae — usually summarized as
“kerygmatic tradition.”’4® He did so knowing, we may confidently assume,
that even such brief formulations would evoke knowledge of a substantial
range of basic teaching which he had passed on, when he preached to his
readers the gospel of Jesus Christ and established them as a new church. Such
allusions should not be evaluated simply by the brevity of their reference. To
reconstruct Paul’s theology as measured by the proportions of his explicit
treatment would certainly result in a statement whose disproportions would
have been pointed out at once by both Paul and the recipients of his letters.
We do not “weigh” Paul’s theology simply by counting the number of words
he used.

Fourthly, we may cite the more controversial case of allusions to Jesus
tradition, particularly within the paraenetic sections of Paul’s letters. As we
shall see subsequently, much the best way to make sense of the allusiveness

44. See below §7 nn. 34, 37; cf. now particularly Hiibner, Biblische Theologie.

45. 1 remain strongly of the opinion that the main body of initial Gentile converts
came into Christianity via the synagogue, as proselytes or God-fearers; see, e.g., my
Fartings 125-26; and on God-fearers see now Hengel and Schwemer, Paul between
Damascus and Antioch 61-76 (357-70), 107-8. The fact that the LXX was unknown to
wider Greco-Roman circles confirms that such familiarity as Paul clearly assumes must

have come in many cases at least from lengthy exposure to the scriptures in a synagogue
context.

46. See below §§14.2, 14.4-5

47. Obvious examples are 1 Cor. 2.2; Gal. 3.1; and 1 Thes. 1.9-10,
48. See further particularly §7.3.
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of Paul’s use of Jesus tradition is that substantial amounts of this tradition
were already part of the earliest churches’ store of foundation tradition. It was
rarely necessary to cite it as tradition stemming from Jesus himself since it
was already known as such in the common discourse and worship of the
churches. Here again Paul’s theological counsel could be most effective pre-
cisely by being allusive.#® And here again any attempt to reconstruct Paul’s
theology has to give weight to what both he and his readers could take for
granted.

Finally, within Paul’s letters there are many passages where Paul is
clearly alluding to issues and topics which lay between Paul and his readers,
above all the particular matters at dispute between Paul and some of his readers
— the reasons why he wrote to them in the first place. In such cases it was
obviously not necessary for Paul to spell out the arguments or considerations
which he was countering. His readers knew them only too well! The problem
for us who wish t(/y/wn'te a theology of Paul, however, is that in his replies
Paul evidently angled his own exposition or argument to counter these views,
at least in part. But this means that we will not really be able to understand
the “why’” of a line of argument or of a particular emphasis without having
some awareness of the arguments being thus countered.5® As we shall see in
due course, 1 Corinthians is a particularly good case in point.5!

To sum up. In enquiring after the theology of Paul, it is simply not
realistic to attempt to confine ourselves to the theologies of Paul’s individual
letters. At best that would give us the theology of Paul’s controversies rather
than the theology of Paul. More important, however, the letters themselves,
by their very character as one side of a dialogue and by the very frequency
of allusions in them, leave us no choice but to inquire after the fuller theology
on which the particular letters draw, the fuller theology and context which
surely informs the light and shade, the emphasis and lack of emphasis of the
individual passages in the letters, and thus enables us to build up a picture
with both depth of focus and width of angle. Such a dialogue within a dialogue
— that is, the dialogue between text and historical context within the larger
hermeneutical dialogue — is not easy to carry through with success, but the
skill to engage in that dialogue is part of what the professional expertise of
the NT specialist is all about.

The basic point regarding the multilayered character of Paul’s theology
as it comes to us in his letters can be put another way, using the currently

49. See further below §8.3 and §23.5.

50. See also above §1.2¢c.

5t See below especially §24. On Romans see particularly Donfried, ed., The
Romans Debate. And on Galatians see J. M. G. Barclay, “Mirror Reading a Polemical
Letter: Galatians as a Test Case,”” JSNT 31 (1987) 73-93.
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popular language of narrative theology. As Richard Hays, one of the main
proponents of this approach to Paul’s theology, has put it: *‘the framework of
Paul’s thought is constituted neither by a system of doctrines nor by his
personal religious experience but by a ‘sacred story,” a narrative structure’’;
“the story provides the foundational substructure on which Paul’s argumen-
tation is constructed.”52 In fact, Paul’s theology can be said to emerge from
the interplay between several stories, his theologizing to consist in his own
participation in that interplay.

As the structure of the following chapters indicates, we could readily
speak of the substructure of Paul’s theology as the story of God and creation,
with the story of Israel superimposed upon it. On top of that again we have
the story of Jesus, and then Paul’s own story, with the initial intertwining of
these last two stories as the decisive tumning point in Paul’s life and theology.
Finally, there are the complex interactions of Paul’s own story with the stories
of those who had believed before him and of those who came to form the
churches founded by them.

In more general terms we could distinguish three phases or levels in
any theologizing. The first or deepest level is that of inherited convictions or
traditional life patterns. At this level we are dealing with axioms and presup-
positions, often hidden and undeclared. An important part of theological
education is to enable and facilitate critical self-reflection on these presup-
positions. In Paul’s case these include particularly the first two stories (of God
and Israel) mentioned above. The second is the sequence of transformative
moments in the individual’s (or community’s) growth and development. These
window-opening experiences usually generate other insights and corollaries
and can shape attitudes and determine important life choices. They will be
much nearer the surface of the person’s theology and more obvious to the
onlooker. In Paul’s case we would think most immediately of his conversion.
But his early interaction with those who were Christians before him, and
particularly his confrontation with Peter in Antioch (Gal. 2.11-18), were prob-
ably also very formative in his theology.33 The third level is, of course, that
of immediate issues and current reflections. This will be the level nearest the
surface, by which T mean the level most accessible to the onlooker, which is
not the same as saying that it is a superficial level. In Paul’s case, of course,
that is the level of the letters themselves, the level of the particular questions
addressed and objectives pursued by Paul in his different letters.

The reality of Paul’s theology, then, is the interaction between the

52. Hays, Faith 5, 6. See also Wright, Climax, and Witherington, Narrative, who
speaks of four stories — (1) the story of a world gone wrong, (2) the story of Israel, (3) the
story of Christ, and (4) the story of Christians, including Paul himself.

53. See further below §14.5a.
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different stories or levels which his letters evidence. It is that interaction which
gives Paul’s theology its dynamic character; a static “theology of Paul” would
not be the theology of Paul. The more we can recognize these allusions, be
conscious of how the particular point functions within the larger stories, alert
to the presuppositions and taken-for-granteds, sensitive to statements angled
to particular audiences, then the more hope we can have of writing a theology
of Paul deserving of the title. Not least of value in the talk of different
narratives and levels is the likelihood that the interaction among them will
help explain the tensions which continually surface in explorations of Paul’s
theology. For many at least of these are the tensions between the different
stories and levels. Paul himself, as Pharisaic Jew become apostle of Jesus
Christ to the Gentiles, embodied one of the most painful of these tensions
within himself.3 Little wonder, then, that his theologizing should consist to
such an extent of the attempt to hold these tensions together in a coherent
whole.

It will be sufficiently clear, therefore, what my answer to the third
question is. Can a theology of Paul be written? The answer is Yes. It is possible
to recognize the allusions, to hear the different stories, to probe below the
surface to the different levels.>> Of course the recognition will be incomplete,
the hearing imperfect, the probing often uncertain. But that is true in the
attempt to reconstruct the thought and thinking of any person — living or
dead. And the character of Paul’s writings as letters to churches gives us better
hope of success than with most other figures from the ancient past. The
theology of Paul is too important for the challenge to be ducked.

$1.4 How to write a theology of Paul?

If then we can speak about the theology of Paul, and not just his doctrine or
religion or rhetoric, and about the theology of Paul, and not just the theology
of his letters, that still leaves us with the question: How to go about writing
that theology?

For some the chief object of search should be the centre, or more
explicitly, the organizing centre of Paul’s theology. This evokes an old
discussion, which still rumbles on, particularly in German scholarship, with

54. See particular §19 below.
~ 55.1Itis the atomistic exegesis of H. Réisénen in his Paul and the Law (§6 n. 1)
Whlch prevents him from recognizing the coherence of Paul’s thought, since that coherence
lies so much in the flow of the argument of his letters and in the below-the-surface taken
for granteds of the argument. Contrast also Sanders, “Paul” 124: “As a religious genius,
he was free of the academic requirement of systematic consistency.”
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older alternatives still posed and defended.’® Does the central dynamism of
Paul’s theology lie in the tension between Jewish Christianity and Gentile
Christianity (as Baur originally suggested)? Is the centre of Paul’s theology
“justification by faith” (as Bultmann and Ernst Kéisemann continued to insist
with tremendous conviction)?37 Or should the central feature be found in
“participation in Christ” or some form of ‘“Christ-mysticism’ (one thinks
particularly of Albert Schweitzer)?38 Or is it rather the theology of the cross
which stands firmly at the centre (as, for example, in Ulrich Wilckens).>9
Alternatively, should we be looking for some underlying unifying principle,
perhaps in last generation’s terms of Paul’s anthropology,®® or salvation
history,®! or in the more recent idea of an underlying narrative of covenant
or Christ?6?

The problem with the imagery of centre or core or principle, however,
is that it is too fixed and inflexible. It encourages the impression from the
start that Paul’s theology was static and unchanging.5 Would a different
imagery help — such as substratum, master symbolism, basic grammar, or
the like? In recent discussions on Paul’s theology in North America the image
of “lens” was, in the event, the most popular — though what the lens was
and what passed through it were more a matter of dispute. For Edgar Krentz,
“apocalyptic was the theological lens.”’¢4 For Hays, the objective was “‘to
trace the contours of the hermeneutical lens through which Paul projects the
images of the community’s symbolic world onto the screen of the community’s
life.” 65 And for Jouette Bassler, the lens was Paul’s experience through which

56. See also V. P. Fumish, ‘“Pauline Studies,” in E. J. Epp and G. W. MacRae,
eds., The New Testament and Its Modern Interpreters (Atlanta: Scholars, 1980) 333-36;
for the larger debate on a centre in New Testament theology, see Hasel, New Testament
Theology ch. 3; Plevnik, “Center.”

57. As is well known, “justification by faith” was the theological basis for Bult-
mann’s demythologizing programme and provided Késemann with his “canon within the
canon” (see below §14 nn. 4-5). See also, e.g., Hiibner, ‘“Pauli Theologiae Proprium.”

58. Schweitzer, Mysticism (§15 n. 1); see also Sanders, Paul 453-63, 502-8.

59. Wilckens, Rimer, index “Siihnetod (Christi)”’; see also J. Becker (below n. 78).

60. As Braun, “Problem”; also below §3 n. 7.

61. See the volumes by O. Cullmann (below §18 n. 1).

62. See above n. 52. Some would regard this as simply a refurbishing of the older
salvation history model.

63. Achtemeier prefers to speak of a “generative center,” which he finds in Paul’s
“conviction that God raised Jesus from the dead” (“Continuing Quest” 138-40).

64. E. Krentz, “Through a Lens: Theology and Fidelity in 2 Thessalonians,” in
Bassler, ed., Pauline Theology 1.52-62 (here 52).

65. R. B. Hays, “Crucified with Christ: A Synthesis of the Theology of 1 and

2 Thessalonians, Philemon, Philippians and Galatians,” in Bassler, ed., Pauline Theology
1.227-46 (here 228).
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the “‘raw material of Paul’s theology™ passed (sic).56 But even with these few
examples, the image is becoming laboured and artificial. And whether it
captures or evokes the dynamism of Paul’s theologizing in sufficient degree
is most doubtful. In fact, it was the dynamic character of Paul’s theology
which made one of the lasting impressions of the ten-year-long discussions
in the SBL Pauline Theology group — the sense that Paul’s theology was an
“activity,” was always interactive,%’ the sense that Paul was never simply
theologian per se, but was always at one and the same time Paul the theologian,
missionary, and pastor, or, in a word, Paul the apostle.68

The most obvious alternative is to recognize the changing character of
Paul’s theology and to attempt a description of it in terns of its development
through Paul’s letters. That “dynamic” means “‘development” has usuaily
been taken for granted in such treatments. The example most commonly cited
has been that of Paul’s eschatology, the usual assumption being that the delay
of the parousia weakened Paul’s imminent expectation or changed his under-
standing of the process by which transformation into the resurrection body
took place.®® The problems here are well known: we cannot be sure enough
of the relative datings of the letters to draw any firm lines of chronological
development between them,’® and we do not know enough of the circum-
stances of each letter to be able to determine how much the particularities of
the formulations were a reflection of changing circumstances rather than of
changing theology.”!

In recent years the issue has been more the question of whether we
need to speak of development before Paul even wrote his letters.”2 So far as

66. J. M. Bassler, ‘“Paul’s Theology: Whence and Whither?” in Hay, ed., Pauline
Theology 2.3-17 (here 11).

67. Bassler (n. 66), Pauline Theology 2.10-11, 16-17. See also Furnish, cited by
C. B. Cousar, “The Theological Task of 1 Corinthians,” in Hay, ed., Pauline Theology
2.90-102 (here 91); D. M. Hay, “The Shaping of Theology in 2 Corinthians,” in Hay, ed.,
Pauline Theology 2.135-55 (here 135-36); S. J. Kraftchick, “Death in Us, Life in You:
The Apostolic Medium,” in Hay, ed., Pauline Theology 2.156-81 (here 157).

68. Cf. B. R. Gaventa, “Apostle and Church in 2 Corinthians,” in Hay, ed., Pauline
Theology 2.193-99; R. Jewett, “Ecumenical Theology for the Sake of Mission: Romans
1L1-17 + 15.14-16.24,” in Hay and Johnson, eds., Pauline Theology 3.89-108.

. 69. See below §12 and n. 81. On the relation between 1 Corinthians 15 and
2 Corinthians S in particular see, e.g., Martin, 2 Corinthians 97-99.

70. See, e.g., P. J. Achtemeier, “Finding the Way to Paul’s Theology,” in Bassler,
Pauline Theology 1.27.

71. See Moule (§12 n. 1); and further J. Lowe, “An Examination of Attempts to
Detect D§velopmem in St. Paul’s Theology,” JTS 42 (1941) 129-42; V. P. Furnish, “Devel-
Opments in Paul’s Thought,” JAAR 38 (1970) 289-303; Beker, “Paul’s Theology” 366-67.
72. Note particularly the recent flurry of attempts to fill out a distinctive Antiochene

theology (Berger, Theologie; E. Rau, Von Jesus zu Paulus: Entwicklung und Rezeption der
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Paul himself was concerned, the key question would be: To what extent did
Paul’s conversion result in a transformation of the old fixed points of his
ancestral religion — completely, or only partially? In coming to faith in Jesus
Christ did he leave “‘Judaism” behind (as Gal 1.13-14 seems to suggest)? Or
should we hesitate even to speak of “conversion,” at least in the sense of a
change from one religion to another?”3 Again, assuming that Paul’s persecut-
ing activities had been directed primarily against the Hellenists, as most do,
had the Hellenists already made a decisive breach with the law, and was Paul
simply converted to this view?74 Or is it necessary rather to assume that either
Paul’s sense of commissioning to the Gentiles, or his antagonism to “works
of the law,”” or both, only developed in the years between the Damascus road
christophany and his earliest letter?’5 The debate here is ongoing and no
breadth of consensus has yet been achieved.

What might be called mediating attempts between the static imagery
of centre and the changing imagery of development have sought to identify
a particular moment or principle which remains relatively stable within the
flux or which became the decisive determinant in the development. The most
obvious candidate is, once again, Paul’s conversion itself. It can even be argued
that Paul’s theology as a whole was simply an unfolding of the significance
of the initial christophany.”® Or the christophany itself can be seen as provid-
ing, in E. P. Sanders’ terms, the solution from which Paul’s whole theology
of human plight and divine redemption can be deduced.”” Among recent
studies, Jiirgen Becker’8 has attempted to combine a developmental schema
with a search for the centre. He argues in effect for three principal phases in
Paul’s theological writing: first, his theology of election (Erwdhlungstheologie
— 1 Thessalonians);? second, a theology of the cross (Kreuzestheologie —
Corinthians); and third, his message of justification (Rechtfertigungsbotschaft
— already in Galatians). Of these three the second is the real centre; the

antiochenischen Theologie im Urchristentum [Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1994]; Schmithals,
Theologiegeschichte, index “Antiochien”). But see now Hengel and Schwemer, Paul
between Damascus and Antioch 279-91.

73. See below §7.4.

74. See further below §14.3.

75. See, e.g., the theses of Watson, Paul, and N. Taylor, Paul, Antioch and Jeru-
salem (JSNTS 66; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1992).

76. Particularly Kim, Origin (§7 n. 1).

77. Sanders, Paul 442-47. See also below §7.5 and n. 101.

78. ). Becker, Paulus. Der Apostel der Volker (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1989) = Paul.

79. There have been repeated attempts to distinguish an earlier stage of Paul’s
theology in 1 Thessalonians; see, e.g., T. Soding, ““‘Der Erste Thessalonicherbrief und die
.frijhe paulinische Evangeliumsverkiindigung. Zur Frage einer Entwicklung der paulin-
ischen Theology,” BZ 35 (1991) 180-203; Schulz, Neutestamentliche Ethik (§23 n. 1)
301-33; and §16 n. 35 below; but see also Lohse, “‘Changes of Thought.”
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theology of the cross is the “canon” by which the theology of election is
defined; the message of justification is the language in which the theology of
the cross is clothed.

However, of all the attempts in this area, the most sophisticated and
influential has probably been Beker’s advocacy of a model of coherence within
contingency, where for him *the coherence of the gospel is constituted by the
apocalyptic interpretation of the death and resurrection of Christ.”’% The
strength of this model is precisely that the coherence does not reduce to some
static formulation or unalterable structure of thought, and so cannot be easily
broken by the shifting currents of contingency. Rather, the coherence is that
stable, constant element which expresses what Beker calls “‘the convictional
basis of Paul’s proclamation,” or what Paul himself refers to as “the truth of
the gospel” (Gal. 2.5, 14).81

Certainly students of Paul’s theology would be wise to adopt some
such model. It is simply a matter of respect for our subject matter and for the
sheer stature of the man that we should assume an essential coherence to his
thought and praxis, unless proved otherwise. And it is simply a matter of
common sense that any such coherence will have taken a variety of forms,
some of which may be defined in developmental terms, but all of which will
be contingent in greater or less degree. At all events, it is the more flexible
model which is most likely to prove fruitful as a tool in analysis of Paul’s
theology.82

$1.5 Toward a theology of Paul

In the light of the preceding discussion, readers should know that two meth-
odological decisions have shaped my own attempt to write a theology of Paul.

a) As has been hinted at several points in the preceding pages, my own
preferred model is that of dialogue. Dialogues (not just theological dialogues)
between people are the primary means by which individuals learn about others
and learn to understand others. It is precisely in dialogue that we learn to
appreciate allusions. It is precisely through dialogue that one becomes more
aware that the stories of the dialogue partner are different from one’s own. It

80. Beker, “Paul’s Theology” 364-77; also “Recasting Pauline Theology,” in
Bassler, ed., Pauline Theology 1.18, reflecting on his earlier Paul the Apostle.

81. Beker, “Paul’s Theology” 368; also “Recasting” 15.

82. Childs’ criticism of Beker (Introduction 310) seems to misunderstand Beker’s
agenda; where the canon preserves the contingency of the letters, it bears testimony to the
Same tension between contingency and coherence and necessitates the same dialogue
lbéf:tween h?stqrical inquiry into each letter’s allusive character and the themes deemed to

e of continuing importance on a canonical reading.
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is not least in thus truly encountering another that we become more sharply
conscious of the different levels at which our own principles and values are
based and of the different levels which form and determine our own thinking
and decision making.

Of course to speak of a dialogue with a man long dead is an extension
of the metaphor. But here again we benefit from the fact that Paul comes to
us as a letter writer, that is, as one side or partner in a sequence of dialogues.
This means that we can enter into a theological dialogue with Paul in several
ways.

For one thing, we can overhear his own historical dialogue with those
to whom and for whom he wrote. All students of Paul would be more or less
agreed that we can reconstruct the other sides of the dialogue, at least to some
extent, both by setting Paul’s letters in their historical context and by listening
for the allusions to the other sides of the dialogue. To that extent, then, we
can appreciate what Paul says as dialogue.

For another, we can enter some way into Paul’s own dialogue with
himself. To be taken seriously are the observations made above about the
allusive character of Paul’s letter writing, including allusions to the different
stories in which he was caught up, or, alternatively put, the different levels
within Paul’s own story. In which case, our ability to recognize these allusions
is also our ability in effect to wrestle with Paul through the tensions set up
by the interaction between these different stories and levels. That is to say,
we can empathize in at least some measure with Paul’s own theologizing.

And for another, we naturally bring our own questions and traditions
to our scrutiny of what Paul has said. That is to say, to the extent that we can
hear Paul in his own terms we can begin genuinely to dialogue with him on
our own part. Despite the intervening centuries it can be a genuine dialogue
rather than a monologue. For the questions we pose can only be properly
answered in Paul’s terms. And if useful answers are to emerge, then the
questions themselves must be rephrased in the light of the dialogue until they
are formulated in such terms as Paul can give real answers to.

I make no apology, then, for pursuing my task along these lines. In
particular, I am not concerned to reconstruct the theology of Paul as a historical
artifact of primarily antiquarian or curiosity value. Theology wrestles with the
supreme questions of reality and human existence. And as already noted, from
the perspective of Christian theology, Paul’s contribution to the ongoing dia-
logue on these questions is unsurpassed. So my endeavour in the following
pages is, first of all, so far as possible, to get inside the skin of Paul, to see
through his eyes, to think his thoughts from inside as it were, and to do so in
such a way as to help others to appreciate his insight and subtlety and concerns
for themselves. At the same time I wish to theologize with Paul, to engage in
mutually critical dialogue with him, as one would hope a maturing student
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would engage critically with the thought of his or her teacher. Of course, a
one-to-one dialogue will hardly draw out the full riches of Paul’s theology.
And despite the numerous footnotes on the following pages the attempt to
draw other voices into the dialogue remains limited. On the other hand, the
model of the one-to-one tutorial remains an invaluable tool for teaching and
Jearning — even if it is fast disappearing in British universities at under-
graduate level! And I treasure the hope that the dialogue will continue through
and beyond the critical interactions of reviewers with this book.

b) One final point needs to be decided before embarking on the enter-
prise. That is, where one should best locate oneself within the flow of Paul’s
thought in order to begin the dialogue with it. Such a decision will be neces-
sary. For if we dialogue with Paul freely across the range of his reminiscences
and letters we may simply end up with a mishmash — not the theology of
Paul as he would have owned it at any particular time. A theology of Paul
which gives an account of his faith just after the Damascus road christophany
will not be quite the same as the theology of Paul between the Jerusalem
consultation and the incident at Antioch, which will not be quite the same as
the theology of Paul before and after he heard the news from Galatia, which
will not be quite the same as the theology of Paul during his exchanges with
the church at Corinth, and so on.

In fact, however, the decision is easy to make. For there is one letter
of Paul’s which is less caught in the flux and developing discourse of Paul
with his churches than the others. And that is Romans.83 In the movement
and dialogue of Paul’s theologizing, his letter to the Romans is a relatively (I
stress relatively) fixed feature. It was written to a church which was not his
own founding. It was written at the end of a (or, better, the) major phase of
Paul’s missionary work (Rom. 15.18-24), which included most of the other
undisputed letters. It was written under probably the most congenial circum-
stances of his mission, with time for careful reflection and composition. And,
above all, it was clearly intended to set out and defend his own mature
understanding of the gospel (Rom. 1.16-17) as he had thus far proclaimed it
and as he hoped to commend it both in Jerusalem and beyond Rome in Spain.
In short, Romans is still far removed from a dogmatic or systematic treatise
on theology, but it nevertheless is the most sustained and reflective statement
of Paul’s own theology by Paul himself.

_ How to write a theology of Paul, then? Paul’s letter to the Christians
n R_ome is the nearest thing we have to Paul’s own answer to that question.
Which is also to say that Romans provides us with an example of the way
Paul himself chose to order the sequence of themes in his theology. If, there-

Lou 83. Cf. the subtitle of Hultgren’s Paul’s Gospel; not to mention Melanchthon’s
<t Communes (1521).
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fore, we wish to grasp at and dialogue with the mature theology of Paul we
cannot do better than take Romans as a kind of template on which to construct
our own statement of Paul’s theology, a dominant chord by which to tune our
own lesser instruments. A theology of Paul which sets out to describe and
discuss the theology of Paul at the time he wrote Romans and by constant
reference to Romans as prompter and plumb line is surely headed in the right
direction. Now read on.
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CHAPTER 2

God and Humankind

§2 God!
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§2.1 God as axiom

A systematic study of Paul’s theology has to begin with his belief in God.
This is not simply because the term “theology” may be said to have “speech
about God™’ as its primary meaning.2 It is much more because God is the
fundamental presupposition of Paul’s theology, the starting point of his the-
ologizing, the primary subtext of all his writing. The word “God” itself occurs
548 times in the Pauline corpus, 153 in Romans alone. Only two chapters of
the extensive Pauline writings lack any explicit mention of “God.” As a rule
in the Pauline letters God is mentioned at once as the primary legitimating
factor behind Paul’s life work — ““Paul, called to be an apostle . . . through
God’s will” (1 Cor. 1.1), “Paul, apostle . . . through God the Father” (Gal.
1.1), and the one which becomes almost stereotypical thereafter, ““Paul, apostle
of Christ Jesus through God’s will.”’3 The regular greeting in his letters is of
“grace to you and peace from God our Father,” followed by a thanksgiving
to God. In Romans itself the attentive reader cannot but be struck by the steady
sequence of genitive phrases which marks the first chapter — “gospel of
God,” “son of God,” “beloved of God,” “‘the will of God,” *“power of God,”
“righteousness of God,” “wrath of God,” “what may be known of God,”
“the glory of God,” “the truth of God,” “the judgment of God.” Whatever
else Paul’s theology was, it was talk “of God.” Nor is it coincidental that the
thematic statement of Romans is an affirmation of “God’s righteousness”
(1.17), that the first main section begins as an assertion of ‘“God’s wrath”
(1.18), and that the starting point of his indictment is ‘‘what may be known
of God” (1.19, 21).

The problem for us, however, is that Paul’s convictions about God
are all too axiomatic. Because they were axioms, Paul never made much
effort to expound them. They belong to the foundations of his theology and
so are largely hidden from view. Consequently it is not possible for us to
read off Paul’s theology of God from any particular passage in Paul, as one
can with his understanding of justification and faith from Romans 3—4 or
his understanding of the resurrection of the dead from 1 Corinthians 15. It
is presumably for this reason that many analyses of Paul’s theology forego
a section on “God” and jump at once into other aspects or even presupposi-
tions, usually an analysis of the human condition.4 In so doing, by staying

2. Bultmann’s misgivings on the point need to be recalled (“What Does It Mean
to Speak of God?”).

3.2 Cor. 1.1; Eph. 1.1; Col. 1.1; 2 Tim. 1.1.

4. In this century see Holtzmann, Prat, Anderson, Bultmann, Whiteley, Ridderbos,
Eichholz, Kiimmel, Ladd, Goppelt, and Berger. Feine, Schlier, Morris, whose first section
on the Pauline writings is entitled “God at the Center” (25-38), Fitzmyer, and Becker,
Paul 379-82 are exceptions. Hence the title of Dahl’s essay, “The Neglected Factor in New
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§2.1 Gop
closer to the explicit level of Paul’s written thought, they reflect the character
of that writing. But they also run the danger of missing some of the (theo)log-
ical connections which help explain the slants and turns of Paul’s theology
but which lie below the surface, in the foundational substructure of Paul’s
theology.

Fortunately the same phenomenon works to our advantage. For to put
the same point another way, Paul did not need to explain his beliefs about
God because they were already common to and shared with his readers. His
“speech about God” was part of the shared speech of the first Christian
congregations, already a fundamental “taken-for-granted” of their common
discourse. So, for example, an appeal to the “will of God” could be effective
without elaboration simply because the importance of doing God’s will was
equally axiomatic for them also. If then we are to fill out Paul’s repeated
references and allusions to God into a more coherent or at least connected
“speech about God” we have to set them into the context of the beliefs about
God which Paul shared with his readers. Here, in other words, we have the
first example of the need to set Paul’s individual statements into historical
context — in this case into the context of the beliefs about God which Paul
could have expected to inform and motivate his readers’ own faith.

As will quickly become evident, these shared beliefs were Jewish
through and through. One of the reasons why Paul did not have to explain
or defend his belief in God was because it was the fundamental belief of his
own tradition, the belief in which he himself had been instructed from his
youth, and out of which he had lived his life for as long as he could remember.
Thus in Romans his language again and again falls into the rhythm of
traditional Jewish affirmations about God — “God who is blessed forever”
(1.25), “God will judge the world” (3.5), “God who gives life to the dead”
(4.17), God ““who searches the hearts” (8.27), and so on.5 In other words,
Paul’s conversion had not changed his belief in and about God. It was the
Creator God of Genesis who had also enlightened him (2 Cor. 4.6, echoing
Gen. 1.3). It was the God who had called Jeremiah who had also chosen
him (Gal. 1.15, echoing Jer. 1.5). It was the grace of this God which had
made him what he was (1 Cor. 15.10). In short, his most fundamental
taken-for-granted remained intact.

' At the same time, the impact of this God-given “‘revelation of Christ”
did not leave his fundamental belief in God unaffected. Indeed, one of the
Most fascinating aspects of a study of Paul’s theology is the exploration of

_—

ngitafnent Theology,” which is “theo-logy in the strict sense of the word” (153). Dahl’s

exc1ClS'm (154) Qf Cullmann’s statement that “‘early Christian theology is in reality almost
usively Christology™ (Christology 2-3) has much wider application.

5. See further Moxnes, Theology in Conflict 15-31.

29



Gobp AND HUMANKIND §2.1

the ways in which Paul’s belief in Christ impacted on his theology of God.6
But for the moment we need focus only on the principal features of Paul’s
speech about God which he inherited from his forefathers.

This recognition of the essentially Jewish character of Paul’s “speech
about God”” is not challenged by the fact that the majority of those in Paul’s
congregations were Gentiles. For Paul’s Gentile converts probably were drawn
largely, in the first instance at least, from among those Gentiles who seem to
have frequented, even crowded, many a diaspora synagogue at this time.” The
fact that they were called “*God-worshipers” (sebomenoi ton Theon) suggests
in itself that the Jewish belief in God was one of Judaism’s main attractions.8
As noted before,” Paul’s assumption of his readers’ familiarity with and respect
for the LXX presupposes a prior knowledge of the LXX which can only have
been gained in the synagogue and in the new gatherings in the name of Jesus
Messiah. As for preaching to Gentiles unfamiliar with Jewish traditions, it
will be no accident that Luke portrays Paul’s two “Gentile sermons’ as
devoted almost entirely to the proclamation of God — hardly at all of Jesus.10
In so doing Luke simply expresses the logic of a Jew preaching to non-Jews:
turning to God meant turning to the God confessed by Jews.!! And Paul
confirms that he followed just that logic in his own preaching to Gentiles,
when he reminds his Thessalonian converts “how you turned to God from
idols, to serve a living and true God” (1 Thes. 1.9).12

If then we are to lay bare the substructure of Paul’s thought, to hear
the taken-for-granteds which link his allusions to God into a fuller “speech

6. This has been the main consideration in most studies which bring Paul’s theology
of God to focus (Klumbies, Rede 13-33), summed up in such phrases as “talk of God
determined by the confession of Christ’s cross and resurrection” (Lindemann, “Rede von
Gott™ 362). “‘the christologically determined theology of the New Testament” (Rahner and
Thiising, New Christology [§10 n. 1] 85), christology “within the horizon of monotheism”
(Holtz, *“Theo-logie™ 108), ‘the christological interpretation of God,” “the christologically
defined God” (Klumbies, Rede 237, 247), and Paul’s ““christological monotheism”” (Wright,
Climax 99, 129); see further below §10.5.

7. Cf. Acts 13.43, 50; 16.14; 17.4, 17; 18.7.

8. One of the most explicit non-Jewish, non-Christian descriptions is that of
Juvenal: the God-fearers who “worship nothing but the clouds, and the divinity of the
heavens” (Satires 14.96-97). The idea that Jews identified God with heaven goes back to
Hecataeus of Abdera (c. 300 BCE; see GLAJJ 1.28, 305-6). On God-fearers see, e.g.,
Schiirer. History 3.160-71, and J. Reynolds and R. Tannenbaum, Jews and Godfearers at
Aphrodisias (Cambridge: Cambridge Philological Society, 1987) 48-66.

9. See above §1.3 and n. 45.

10. Acts 14.15-17; 17.22-31.

11 Acts 14.15; 15.19; 26.18, 20.

12, Klumbies unjustifiably maintains that Paul sets “the Christian God in contrast
to the idols and to the God of the Jews” (Rede 143-44).
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§2.2 Gop
about God,”” we must spell out his Jewish presuppositions in a little detail.
The most obvious aspects to focus on are Jewish monotheism, the belief in
God as creator, as sovereign, and as final judge, and on God as the God of

Israel.

§2.2 God as one

The most fundamental Jewish belief was in the oneness of God. Paul had no
doubt been taught to say the Shema from his youth, probably as a daily
confession: “Hear O Israel: The Lord our God is one Lord™ or ““. . . the Lord
our God, the Lord is one’’ (Deut. 6.4). On the basis of Deut. 6.7 a devout Jew,
as Paul evidently had been, would say the Shema twice a day. Similarly, the
decalogue, the basic statement of Jewish obligation, begins with the unequivo-
cal charge: ““You shall have no other gods besides or before me”” (Exod. 20.3).
It is not surprising then that works of Jewish apologetic take this as their
starting point. The Letter of Aristeas, written probably in the second half of
the second century BCE, begins its exposition of the law “first of all by
demonstrating that God is one™ (Ep. Arist. 132). Philo equally reflects the
primacy of the first commandment for diaspora Jews of Paul’s day in his
exposition of it:

Let us, then, engrave deep in our hearts this as the first and most sacred
of commandments, to acknowledge and honour one God who is above
all, and let the idea that gods are many never even reach the ears of the

man whose rule of life is to seek for truth in purity and goodness (Decal.
65).

And for Josephus, too, “‘the first word [of the decalogue] teaches us that God
is one” (Ant. 3.91).13

Tied into this was the conviction that God is invisible, or, more pre-
cisely, is un-image-able (Exod. 20.4) and unlookable-on (Exod. 33.20). Hence
the implacable hostility in Judaism from earliest days to idolatry. !4 Josephus,
Paul’s younger contemporary, in his most succinct apologia for Jewish religion
€Xpresses his people’s conviction on this point in refined terms:

81.83 13. Further data and bibliography in Rainbow, “Jewish Monotheism™ (§10 n. 1)
14. Classically in Isa. 44.9-20; Wisdom 11-15; Epistle of Jeremiah. Livy’s report
mage was found in the Jerusalem temple, “since they do not think the God partakes

ngaSr;); figure,” made this feature of Jewish religion more widely known (GLAJJ 1.330-31;

that no §
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He [Moses] represented him [God] as one, uncreated and immutable to
all eternity: in beauty surpassing all mortal thought, made known to us by
his power, although the nature of his real being passes knowledge. . . . By
his works and bounties he is plainly seen, indeed more manifest than aught
else: but his form and magnitude surpass our powers of description. No
materials, however costly, are fit to make an image of him; no art has skill
to conceive and represent it. The like of him we have never seen, we do
not imagine, and it is impious to conjecture (Ap. 2.167, 190-91).

We may observe in passing that such critique foreshadows the modern critique
of Feuerbach and Freud of the notion of God itself as an outward projection
of inner sensations. Significant, then, is the fact that traditional Jewish theol-
ogy both recognized the dangers of such self-projection and distinguished
their own convictions from it.

It is clear that Paul shared both these distinctively Jewish beliefs.!3 In his
discussion of food offered to idols (1 Cor. 8.1), his first instinct was to affirm his
ancestral faith in God as one: ““‘we know that an idol is nothing in the world and
that there is no God except one” (1 Cor. 8.4). He confessed the Shema (similarly
Eph. 4.6). Equally axiomatic was the proposition of God’s oneness in Gal. 3.20:
“God is one.”” So, too, early in Romans he bases his rebuttal of justification by
works on the Jewish confession “God is one” (Rom. 3.30). Somewhat surpris-
ingly, it was to be 1 Timothy, one of the latest members of the Pauline corpus,
which would affirm Jewish monotheism most fully: “the only God” (1.17);
“there is one God” (2.5); “the blessed and only Sovereign, the King of kings
and Lord of lords, who alone has immortality” (6.15-16). Paul did not write the
letter, but the confessions are his. Perhaps from the same hand, and equally in
character with Paul’s own faith, is the concluding doxology early on added to
Romans: *“‘to God, only, wise”” (Rom. 16.25).16

Paul’s antipathy to idolatry is equally clear and expressed with charac-
teristic Jewish fear, dismay, and scorn. Luke portrays Paul in Athens as “‘deeply
distressed to see that the city was full of idols” (Acts 17.16) and as quick to
denounce idolatry (17.29). The picture is borne out by Paul’s own recollection
of how his Thessalonian readers had “turned to God from idols” (1 Thes. 1.9).
In contrast to dead idols God is ““the living and true God” (1 Thes. 1.9).17 In

15. See also Hahn, “Confession.”

16. Cf. particularly 2 Macc. 1.24-25 (“O Lord. Lord God. Creator of all things
- - you alone are king and are kind, you alone are bountiful, you alone are just and almighty
and eternal”); Sir. 1.8 (“There is one who is wise”); Philo, Fuga 47 (*‘the only wise”),
Pseudo-Phocylides 54 (“the only God is wise™). See further Delling, “MONOS THEOS.”

I7. “Living God” — also Rom. 9.26 (citing Hos. 1.10 LXX 2.1); 2 Cor. 3.3, 6.16;

1 Tim. 3.15; 4.10. The phrase is frequent in the OT — e.g., Deut. 2.26; Josh. 3.10; 1 Sam.
17.26. 36; Ps. 84.2: Isa. 37.4, 17.
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Romans the first charge he brings against human impiety (1.18) takes for granted
God’s invisibility (1 .20)18 and follows closely the traditional Jewish condemna-
tion of idolatry: ““they changed the glory of the incorruptible God for the mere
likeness of corruptible humanity, birds, beasts, and reptiles” (1.23).! And
elsewhere Paul’s condemnation of idolatry is as forthright as that of any of his
Jewish predecessors: *“flee from idolatry™ (1 Cor. 10.14).20

Thus it is all too clear that Jewish monotheism was one of the primary
presuppositions and starting points in Paul’s thought about God and about the
appropriate and inappropriate ways in which humans conceived of and wor-
shiped God.

§2.3 Other gods?

This all too clear picture of a sharp antithesis between Paul’s Jewish mon-
otheism and Gentile polytheism and idolatry may, however, be too clear.
The misgivings arise on three fronts: from recognition of a form of mono-
theism in Greco-Roman religion; from a questioning of the strictness of
Jewish monotheism; and from some of Paul’s own statements related to the
issue.

a) The distinctiveness of Jewish belief in the oneness of God should
not be exaggerated. Most of the old religions and religious cults of the time
envisaged a supreme god at the head of a divine hierarchy,?! and the more
philosophically minded could readily conceive of God as one, with ““all
‘gods’ simply his will at work in various spheres of action.”’22 Nevertheless,
this was hardly the radical monotheism of the Jews. For typical of the liberal
tolerance of the Hellenistic period was precisely this readiness to recognize
the deity in many manifestations.23 Piety, understood as honouring the

_ 18. Note also Col. 1.15 (*‘the invisible God”) and 1 Tim. 1.17 (*incorruptible,
invisible, only God™).

19. The language is drawn from Ps. 106.20 and Jer. 2.11, and vv. 22-23 contain
echoes of Isa. 44.9-20 and Wisdom 11-15 (note particularly 11.15; 12.24; 13.10, 13-14;
14.8, 15.18-19); cf. also Ep. Arist. 138. See also §5.4.

. 20. See also 1 Cor. 5.10-11; 6.9; 10.7; Gal. 5.20; cf. Col. 3.5 and Eph. 5.5. The
term itself, eidalolatria, “worship of idols,” may indeed be a Pauline formation, since it
occurs elsewhere in biblical Greek only in | Pet. 4.3, though it does appear also in T, Jud.
19.1 and 23.] (both v.L.) and in 7, Ben. 10.10.

) 21. MacMullen, Paganism 7, notes that in inscriptions in Asia Minor Zeus is
Invoked two and a half times as often as any other.
'224 MacMullen, Paganism 87; see also, e.g., H. Chadwick, Origen: Contra Celsum
(Cambndge: Cambridge University, 1953) xvi-xx.
local v 2_3..F0r example, we regularly find Zeus hyphenated with what was seen as the
ariation — Zeus Sarapis, Zeus Dionysus, Zeus Ammon, Zeus Baal, even Zeus
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divinity according to local ancestral custom, called for genuine respect for
other gods and their cults. In contrast, it was the intolerance of Judaism in
refusing to recognize these other gods as manifestations of Yahweh (or
Yahweh as the manifestation of Zeus)24 which provoked the charge of
atheism against Jews — refusal to recognize the reality of other gods
(Josephus, Ap. 2. 148).25

Greek philosophy could be equally critical of idolatry, as Celsus was
quick to remind the second-century Christians (Contra Celsum 1.5, citing
Heraclitus). That the gods were incorporeal, lacked human feelings, and
needed no sacrifices was a philosophical commonplace.26 Later Christian
criticism of anthropomorphism was as much indebted to Greek criticism of
the traditional gods as to Jewish polemic against idolatry.27 Nevertheless,
despite the fine-grained conceptuality of the philosophic discussion about the
gods, the importance to city and state of thriving cults was not in dispute. The
fading glory of the Athenian intellectual tradition sat comfortably in a city
which was “full of idols’’ (Acts 17.16). In contrast, Jewish refusal to imag(in)e
the form of God and antipathy to worship characterized by devotion to
humanly crafted images was a matter of some bewilderment to most Greeks
and Romans. The Roman poet Juvenal, writing early in the second century,
was probably typical when he satirized the nebulous character of his judaizing
compatriots, ‘““who worship nothing but the clouds and the numen of heaven”
(Satires 14.97).

It is the exclusiveness of Israel’s monotheism, therefore, which marked
it out in the ancient world, and the intolerance of its attack on idolatry. We
need not doubt that Paul shared that intolerance of all such debasement of the
image of God: ““claiming to be wise they became fools, and changed the glory
of the incorruptible God for the mere likeness of corruptible humanity, birds,
beasts, and reptiles” (Rom. 1.22-23).

b) Some would find another qualification of Jewish monotheism from
the Jewish side, particularly in the explosion of intermediary figures which
seem to be interposed between God and the cosmos in the Second Temple
period?® and in the hints of Jewish syncretism which have been detected in

Ahuramazda, and the triple form Zeus Helios Sarapis (LSJ, Zeus II; H. Kleinknecht, theos,
TDNT 3.76; MacMullen, Paganism 83-84, 90).

24. Augustine recalls that Varro (2nd century BCE) “thought the God of the Jews
to be the same as Jupiter” (GLAJJ 1.209-10).

25. This is the root of the popular prejudice against Christians as atheists, already
in Martvrdom of Polycarp 3.2; 9.2.

26. MacMullen, Paganism 76.

27. Grant, Gods 76-77. See also the extracts in Long/Sedley, §23.

28. Bousset/Gressmann, 319; Hengel, Judaism 1.155. Most extreme is M. Barker,
The Great Angel: A Study of Israel’s Second God (London: SPCK, 1992).
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diaspora Judaism.2? But although there does seem to have been a rapid
expansion in the angelic population in the two hundred years before Paul,
this does not constitute any real threat to Jewish monotheism.30 It was, after
all. one way for Jewish apologists to conceptualize the gods of other nations
__to regard them as part of Yahweh’s heavenly retinue3! or as angels
appointed by Yahweh to rule over these nations.3? At the same time there is
a repeated warning in Jewish writings of the period that angels are not to
be regarded as gods or to be worshiped.3? So, too, within Judaism, the figure
of divine Wisdom3# is not a divine being independent of God, however
vigorous the poetic imagery used of her. She is in fact another vivid way of
speaking of God’s immanence, without detracting from his transcendence.
For example, in Wisdom 10ff. Wisdom is portrayed as Yahweh’s care for
the patriarchs and for Israel.33 Less vivid, but playing the same role as the
wisdom of God, were similar circumlocutions like the spirit of God and the
glory of God.3¢

As for the tradition of syncretistic Judaism in the diaspora, once we
have discounted extreme cases like Elymas in Cyprus, the ““false prophet and
magus” (Acts 13.6-8), and the seven sons of Sceva, “‘a Jewish high priest”
(Acts 19.14), the evidence is very slight and at best ambiguous. In particular,
despite the long-running speculation of a syncretistic Jewish worship of angels
in Asia Minor, the data are probably better explained in terms of pagan

29. Particularly in reference to the ‘““false teaching”™ at Colossae; see, e.g., my
Colossians 27-28. also GLAJJ 1.359; C. E. Amold, The Colossian Syncretism: The
Interface between Christianity and Folk Belief at Colossae (WUNT 2.77; Tiibingen:
Mohr, 1995). Contrast Hengel and Schwemer. Paul between Damascus and Antioch
76-80.

30. Wicks, Doctrine of God 122-28; “in each century the clear doctrine of the
majority of the authors, whatever their angelology. is that of a God who is in unmediated
contact with His creation” (124). See further Hurtado, One God (§10 n. 1) 17-39.

31. E.g., Exod. 15.11; Pss. 29.1; 82.1; 89.6-7; 95.3; 103.21; 148.2. See further
Caird, Principalities (§5 n. 1) 1-4, 11-12; Wink, Unmasking (§5 n. 1) 109-11.

32. Deut. 32.8-9; Dan. 10.13, 20-21; Sir. 17.17; Jub. 15.31; I Enoch 89.59-60;
90.22-25: Targum Pseudo-Jonathan on Gen. 11.7-8. The idea was taken over into the
Christian era; so, e.g., Emperor Julian in his oration against the “Galileans’: “over each
nation is a national god, with an angel acting as his agent . . .” (MacMullen, Paganism
82); other examples in Wink, Unmasking (§5 n. 1) 92.

33. Apoc. Zeph. 6.15; Apoc. Abr. 17.2; Philo, Fuga 212; Som. 1.238. See further
L. T Stuckenbruck, Angel Veneration and Christology: A Study in Early Judaism and in
the Christology of the Apocalypse of John (WUNT 2.70; Tiibingen: Mohr, 1995).

' 34. Prov. 8.22-31; Sir. 24.1-22; Bar. 3.9-37; Wis. 6.12-11.1; / Enoch 42: Philo,
In several passages (see my Christology 169, 171, 173-74).
35. Dunn, Christology 168-76, 215-30. See further below §11.1.

36. See also Kleinknecht, TDNT 3.98-99: Casey, Jewish Prophet (§10 n. 1);
Hurtado, One God (§10 n. 1) ch. 2.
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borrowing of only half-understood Jewish concepts.37 Such a thesis certainly
fits best with the consistent evidence of Jewish communities eager to maintain
their ethnic identity and ancestral customs. The sounder testimony, then, is
that of Josephus, who affirms without qualification that “‘to acknowledge God
as one is common to all the Hebrews™ (Ant. 5.112). And Tacitus, the most
savage of Roman critics of the Jews, writing early in the second century,
equally is in no doubt and notes with grudging respect:

The Jews conceive of one god only, and that with the mind only; they
regard as impious those who make from perishable materials representa-
tions of gods in man’s image; that supreme and eternal being is to them
incapable of representation and without end. Therefore they set up no
statues in their cities, still less in their temples; this flattery is not paid
their kings, nor this honour given to the Caesars (Hist. 5.5.4).

Paul, too, evidently had no doubts about Jewish monotheism in his own
continued affirmation of the Shema. The issue of how he saw Jesus, now exalted
as Lord, fitting into this monotheism, and particularly how he made use of the
figure of divine Wisdom in speaking of Jesus as Lord, are questions to which
we must return.38 For the moment we need only speak of Paul as heir of a
consistently affirmed and clearly perceived Jewish faith in God as one.

¢) Within the context of such discussions Paul’s own allusions to wider
beliefs about God are fascinating and at times puzzling. Thus he carries on
from his confession of God as one in 1 Corinthians 8 with the ambivalent
comment: “for, even if there are so-called gods, whether in heaven or on
earth, as indeed there are gods many and lords many, yet for us there is one
God, the Father” (1 Cor. 8.5-6). Paul’s language leaves unclear whether he
intends to carry over the qualification (““so-called gods”) into the following
clause or wishes to affirm the existence of other gods as such. Earlier he was
more forthright: “‘every so-called god” (2 Thes. 2.4); the gods worshiped by
Gentiles were “beings that by nature are no gods” (Gal. 4.8).3 His ambiguity
in 1 Corinthians 8 may therefore be deliberate, either because he himself was

37. See particularly A. R. R. Shepherd, “Pagan Cults of Angels in Roman Asia
Minor,” Talanta 12-13 (1980-81) 77-101 (here 94-99); P. Trebilco, Jewish Communities
in Asia Minor (SNTSMS 69; Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1991) 137; S. Mitchell,
Anatolia: Land, Men and Gods in Asia Minor, 2 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon, 1993) 2.46.
Arnold (above n. 29) ignores the characteristically traditional Jewish features in the letter
which indicate how mainstream was the Jewish threat to the Christian house church(es)
of Colossae; see further my “The Colossian Philosophy: A Confident Jewish Aplogia,”
Bib 76 (1995) 153-81.

38. See below particularly §10.5.

39. A characteristically Jewish assertion (2 Chron. 13.9; Isa. 37.19; Jer. 2.11; 5.7;
16.20; Wis. 12.27; Ep. Jer. 23, 29, 51-52, 64-65, 69, 72).
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uncertain how much to concede or because he wrote out of pastoral sensitivity,
ad hominem, to give as much weight as he could to the fears of the “weak”
in Corinth.40 Certainly he could hardly but be aware of the many gods wor-
shiped in the cities he visited. His intention, however, seems to have been to
maximize the force of the confession of God as one, which he shared with
the Corinthians, by affirming it boldly in the face of these other more common
beliefs. So what if others so believe! It does not affect the truth given to us
that “God is one”’!

Equally ambivalent is the implication in the latter stages of the same
discussion that idols are indwelt by demons (1 Cor. 10.20-21). Again we have
to ask: was Paul simply reflecting the real fears of the “weak” members of
the Corinthian church,*! naming realities of which he himself was less than
certain? Or indeed, was his use of the term *“‘demons” simply the result of
his deliberate echo of Deut. 32.17, with the further echo in 10.22 of Deut.
32.21 implying that the idol is “no god” (Deut. 32.21)? In this connection it
should not escape notice that “demons” are never mentioned again in the
undisputed letters of Paul,*2 nor does Paul anywhere speak of exorcism.*3
Evidently, then, he could leave ambiguous the status of other gods/demons,
for what mattered were two things most of all: (1) The one ultimate reality is
God; so anything which detracts from that, even as an empty “nothing” (idol)
still detracts from the one ultimate reality of God. (2) Idols/demons have an
all too real existential reality — whether merely the human projections of
other gods (above §2.2), or objectively real demons — and that existential
reality can be so crippling and enslaving that it must be given no place.4

“The Satan” appears more frequently.*5 But the consistent use of the

40. See, e.g., the discussion in Conzelmann, I Corinthians 143, and Fee,
! Corinthians 372-73. Paul “is not interested in the ontological existence of other gods,
but in the existential fact that whatever is worshiped is indeed, for that person, a god”
(Wink, Unmasking [85 n. 1] 113; also 125).

41. In Ps. 96.5 the LXX (95.5) translates Hebrew *lilim (“idols™) as daimonia
(“demons™). Cf. Philo; “It is Moses’ custom to give the name of angels to those whom
other philosophers call demons (or spirits), souls, that is, which fly and hover in the air. . . .
So if you realize that souls and demons and angels are but different names for the same
underlying object, you will cast from you that most grievous burden, the fear of demons
Orsuperstitition” (Gigant. 6, 16). On demons in popular religion of the time see MacMullen,
Paganism 79-80; and further at §5.1.

42. But note 1 Tim. 4.1.

43. Though cf. Acts 16.18; 19.13.

44. See further below §24.7.

29 o 45. lf{om. 16.20; 1 Cor. 5.5; 7.5; 2 Cor. 2.11; 11.14; 12.7; 1 Thes. 2.18; 2 Thes.

6.1,5? S? 1 Tln.l. 1.20; 5.15. Note also “the god of this age” (2 Cor. 4.4), “Beliar” (2 Cor.

2~2 > thf evil on.e” (2 Thes. 3.3; Eph. 6.16), “‘the ruler of the power of the air” (Eph.
-2), and “the devil” (Eph. 4.27; 6.11; 1 Tim. 3.6-7; 2 Tim. 2.26).
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definite article probably reflects the continuing influence of the original con-
cept, that of a force hostile to God but permitted so to act by God to serve
his will.#6 Hence the inference of 1 Cor. 5.5 — a member of the congregation
handed over to the Satan, for the salvation of his spirit (similarly 1 Tim.
1.20):47 and of 2 Cor. 12.7 — ““a messenger of the Satan,” giving Paul occa-
sion to learn one of his most valuable lessons (12.9-10). In Romans the only
reference is the confident hope that “the God of peace will crush the Satan
under your feet speedily.” Earlier in Romans Paul mentions other hostile
heavenly powers only to assert their powerlessness before God in Christ (Rom.
8.38-39).

There are matters here to which we will have to return when we
consider Paul’s conception of evil.*8 For the moment it is enough to note that
whatever reality such forces had for Paul, they evidently did not compromise
his monotheism. Paul’s confidence in God as one remained unshaken.

§2.4 God and the cosmos

It is clear from the early verses of Romans that God’s role as creator is
another fundamental taken-for-granted of Paul’s theology: God has been
knowable “‘from the creation of the world” (Rom. 1.20); he is the creator
(1.25).49 This was a less controversial aspect of Paul’s theism. The concept
of creation and of a creator, or at least a divine architect, could easily hold
its place within the range of Greco-Roman religion and philosophy.50 Paut
thus had no difficulty in making use at this point of what should probably
be regarded as Stoic terminology — in particular, the contrast of the invisible
discerned by the mind (1.20). The terms “eternal” and “deity” (1.20) had
already been drawn from Stoic thought into the Jewish wisdom tradition by
the Wisdom of Solomon and Philo.5! And the talk of creation using the
prepositions ““from,” “‘through,” and “to” (as in Rom. 11.36) was again

46. Job 1-2; Zech. 3.1-2; 1 Chron. 21.1 as an interpretation of 2 Sam. 24.1.

47. Wink, Unmasking (§5 n. 1) — “Satan is the means of his deliverance!” (16).

48. See further below §5.

49. See also Rom. 8.19-22, 39; 1 Cor. 11.9; Col. 1.15-16, 23: 3.10; Eph. 3.9; and
the matching concept of *‘new creation” (2 Cor. 5.17; Gal. 6.15).

50. Plato’s Timaeus was a fundamental text in Greek inteliectual thought. See also
Klein.knecht, TDNT 3.73-74 and H. Sasse, kosmos, TDNT 3.874-80. Philo’s portrayal of
creation in De Opificio Mundi was heavily influenced by middle Platonic thought. See
further J. Dillon, The Middle Platonists (London: Duckworth/Ithaca: Cornell University,
1977) 155-78.

‘ 51. Aidios — cf. Wis. 2.23 and 7.26; theiotés — in LXX only in Wis. 18.19. See
further Lietzmann, Rimer 31-32: W. Michaelis, aoratos, TDNT 5.368-69.
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typically Stoic.52 Even here, however, we should probably recognize distinc-
tively Jewish influence in the exclusive use of ““create/creation’ for the act
and fact of divine creation, reflecting the same exclusiveness in the use of
the Hebrew bara’ (‘‘create”), in contrast to the less discriminating usage of
Greek thought.53

A sharper contrast can be seen between the characteristically Greek
view of the cosmos and the characteristically Jewish view. In the former,
the fundamental Platonic distinction between the visible world accessible to
the senses and the world of ideas accessible only through the mind was of
widespread influence.>* The tendency was for the two to be set in sharp
antithesis, the material world in all its corruptibility regarded as much inferior
to the imperishable world of the mind. It was but a step for the physical to
be despised, the material to be regarded as a burden and a downward drag,
and salvation to be understood as an escape from materiality.55 There is
something of the same instinct in the Jewish antithesis between creator and
creation, in the abandoning of the anthropomorphism of the early Pentateu-
chal traditions, and in the classic utterance of Isa. 31.3 — ““The Egyptians
are human, and not God; their horses are flesh, and not spirit.”’>¢ And Paul
is not uninfluenced by this antithesis himself — a subject to which we must
return in §3.

What is significant at this point, however, is Paul’s essentially Jewish
conception of a cosmos which was created good (Gen. 1.26-31). Humankind
is still the image of God (1 Cor. 11.7). “The earth is [still} the Lord’s, and
everything in it” (1 Cor. 10.26, citing Ps. 24.1). “Nothing is profane/unclean
in itself”” (Rom. 14.14). Even more explicit is 1 Timothy: “‘Everything created
by God is good” (1 Tim. 4.4). So the created realm still speaks of God (Rom.
1.19-20),57 and, despite its present subjection to futility, it will share in the
final redemption (Rom. §.19-23). It is no surprise, then, that God’s act in
raising from the dead, the climax of his salvation, is of a piece with his act

52. E.g. Pseudo-Aristotle, De Mundo 6; Philo, Cher. 125-26; Seneca, Epistle 65.8.
See further my Romans 701.

53. See my Romans 57-58.

54, The influence is particularly clear in Philo’s Opif. 16-44.

55. Classically in the tag soma séma, “the body a tomb (of the soul),” and in the
much-quoted saying of Empedocles about “the alien garb of the flesh” (allognos chiton
sarkos) cited by E. Schweizer, TDNT 7.1026 and 1027 respectively.

56. Wis. 9.15 (“a perishable body weighs down the soul, and this earthly tent
burdens the thoughtful mind”) illustrates well how far Greek perception penetrated Hel-
lenistic Judaism.

57. Echoing Wis. 13.1, but also a common perception in Stoic thought; see, e.g.,
Pseudo-Aristotle, De Mundo 6 and Philo, Spec. Leg. 1.35; and further Bornkamm, “Rev-
elation” 50-53.
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in creating: ‘*he who gives life to the dead’ "8 is “he who calls things that
have no existence into existence” (Rom. 4.17).5% Subsequently the Pauline
thought is developed in terms of a still clearer integration of creation and
salvation (Col. 1.15-20; v. 20 — ““all things” reconciled to God),% and of a
renewal in accordance with the image of the creator (3.10; similarly Eph.
4.24).

Also characteristically Jewish is Paul’s conception of the divine order-
ing of the cosmos and of human society (Rom. 13.1-5).61 As already noted,
the will of God was a determining factor in Paul’s own life and plans (Rom.
1.10; 15.32).62 With the devout “Jew,” it was of the highest importance for
Paul to “‘discern the will of God” (Rom. 2.18; 12.2). To be sure, the pious
qualification “God willing” was in widespread use.5® But whereas Greek
tradition allowed for the arbitrary and inexplicable with its notion of fate,
Paul, as with Jewish thought generally, courted the problem of theodicy by
attributing all to the divine “purpose” (Rom. 8.28-30; 9.11)64 and “will”
(9.19). Nor did he flinch from the harshness of the corollary: the divine potter
has the “right” “to make from the same lump of clay one vessel for honourable
use and another for dishonourable use” (9.19-22).65 His final solution to such
a puzzling riddle of history and experience was the apocalyptic conviction
that God’s purpose was a ‘“‘mystery,” hidden from the ages and revealed to
only a privileged few (Rom. 11.25).66 Within that mystery is held together an
original call which is “irrevocable” (11.29) and an ultimate purpose of mercy
(11.30-32).

58. The language echoes the second of the Eighteen Benedictions: *“you make the
dead alive.” In Paul note its repeated use in 1 Cor. 15.22. 36, 45.

59. Both elements of the latter phrase are distinctively Jewish: creation as an
effective “calling” (Isa. 41.4; 48.13; Wis. 11.25; 2 Baruch 21.4); belief that God created
ex nihilo (2 Macc. 7.28; Philo regularly, e.g., Opif. 81 and Leg. All. 3.10; Joseph and
Aseneth 12.2; 2 Baruch 21.4; 48.8; 2 Enoch 24.2). Paul in fact echoes Philo here: “he
called things that have no existence into being” (Spec. Leg. 4.187). And the thought of
both phrases echoes Joseph and Aseneth 8.9.

60. Cf. Isa. 11.6-9; 65.17, 25; Jub. 1.29; 23.26-29; I Enoch 91.16-17; Philo, Spec.
Leg. 2.192. See further L. Hartman, “Universal Reconciliation (Col. 1.20),” SNTU 10
(1985) 109-21.

61. See below §24.2.

62. See also 2 Cor. 8.5; Gal. 1.4; Col. 4.12; | Thes. 4.3; 5.18; also Eph. 1.5, 9,
11, 5.17; 6.6.

63. See Deissmann, Bible Studies 252; BAGD, thelo 2.

64. Note the frequency of pro- (“before”) words attributed to God in this section
— Rom. 8.28-29; 9.11, 23; 11.2; also 1 Cor. 2.7; Gal. 3.8: Eph. 1.5, 11; 2.10; 3.11.

65. The imagery was popular in Jewish tradition (see particularly Isa. 29.16; 45.9;
Jer. 18.1-6; Sir. 33.13); Paul no doubt had Wis. 15.7 in mind; see further my Romans 557.

66. See turther my Romans 678.
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Bound up with this was a different view of time. The Greeks more
typically thought of time as cyclical,®7 the relation of the material world and
the world of the mind as more fixed.%8 In contrast, Jews saw time more
naturally as a progression of ages, and looked for the age to come to release
them from the evils of the present. Paul shared the latter view. He thought
naturally of “‘this age” as something inferior: “‘do not be conformed to this
age” (Rom. 12.2); “the wisdom of this age” is folly beside the wisdom of
God (1 Cor. 2.6); the present age is evil (Gal. 1.4).69 Implicit is the thought
of an age to come, as his benedictions also indicate: God as blessed ‘““into the
age,” or “‘into the ages,” or “into the ages of the ages,” 70 echoing the prayer
of the psalmist.”! So also the process of salvation is in accord with God’s
timetable. Christ has come at “the fullness of time” (Gal. 4.4). “The appointed
time has been shortened” (1 Cor. 7.29). “The end(s) of the ages” has come
upon him and his readers (1 Cor. 10.11).72 Inevitably, then, the climax of all
things will be “God, the all in all”” (1 Cor. 15.28).

Of a piece with all this is the thought of a final judgment for the cosmos,
presumably to bring “‘the present evil age” to a close, and of God as final
judge. The concept was familiar in Greek thought, but particularly prominent
in the Jewish tradition.”? For Paul it was simply axiomatic, as the opening
chapters of Romans bear ample testimony: ““we know that the judgment of
God is in accordance with truth” (2.2-3); there will be a day of wrath when
God will judge the secrets of humankind (2.5-8, 16); judgment will be in
accordance with the law (2.12-15); all the world is liable to God’s judgment
(3.19). Not least of importance for Paul at this point are two fundamental
axioms of the Jewish concept of divine justice: that God “will render to each
according to his works” (2.6)7 and that God’s judgment will be impartial

67. 1 refer particularly to the Stoics’ conception of everlasting recurrence (see
Long/Sedley 1.308-13), but also to the cycle of the seasons mythicized in the mystery cults.

68. Particularly in the various forms of Platonism.

69. See also Rom. 8.18; 1 Cor. 1.20; 2.8; 3.18-19: 2 Cor. 4.4; Eph. 2.2; 5.16.

70. Rom. 1.25; 9.5; 11.36; (16.27); 2 Cor. 9.9; 11.31; Gal. 1.5; Phil. 4.20: also
I Tim. 1.17 and 2 Tim. 4.18. The contrast between a present age dominated by evil and
an age to come is explicitly drawn only in the later Jewish apocalypses 4 Ezra and
2 Baruch, but it is a natural development of such seminal passages as the visions in Daniel
2 and 7, was implicit in Qumran’s talk of “the time of wickedness” (CD 6.10, 14; 12.23;
15.7; 1QpHab 5.7), and was probably already part of the Jesus tradition (Matt. 12.32; Mark
10.30; Luke 20.34-35).

71. Pss. 41.13; 72.19; 88.52; 106.48.

72. Cf. particularly 1QpHab 7; 4 Ezra 6.7; 11.44. But the plural “ends” in 1 Cor.
10.11 causes some puzzlement.

73. See documentation in my Romans 80, 84.

74. Ps. 62.12 and Prov. 24.12; but also Job 34.11; Jer. 17.10; Hos. 12.2; Sir.
16.12-14; I Enoch 100.7; elsewhere in Paul 2 Cor. 5.10; Col. 3.25; also 2 Tim. 4.14,
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(2.11).75 God’s wrath must be just, “otherwise how will God judge the world?”
(3.5-6).76

Correlated with this also is the first big idea which Paul expounds in
Romans: that the wrath of God is already being revealed from heaven (1.18).
The concept was again familiar in the ancient world: divine indignation as
heaven’s response to human impiety or as a way of explaining communal
catastrophes or unlooked-for tragedy.”’ But for Paul, as for his Jewish for-
bears,”® “‘the wrath of God” here is hardly different from the wrath of final
judgment, just and true.”® And from the indictment which explains 1.18, it is
clear that for Paul “the wrath of God” denotes the inescapable, divinely
ordered moral constitution of human society,80 “God’s reaction to evil and
sin.”’8! God’s righteousness as creator, the obligations appropriate to him as
creator, has determined that human actions have moral consequences.82 Thus
the consequence of disowning the dependence of the creature on the creator
has been a futility of thought and a darkening of experience (1.21). Focusing
reverence on the creature rather than the creator has resulted in idolatry,
debased sexuality, and the daily nastiness of disordered society (1.22-31).
God’s wrath, we might say, is his handing over of his human creation to
themselves. Hence the threefold repeated judgment, *“wherefore God handed
them over” — “in the desires of their hearts” (1.24), “to disgraceful pas-
sions” (1.26), “‘to a disqualified mind” (1.28).83 Evidently for Paul this is the
same divine wrath which will be manifest in the day of judgment: we know

75. Deut. 10.17; 2 Chron. 19.7; Sir. 35.12-13; Jub. 5.16; 21.4; 30.16; 33.18; Pss.
Sol. 2.18; elsewhere in Paul Col. 3.25 and Eph. 6.9. See further particularly J. Bassler,
Divine Impartiality: Paul and a Theological Axiom (SBLDS 59; Chico: Scholars, 1982).

76. Elsewhere in Paul: a “day” of judgment (1 Cor. 1.8; 5.5; Phil. 1.6, 10; 2.16;
1 Thes. 5.2, 4); a day of “wrath” (Rom. 5.9; 9.22; 1 Thes. 1.10; 5.9).

77. H. Kleinknecht, et al., orgé, TDNT 5.383-409.

78. See, e.g., J. Fichtner, orge, TDNT 5.401.

79. It is the same term which is repeated consistently through the opening chapters
of Romans — 1.18; 2.5, 8; 3,5; 4.15; 5.9.

80. Cf. Dodd, Romans 20-24; G. H. C. Macgregor, *“The Concept of the Wrath of
God in the New Testament,” NTS 7 (1960-61) 101-9 (here 105); A. T. Hanson, The Wrath
of the Lamb (London: SPCK, 1957) 85, 110; Whiteley, Theology 61-72; Ridderbos, Paul
108-10. But the thought should not be reduced to a deist view: God is active in sustaining
this moral structure of his creation. See further below §18.6.

81. Fitzmyer, Paul 42.

82. Note the deliberate parallel between the revelation of God’s righteousness
(1.17) and the revelation of his wrath (1.18). For the meaning of “God’s righteousness”
see below §14.2.

. 83. This understanding of God’s wrath as consequence and outworking of disobe-

dience helps explain the otherwise difficult 1 Thes. 2.16. Feine, Theologie 307-8, compares

Pss. 79.5; 103.9 and Isa. 57.16 and notes that Rom. 9.22 is qualified by 11.32. See also
Col. 3.6 and my Colossians 216-17.
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the character of God’s final judgment from the moral constitution of the world
he has created.

Here, too, then, even though Greek and Jewish thought overlapped
considerably in their conceptions of God’s relation to the world, Paul’s theism
is typically Jewish. And not as an abstract theory about God, but as a practical
way of understanding and prescribing human responsibility towards creation,
towards others, and towards oneself.

§2.5 The God of Israel

Implicit in all that has been said so far is the fact that this one God, creator
and judge of all, was also understood to be the God of Israel. It is not simply
that the one God was confessed by Israel (in the Shema). The point is rather
that Israel believed itself chosen by God to be his own (classically in Deut.
7.6-8). This was a major part of the offence of Jewish monotheism: that
Yahweh was not simply the national manifestation of the supreme God such
as all peoples could claim for themselves. On the contrary, Israel alone had
the true perception of God because the one God had given Israel the special
revelation of himself through the fathers and Moses and because of all the
nations God had taken only Israel as his own. The claim was classically
rendered in Deut. 32.8-9:34

When the Most High gave each nation its heritage,
when he divided humankind,
he fixed the boundaries of the peoples
according to the numbers of the sons of God;
but the LorRD’s own portion was his people,
Jacob his allotted share.

This claim naturally set up a tension in Israel’s theology, an un-
avoidable tension between particularism (God of Israel) and universalism
(only one God). It is evident in such prophecies as Amos 9.7 (“Did I not bring
Israel up from Egypt, and the Philistines from Caphtor, the Arameans from
Kir?’), and Jonah (the God of Israel equally concerned for the people of
Nineveh).85 We could also mention John the Baptist: “Do not think to say
among yourselves, ‘We have Abraham as our father’; for I say to you that
God is able from these stones to raise up children for Abraham™ (Matt.

84. For the thought of Israel as God’s inheritance see, e.g., 1 Kings 8, 51, 53; Pss.
33.12; 74.2; Isa. 6.17; Jer. 10.16; Mic. 7.18; Sir. 24.8; Pss. Sol. 9.8-9.

85. For God as the God of all nations, see also Ps. 145.9; Wis. 11.22-24; I Enoch
84.2.
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3.9/L.uke 3.8). It was implicit also in the tension between the obligations of
God both as creator and as Israel’s God and in the claim that the God of Israel
judged impartially. The point to be noted here, however, is that Paul was fully
aware of that tension and was able to exploit it with effect at a key point in
his argument in Romans: “Is God the God of Jews only? Is he not also God
of Gentiles? Yes, of Gentiles too, since, after all, ‘God is one’ ”” (Rom. 3.29-
30). That was not a proposition from which most Jews of Paul’s time would
have dissented: too much Christian apologetic has assumed an unjustified
antithesis between Jewish particularism and Christian universalism.86 In this
case it was the immediate corollary drawn by Paul, exploiting that same
tension, which was more controversial: that this one God of all justifies Jew
and Gentile alike by faith (3.30).

It was equally important for Paul that the same claim could be ex-
pressed alternatively: Gentiles were now coming to share in the blessings
promised by God particularly to (and through) Israel (Gal. 3.6-14); Gentiles
who have not known God387 have now been given share in Israel’s knowledge
(4.8-9).88 Hence Paul’s readiness to address the largely Gentile congregations
in Rome and elsewhere as ‘‘beloved by God,89 called to be saints,””90 “God’s
elect,”9! that is, using epithets which had marked out the distinctiveness of

86. Dahl’s protest at this point has been too much ignored: “No Jew or Jewish
Christian would deny that God, being one, is not only the God of the Jews but also the
God of the Gentiles. . . . both Jewish and Christian monotheism are particular as well as
universal” (“One God” 189, 191). See also A. F. Segal, “Universalism in Judaism and
Christianity,” in Engberg-Pedersen, ed., Paul in His Hellenistic Context 1-29. On the final
acceptability of Gentiles as “righteous Gentiles’ see particularly T. L. Donaldson, “Pros-
elytes or ‘Righteous Gentiles’? The Status of Gentiles in Eschatological Pilgrimage Patterns
of Thought,” JSP 7 (1990) 3-27; and below §6 n. 50. See also §24 n. 35 below.

87. Cf. also 1 Thes. 4.5; 2 Thes. 1.8. That the nations do not know God is a
classically Jewish perception (Job 18.21; Ps. 79.6; Jer. 10.25; Wis. 13.1; 14.22). See further
Dupont, Gnosis 1-8.

88. The theme is best expressed in the summary of Pauline thought which is
Ephesians: no longer ‘“alienated from the commonwealth of Israel, strangers to the
covenants of promise” and “‘without God in the world,” but “fellow citizens with the
saints and members of the household of God” (Eph. 2.12, 19).

89. E.g., Deut. 32.15; 33.26; Pss. 60.5; 108.6; Isa. 5.1, 7; 44.2; Jer. 12.7; 31.3;
Bar. 3.36; the LXX renders “Jeshurun” as égapémenos (“beloved”). Elsewhere in Paul
note Rom. 9.25; 11.28; 1 Thes. 1.4; 2 Thes. 2.13.

90. “The saints” = Israel (e.g., Pss. 16.3; 34.9; 74.3; Isa. 4.3; Dan. 7.18, 21-22;
Tob. 8.15; Wis. 18.9; 1QSb 3.2; 1QM 3.5; 10.10) — a characteristic feature of Paul’s
address (1 Cor. 1.2; 2 Cor. 1.1; Phil. 1.1; Col. 1.2; also Eph. 1.1).

91. Rom. 1.7;8.33; Col. 3.12. Cf., e.g., 1 Chron. 16.13; Ps. 105.6; Isa. 43.20; 65.22;
Tob. 8.15: Sir. 46.1; Wis. 4.15; Jub. 1.29; [ Enoch 1.3,8;5.7-8;CD4.3-4; IQM 12.1; 1QpHab
10.13. See further my Romans 502. It is a primary concern of Paul’s argument in Romans
9-11 to clarify what Israel’s election means for Israel; see further below §19.
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Israel’s self-understanding. Gentiles share in God’s blessings by sharing in
the special status God gave to Israel.

In effect this becomes the Pauline version of the tension within Israel’s
theology between particularism and universalism. How could God be the God
of Israel and the God of Gentile and Jew alike at one and the same time? The
tension is evident in Paul’s use of what seems to have already become a
traditional formulation — “‘inherit the kingdom of God.”’92 For the language
of inheritance inevitably evokes the promise to the patriarchs foundational to
Israel’s self-understanding (the inheritance of the land of Israel).93 But the
concept of God’s kingdom as it appears in Paul seems to lack all national
features and to have become a universal expression of God’s rule.%* Perhaps
we may see here an echo of what was Jesus’ central theme (the kingdom of
God), in view particularly of traditions like Matt. 8.11-12/Luke 13.28-29 and
Mark 12.9, in which the adaptation of the Jewish tension is already evident.95

In Romans the tension comes to poignant expression in one of the main
subthemes of the letter: the ‘““faithfulness of God.” It was the question posed
immediately by Paul’s indictment of the “Jew” in Romans 2: “What then is
the advantage of the Jew? . . . Has their unfaithfulness rendered null and void
the faithfulness of God?”” (3.1-3). In other words, could Paul only defend his
gospel for Gentiles by denying that God remained committed to Israel? His
denial was, as usual, emphatic: mé genoito — “By no means. God forbid.”
But the tension remained. Indeed, the theological argument of the letter reaches
its climax precisely as the attempt to square the circle: that God is both a God
who elects one and rejects the other (9.6-13) and the God who will have mercy
on all (11.25-32). The God of Israel is the one God, is the God of all. And in
his concluding summary Paul seeks to maintain the tension by declaring that
“Christ became servant of circumcision for the sake of God’s faithfulness”
(Rom. 15.8).96 Christiaan Beker is thus justified in seeing in this resolution a

92. Matt. 25.34; 1 Cor. 6.9-10; 15.50; Gal. 5.21; also Eph. 5.5; Jas. 2.5.

93, Gen. 15.7-8; 28.4; Deut. 1.39; 2.12; etc.; see further J. Herrmann and W. Foer-
ster, TDNT 3.769-80.

94. Contrast the fact that in Daniel 7 the kingdom is given to *“‘the saints of the
Most High,” to Israel (7.25-27). Is there an echo of this in Col. 4.11, where Paul seems to
associate Jews particularly with the kingdom (cf. Acts 28.23, 31)?

95. For Matt. 8.11-12/Luke 13.28-29, cf. particularly Ps. 107.3; Isa. 43.5-6; 49.12;
Mal. 1.11; Bar. 4.37. For Mark 12.9, cf. Isa. 5.1-7.

96. The fact that the same Hebrew concept, ““faithfulness” (emet, emunah), un-
derlies alétheia (truth) and pistis (faithfulness) obscures the importance of the theme for
Romans: alétheia (Rom. 1.18, 25; 2.2, 8, 20; 3.7; 15.8); pistis (Rom. 1.17; 3.3, 25). See
my Romans 44, 133, 847 and on 15.11 (850); see also below on “the righteousness of
God” (§14.2). For the “faithfulness of God” elsewhere in Paul see 1 Cor. 1.9; 10.13; 2 Cor.
1.18; 1 Thes. 5.24; cf. 2 Thes. 3.3 and 2 Tim. 2.13.
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key to the coherent theme of Paul’s gospel, which he postulates as the final
triumph of God.”’

§2.6 God in experience

The ancient philosophical debates about the existence and nature of God/the
gods were much like philosophical debates ever since.% The ancient Hebrew
convictions, however, had always been rooted more deeply in experience of
revelation — God experienced in summons and call (archetypically of
Abraham and Moses), in prophetic inspiration, in the emotion-stirring imagery
of the psalmist, and in the wisdom given from on high, not to mention the
visions and mystical experiences of the apocalypses.

Paul too was familiar with such debates. Luke’s portrayal of his
speeches in Acts 14.15-17 and 17.24-29 is often questioned because they
indicate a more positive “natural theology” than the indictment of Rom.
1.18-32 implies. But arguments from the natural order were as much Jewish
as Greek,” and Romans | shows a similar willingness to use characteristically
Stoic categories. We have already noted “eternal’” and *‘deity” in 1.20;100 and
in 1.26 and 28 the ideas of living *‘in accordance with nature’ and of actions
which are “fitting” are characteristically, even distinctively, Stoic.!01
Nevertheless, it is true that even here Paul proceeds from a “knowability of
God” which is primarily dependent on divine revelation: “what can be known
about God is evident in them [unrighteous humankind], for God has shown
it to them™ (1.19).102

The very term “knowledge” brings out the point being made here. For
whereas in Greek thought the term characteristically denotes a rational per-
ception, the Hebrew concept also embraced the knowing of personal relation-
ship. Bultmann put it in his own terms: the Hebrew usage ‘‘is much broader

97. Beker, Paul 77-89, 328-37. But Klumbies persists in setting Paul’s Christ-
grounded talk of God in “diametrical contrast to the Jewish understanding of God” (Rede
205; see also his conclusion — 245-46, 251-52). Moxnes’s treatment is more balanced
{Theology in Conflict).

98. See particularly the debates in Cicero, On the Nature of the Gods.

99. As the Jewish character of the Acts 17 speech indicates: vv. 24-25 — Exod.
20.11; Ps. 145.6; Isa. 42.5; 57.15-16; Wis. 9.1-3, 9; vv. 26-27 — Gen. 1.14; Deut. 32.8;
Ps. 74.17, Wis. 7.18; vv. 27-28 — Ps. 145.18; Jer. 23.23.

100. See above §2.4.

101. Physis (**nature”) is not a Hebrew concept, but primarily Greek and typically
Stoic: “to live in accordance with nature” was the Stoic ideal. And “what is fitting™ is a
Stoic phrase, a technical term in philosophy (see further H. Késter, physis, TDNT 9.263-66
and H. Schlier, katheko, TDNT 3.438-40).

102. See further Dupont, Gnosis 20-30.
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than the Greek, and the element of objective verification is less prominent
than that of detecting or feeling or learning by experience.” 19 So with the
knowledge of God. It is not merely a theoretical acknowledgment that theism
is a viable intellectual position. To know God is to worship him (1.21).104 Ag
Paul had noted earlier: human wisdom is inadequate to achieve that knowledge
(1 Cor. 1.21); to know God is to be known by him, a two-way relationship
of acknowledgment and obligation (Gal. 4.9). As in the (Jewish) scriptures,105
the “‘knowledge of God” includes experience of God’s dealings,!% the two-
way knowing of personal relationship.!07

At this point we should recall how fundamental to Paul’s theology was
the experience of his conversion. For Paul remembered it as an experience of
revelation. The gospel came to him ““‘through revelation,” when God chose “‘to
reveal his son in (or to) me” (Gal. 1.12, 16). “The God who said, ‘Out of
darkness shall light shine’ has shone in our hearts to bring the illumination of
the knowledge of the glory of God” (2 Cor. 4.6).108 This sense of knowledge
from God as personal revelation is clearly present also in 1 Cor. 2.7-13 — the
hidden wisdom of God “‘revealed to us through the Spirit,” on the analogy of
individual self-knowledge and inspiration. And something of this will no doubt
be implicit in the double reference to divine revelation with which Paul, no doubt
deliberately, begins his theological exposition in Romans (Rom. 1.17, 18).

In the Corinthian correspondence Paul also recalled that he was no
stranger to ‘‘visions and revelations of the Lord,” including the mystical
experience of a heavenly journey (2 Cor. 12.1-7). It is possible, indeed, that
Paul had practised a form of Jewish mysticism prior to his conversion.!% And
his conception of the process of salvation as personal and bodily transforma-
tion!10 is not unrelated to ideas present in Jewish apocalypses and mystical
practise, whose principal motivation was the knowledge of God and of
heavenly mysteries.!!l At the same time, we should also observe that Paul
had made a point of discounting just such experiences (12.6-10).

103. R. Bultmann, ginasko, TDNT 1.697; see further 690-92, 696-98.

104. See particularly Bornkamm, “Revelation™ 56; Schlier, Grundziige 34-40.

105. E.g., 1 Sam. 3.7; Ps. 9.10; Isa. 43.10; Mic. 6.5. See further Dupont, Gnosis
74-81. See also above n. 87.

106. Rom. 1.28; Eph. 1.17; Col. 1.10; cf. Phil. 1.9; Col. 3.10; Phm. 6.

107. 1 Cor. 8.3; 13.12; Gal. 4.9.

108. On Paul’s conversion see further below §7.4 and §14.3.

109. J. Bowker, “ ‘Merkabah’ Visions and the Visions of Paul,” JSS 16 (1971)
157-73.

110. See below §18.2.

11]. See particularly Segal, Paul ch. 2; C. R. A. Morray-Jones, ‘“Transformational
Mysticism in the Apocalyptic-Merkabah Tradition,” JJS 43 (1992) 1-31; J. M. Scott, “The
Triumph of God in 2 Cor. 2.14: Additional Evidence of Merkabah Mysticism in Paul,”
NTS 42 (1996) 260-81.
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More typical of Paul’s experience of God was a sense of the grace and
power which were transforming and sustaining his daily living. The grace of
God to (or into) him (on the Damascus road) was not in vain, but was with
him in the effectiveness of his ministry (1 Cor. 15.10). The same sense of
God’s grace is emphasized elsewhere, as the transforming power of his own
conversion!!2 and as the force explaining his missionary success.!13 That
“grace’” and *‘power” are nearly synonymous in Paul’s thought is confirmed
by his similar talk of his experience of the transforming power of God — the
gospel as the power of God which effects salvation (Rom. 1.16), God’s power
transcending his all too human weakness,!i4 and subsequently in Ephesians,
“the gift of the grace of God given me in accordance with the working of his
power”” (Eph. 3.7).115

Paul also lived his life consciously “before God,” “in the sight of
God.” 116 He speaks freely of confidence in and from God (2 Cor. 3.4-6). He
saw his preaching bring conviction which he could only attribute to God.!17
He experienced comfort as from God (2 Cor. 1.3-7).118 The three great fruits
of the Spirit, love, joy, peace — whose emotional dimension should not be
ignored — he naturally attributed to God. ““We have peace with God” (Rom.
5.1). ““The love of God has been poured out in our hearts”” (Rom. 5.5). “May
the God of hope fill you with all joy and peace in believing, that you may
overflow in hope, in the power of the Holy Spirit,” is the prayer which
climaxes the body of his letter to Rome (Rom. 15.13). The grace and peace
from God the Father with which he greeted all his readers were no mere
convention. 119

The same sense of experienced relationship with God is evident in
Paul’s prayer. Not simply in the fact of his characteristic opening thanksgiving,
which was fairly conventional.!20 But partly in the regular assurance of his
constancy in prayer (he makes the claim under oath in Rom. 1.9-10),12! which

112. Gal. 1.15 and 2.21.

113. Rom. 15.15; 1 Cor. 3.10; Gal. 2.9.

114. 2 Cor. 4.7; 13 4.

115. See also 1 Cor. 1.18; 2.5; 2 Cor. 6.7; 12.9; Col. 1.29. See further below §13.2.

116. 1 Thes. 1.3; 3.9; 2 Cor. 2.17; 12.19. See further Schlier, Grundziige 27. To
call on God as witness (Rom. 1.9; 2 Cor. 1.23; Phil. 1.8; 1 Thes. 2.5, 10) was common in
both Greek and Jewish literature (see my Romans 28).

117. 1 Cor. 2.4-5; 1 Thes. 1.5.

118. See also Rom. 15.5; 1 Cor. 14.3, 31; 2 Cor. 7.6, 13; Col. 2.2; 1 Thes. 3.7;
2 Thes. 2.16; Phm. 7.

119. See further Feine, Theologie 297-98.
3133 120. W. G. Doty, Letters in Primitive Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1973)

121. Rom. 1.9-10; 1 Cor. 1.4; Phil. 1.3-4; Col. 1.3; 1 Thes. 1.2-3; 2.13; 2 Thes.
1.3, 115 2.13; Phm. 4: also Eph. 1.16.
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suggests a life lived out of a prayerful relationship with God. Partly also in
the occasional addition of “my” — giving thanks to “my God,” 122 indicating
arelationship apprehended in personal terms. And partly in his regular opening
reference to God as “our Father,”123 whose sense of personal intimacy is
confirmed by the reference to the “Abba! Father!” cry distinctive of Christian
discipleship in Rom. 8.15 and Gal. 4.6. In Rom. 8.16 Paul speaks explicitly
of a sense of sonship to God as Father borne in upon believers as they pray
the “Abba” prayer.124

We should simply note here the extent to which Christ is bound up
with Paul’s sense of personal knowledge of and relationship with God. The
transforming revelation of the Damascus road was of God’s son in (or to) him
(Gal. 1.16). The knowledge of God came to him “‘in the face of Christ”” (2 Cor.
4.6). It was the grace of the Lord (Christ) which he experienced as power in
weakness (2 Cor. 12.9). The grace and love of God came to their definitive
and climactic expression in Christ (Rom. 5.8, 15; 8.39). The grace and peace
with which he greeted his readers he attributes to the Lord Jesus Christ as
much as to God our Father (Rom. 1.7).!125 His prayers were offered to God
through Christ (Rom. 7.25). The implications of all this we will, of course,
return t0./26 For the moment it suffices to note the experiential dimension of
his belief in God.127

§2.7 Conclusion

(a) God was the base rock and foundation of Paul’s theology. The frequent
references to God show just how fundamental this conviction was, just as
Paul’s failure to expound this primal belief in any detail indicates its taken-
for-granted character. (b) Theism was almost universal in the ancient world
and equally taken-for-granted by most whom Paul would have encountered.
But part of the axiomatic character of Paul’s belief was his inherited Jewish
conviction that God is one. And this he sustained resolutely in the face of

122. Rom. 1.8; 1 Cor. 1.4 v.1; Phil. 1.3; Phm. 4.

123. The regular greeting in Paul’s letters (Rom. 1.7; 1 Cor. 1.3; 2 Cor. 1.2; Gal.
1.3; Phil. 1.2; Col. 1.2; 2 Thes. 1.1-2; Phm. 3; also Eph. 1.2; the Pastorals lack the
characteristic “our” — 1 Tim. 1.2; 2 Tim. 1.2; Tit. 1.4). Similarly in benedictions (Phil.
4.20; 1 Thes. 3.11, 13; 2 Thes. 2.16; also Eph. 6.23). Also in prayer (Col. 1.3, 12; 3.17;
1 Thes. 1.3; 3.9-10; Eph. 5.20).

124. For Paul the experience of glossolalia evidently included a sense of speaking
to God (1 Cor. 14.2, 28).

125. See n. 123 above.

126. See below particularly §10.5.

127. See further below particularly §16.4.
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the characteristic polytheism of the Greco-Roman world. (c) Similarly taken
for granted was the conviction that this one God was the creator of the
cosmos and would be final judge. The integration of creation and salvation
in Paul’s theology derives directly from his understanding of God. (d) That
this one God was also God of Israel is in effect the central tension in the
theology of Paul, the Jew who understood himself to be called to serve as
apostle to the Gentiles. (e) Paul’s theology of God was no abstract specula-
tion but sustained and informed by his own experience in conversion and
mission and prayer. It is the integration of intellectual rigour, missionary and
pastoral effectiveness, and personal experience which makes his speech
about God so compelling.
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§3 Humankind!
§3.1 Anthropological presuppositions

Still more hidden from view in Paul’s theology are his ideas on what it means
to be human. This is perfectly understandable. Which of us writing to friends
or treating some aspect of theology would feel the need to explain what we
mean when we speak, for example, of the human “mind” or “‘spirit”’? Even
more than with his theistic presuppositions, Paul’s anthropological presup-
positions hardly called for analysis and discussion in his letters. But we who
attempt to listen in to Paul’s theological dialogue with the recipients of his
letters will never begin adequately to appreciate Paul’s theology unless we
understand his anthropology. For the heart of his theology, as of his religion
as a whole, was the impact of divine revelation and grace on the human being.
And in writing of that impact Paul presupposed things about the human being
which we need to understand if we are to grasp how revelation and grace
“worked” for Paul in his theology and religion. In this case, more so than

1. Bibliography: Barrett, Paul 65-74; Boyarin, Radical Jew ch. 3; E. Branden-
burger, Fleisch und Geist. Paulus und die dualistische Weisheir (WMANT 29; Neukir-
chen-Viuyn: Neukirchener, 1968); P. Brown, The Body and Society: Men, Women and
Sexual Renunciation in Early Christianity (New York: Columbia University, 1988/London:
Faber and Faber, 1989); Bultmann, Theology 1.191-246; Conzelmann, Outline 173-84;
J. D. G. Dunn, ‘“Jesus — Flesh and Spirit: An Exposition of Romans 1.3-4,” JIS 24
(1973) 40-68; Paul for Today (Ethel M. Wood Lecture; London: University of London,
1993); Gnilka, Theologie 43-57; Paulus 205-20; R. H. Gundry, SOMA in Biblical The-
ology with Emphasis on Pauline Anthropology (SNTSMS 29; Cambridge: Cambridge
University, 1976); R. Jewett, Paul’s Anthropological Terms: A Study of Their Use in
Conflict Sertings (Leiden: Brill, 1971); E. Kiisemann, “On Paul’s Anthropology,” Per-
spectives 1-31; W. G. Kiimmel, Man in the New Testament (1948; London: Epworth,
1963); D. B. Martin, The Corinthian Body (New Haven: Yale, 1995); Ridderbos, Paul
115-21; H. W, Robinson, The Christian Doctrine of Man (Edinburgh: Clark, 31926);
J. A. T. Robinson, The Body: A Study in Pauline Theology (London: SCM, 1952 =
Philadelphia: Westminster, 1977); A. Sand, Der Begriff “Fleisch” in den paulinischen
Hauptbriefen (Regensburg: Pustet, 1967); Schlier, Grundziige 97-106; U. Schnelle, Neu-
testamentliche Anthropologie (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, 1991); W. D. Stacey, The
Pauline View of Man in Relation to Its Judaic and Hellenistic Background (London:
Macmillan, 1956); Strecker, Theologie 132-36; Stuhlmacher, Theologie 1.273-78;
Whiteley, Theology 31-44.
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with Paul’s theology of God, we will have to step back from our attempt to
follow the logical sequence of Paul’s theological exposition in Romans in
order to fill in some of the less obvious links in his thought as a whole.?

The degree to which Paul’s anthropology is interwoven into his theol-
ogy can be illustrated from the two most important terms in Paul’s anthro-
pology — “body” and “‘flesh.” For the former extends across the whole of
Paul’s theology and can serve as an unexpected link motif.3 Paul uses it to
speak of the human body (see below), ominously of “the body of sin™ and
“‘the body of death” (Rom. 6.6; 7.24), of Christ’s body of flesh (Col. 1.22;
2.11) and of the resurrected body (1 Cor. 15.44), of the sacramental bread
(1 Cor. 10.16-17) and of the church as the body of Christ.# The range of usage
in Colossians is particularly striking — the body of the cosmos (1.18), the
human body (2.23), Christ’s body of flesh (1.22; 2.11), Christ as the embodi-
ment of the divine fullness (2.9), Christ the final “reality”” (2.17), and the
body the church (1.18, 24; 2.19; 3.15).5> As for “‘flesh,” the term is obviously
crucial for Paul’s understanding of how the gospel operates. Apart from
anything else it clearly describes the force field opposed to the Spirit of God:
to live “according to the flesh™ is the antithesis to Christian living (Rom.
8.4-13); the flesh is a soil which produces corruption (Gal. 6.8). And yet, as
we shall see, few terms have been more misunderstood and seldom has Paul’s
meaning been more misrepresented than in translations of sarx, “flesh.”

The importance of Paul’s anthropology, however, has sometimes been
overstated. In a famous passage Bultmann claimed that “Every assertion about
God is simultaneously an assertion about man and vice versa. For this reason and
in this sense Paul’s theology is, at the same time, anthropology.”’¢ Unfortunately,
this statement lent itself all too easily to a kind of anthropological reductionism,
as we see in the corollary claim of one of Bultmann’s pupils, Herbert Braun, that
christology is the “variable” whereas “the essentially Christian element, the
constant . . . in the New Testament™ is the “self-understanding of faith.”7
Nevertheless, Bultmann’s observation is important at two points.

2. Even in the first main theme of Paul’s exposition in Romans, however, all the
most relevant anthropological terms occur — soma (1.24), sarx (2.28; 3.20), kardia (1.21,
24,25, 15, 29), nous (1.28), psyché (2.9), pneuma (2.29), and syneidésis (2.15).

3. This was the starting point for John Robinson’s study: “‘the concept of the body
forms the keystone of Paul’s theology. In its closely inter-connected meanings, the word soma
knits together all his great themes” (Body 9). Robinson’s Body has proved remarkably popular.

4. Rom. 12.4-5; 1 Cor. 12.12-27; Col. 2.19; Eph. 4.12-16.

5. See my “The ‘Body’ in Colossians,” in Schmidt and Silva, eds., To Tell the
Mystery (§12 n. 1) 163-81.

6. Bultmann, Theology 1.191.

7. H. Braun, “Der Sinn der neutestamentlichen Christologie,” ZTK 54 (1957)
341-77 (here 371) = “The Meaning of New Testament Christology,” in God and Christ:
Existence and Providence, JTC 5 (1968) 89-127 (here 118).

52



§3.1 HUMANKIND

First, he underscores the extent to which Paul’s theology is practical
and not merely speculative. Paul wrote as a missionary and pastor, and not
as an academic theologian; or to be more precise, he wrote as a missionary-
pastor theologian. Paul spoke of God and Christ because the reality of God
and Christ impinged directly on himself and his churches. Bultmann was
simply putting into his own terms the famous epigram of Melanchthon: “to
know Christ [is] to know his benefits.”’$

Second, despite Bultmann’s own existentialist individualism, his state-
ment underscores the interdependence of the different facets of Paul’s theol-
ogy. Or to put it differently, Paul’s theology is relational. That is to say, he
was not concerned with God in himself or humankind in itself. The classical
Greek philosophical debates about existence and subsistence and the later
church debates about the natures of Christ are remote from Paul. As the
opening of his exposition of the gospel in Rom. 1.16ff. clearly shows, his
concern was rather with humankind in relation to God, with men and women
in their relationships with each other, and subsequently with Christ as God’s
response to the human plight. In other words, Paul’s anthropology is not a
form of individualism; persons are social beings, defined as persons by their
relations. In Pauline perspective, human beings are as they are by virtue of
their relationship to God and his world. His gospel is of God in Christ
reconciling the world to himself. His doctrine of salvation is of man and
woman being restored to the image of God in the body of Christ. And so on.
This context is vital to a proper understanding of Paul’s anthropology.

Such a clarification of Paul’s conception of the human being is all the more
important, since much of Paul’s anthropology is inevitably strange to modern
self-perception. The danger here is worth noting: that we will come to Paul with
our own equally unexamined presuppositions about how the person is constituted
and read them into what Paul says.? Failure to ask what it means to be a human
being in our own time may prevent us from recognizing how different and
distinctive was Paul’s understanding. Failure to ask what it meant to be a human
being in Paul’s thought may prevent us from hearing how his theology can
challenge our own understanding. The ancient oracle inscribed on the temple of
Apollo at Delphi, “gnothi seauton, Know thyself” (Plato, Protagoras 343b), and
the famous maxim of Socrates, ‘“The unexamined life is not worth living” (Plato,
Apology 38a), can have wider application than at first appears.

8. Loci Communes 1521 — the starting point for Hultgren, Christ and His Benefits
(§9n. 1).

9. Note particularly Martin’s warning against reading Paul in terms of Cartesian
ontological dualism — between, on the one side, body, matter, nature, and the physical,
and, on the other, soul, nonmatter, the supernatural, and the spiritual (Corinthian Body
3-37). Cf. Robinson, Body 12-13.
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Still more confusing has been the long-running debate on whether
Paul’s anthropology was influenced more by Hellenistic or by Jewish catego-
ries and to apportion Paul’s ideas accordingly.!® There is indeed a distinction
in broad terms which has some merit and value. That is, in simplified terms,
while Greek thought tended to regard the human being as made up of distinct
parts, Hebrew thought saw the human being more as a whole person existing
on different dimensions. As we might say, it was more characteristically Greek
to conceive of the human person “partitively,” whereas it was more charac-
teristically Hebrew to conceive of the human person “‘aspectively.” That is
to say, we speak of a school having a gym (the gym is part of the school);
but we say I am a Scot (my Scottishness is an aspect of my whole being).!!

However, the complexity and diversity of the evolving debate within
Greek philosophy on physics can hardly be adequately grasped by such dis-
tinctions.!? And the influence of Hellenistic thought particularly on diaspora
Judaism diminishes the distinction anyway — as Philo always demonstrates.
In actual usage the overlap between particular writers and schools across the
spectrum is extensive. Paul himself, as a man living in both worlds, to some
extent straddles the so-called divide. For example, few would dispute that
Paul’s use of psyché (“soul”) is in direct continuity with the Hebrew nephesh,
and the same can be argued for sarx (“flesh”) and preuma (*‘spirit”).13 At
the same time, it is well known that sma (‘“body”’) has no direct equivalent
in Hebrew,!4 that nous (‘“‘mind”) is a concept much more characteristically
Greek than Hebrew,!5 and that Paul draws the concept of syneidésis (“con-
science”) from Greek usage.16 But it would be foolish to read Paul’s meaning
straight from the diverse Hebrew and Greek use of these terms. It is the way
Paul used them, whatever their origin, which has to be determinative for us.

10. The debate goes back to H. Lidemann, Die Anthropologie des Apostels Paulus
und ihre Stellung innerhalb seiner Heilslehre (Kiel, 1872) and focused particularly on the
pneuma-sarx (“spirit-flesh”’) antithesis in Paul. It entered a new phase in the discussion
of possible Gnostic influence on Paul which dominated the middle decades of the twentieth
century. The debate is reviewed, e.g., by Stacey, Man 40-55, and for individual terms by
Jewett, Anthropological Terms.

11. The distinction “‘aspectivally/partitively” is drawn from Whiteley, Theology
36. See further 41-44, and cf., e.g., Robinson, Body 14; E. Jacob, psyché, TDNT 9.630-31;
Stuhlmacher, Theologie 1.274.

12. We need only refer to the extracts provided by Long/Sedley.

13. See below §§3.3 and 3.6.

14.In the LXX soma translates a number of different Hebrew words; see F. Baum-
girtel, soma, TDNT 7.1044-45.

15. See below §3.5.

. 16. The concept (if not the experience) is almost wholly lacking in Jewish writings
(first in Wis. 17.11 in the sense *“[bad] conscience”), but was well established in popular
Greek usage by the first century BCE (see C. Maurer, synoida, TDNT 7.902-4, 908-13).
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Or again, we might start with Bultmann’s famous observation that by ““body”
Paul means *“‘the whole person”; ‘“‘man does not have a soma; he is soma.”17
In context that can be easily read as an assertion of Hebraic influence over
against more typical Greek usage. But it is well known that in Greek usage
frequently and from earliest times soma can stand for the whole person or
function in effect as a reflexive pronoun.!8

Instead of trying to play off Hebrew and Greek influence against each
other, then, or to spend time looking for particular parallels in Greek or Hebrew
thought, as though that might fully explain Paul’s anthropology, the more
promising approach will be to look for the coherence of Paul’s thought in
itself and only to draw attention to points of possible influence where they
are relevant to our better understanding of Paul.

We begin by trying to clarify the force of Paul’s two principal anthro-
pological terms, soma, *“‘body,” and sarx, “flesh.”

§3.2 Soma

Soma is one of the two most important Pauline terms in his talk of
humankind. It occurs more than 50 times in the undisputed Paulines in what
we might call the normal usage, that is, in reference to the human body of
everyday existence. Romans contains some striking usage, but almost always
in isolated verses,!? which makes it difficult to gain a proper handle on Paul’s
conceptuality. Fortunately, however, 1 Corinthians contains more intensive
usage, in which the scope of Paul’s understanding of the body becomes
clearer.

By way of preliminary clarification, we should note that the term
“body” itself well illustrates the difficulties in correlating twentieth-century
thought with that of Paul and in resolving the question of Greek or Hebrew
influence. For in English usage the first meaning of the term ‘“body”’ is usually
the individual “material organism’’ or corpse.29 So English speakers may find
it hard to free themselves from the identification body = physical body. That
sense in fact reflects early and continuing Greek usage; in Homer soma always

See further particularly C. A. Pierce, Conscience in the New Testament (London: SCM/Chi-
cago: Allenson, 1955); H.-J. Eckstein, Der Begriff Syneidesis bei Paulus (WUNT 2.10;
Tiibingen: Mohr, 1983). See also below §6.3 and §24.7.

17. Bultmann, Theology 1.192, 194; the latter is cited as an approved axiom by
Conzelmann, Outline 176; Bornkamm, Paul 130; and Stuhlmacher, Theologie 1.274.

18. See, e.g., E. Schweizer, soma, TDNT 7.1026 (Euripides), 1028 (Plato), 1030
(Xenophon), 1032 (Lycurgus), and 1040 (Plutarch).

19. Though note the 3 occurrences in 8.11-13.

20. Concise Oxford Dictionary, ‘‘body.”
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means “dead body, corpse.”2! And the connotation enters biblical usage in
the LXX and the non-Pauline NT,22 reflecting the more “‘partitive” Greek
conception of the person, the séma as not integral to the person. But as already
noted, the LXX is diffident in its use of soma, since the Greek term has no
immediate equivaient in Hebrew. And, as we shall have to clarify later, it is
not the overlap between “body” and ‘“‘flesh” which is likely to express
distinctive Hebraic notions so much as those passages where soma is a more
tentative rendering of other Hebrew terms. More to the immediate point is
the fact that Paul never uses soma in the sense *‘corpse.” We are thus warned
again that reading Paul’s anthropology in the light of modern usage or of
ancient Greek usage is likely to distort our appreciation of Paul’s thought from
the outset.

In Paul’s own usage soma, like so many of his terms, has a spectrum
of meaning. The focus on physicality is only one end of the spectrum. As we
shall see in a moment, soma as denoting human body includes the physical
body but is more than that. A better word to use — it would also help us break
away from our twentieth-century preconceptions — is the alternative term
“embodiment” — soma as the embodiment of the person. In this sense soma
is a relational concept. It denotes the person embodied in a particular environ-
ment. It is the means by which the person relates to that environment, and
vice versa. It is the means of living in, of experiencing the environment. This
helps explain the degree of overlap with the narrower sense ‘‘physical body,”
for the environment of everyday experience is a physical environment. But
soma as embodiment means more than my physical body: it is the embodied
“me,” the means by which “I”” and the world can act upon each other.23

Alternatively, we could use a term like “corporeality’” or even “‘cor-
porateness.” For it is precisely ‘‘bodiness” (corporeality, corporateness) which
enables individuals as bodies to interact with each other, to cooperate with
one another.?* The body is the medium of that interaction and cooperation.

21. LSJ, soma.

22. See again Baumgirtel, TDNT 7.1045; also BAGD, soma 1la.

23. Robinson, Body 28, goes too far in suggesting that “‘soma is the nearest
equivalent to our word ‘personality,” ” introducing a still more problematic modern cate-
gory. Gundry, SOMA, on the other hand, critically weakens his case (that soma always
means the physical body) by focusing too narrowly on this end of the spectrum in biblical
usage, by concentrating his critique on Bultmann’s suggestion that soma means “the whole
person,” and by thus failing to engage with a more nuanced statement (as here in terms
of “embodiment”).

. 24. This was the point at which Késemann broke with Bultmann’s more individu-
alistic conception of body in terms of “relationship to oneself” by defining body as the
human “capacity for communication” (““Anthropology” 21; “we are always what we are
in the mode of belongingness and participation”; more fully 18-22; see also Stuhlmacher,
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To reduce that simply to a physical exchange, say of handshake or of physical
goods, would reduce a multidimensional collaboration of persons to something
more one-dimensional. It is precisely the interaction of individuals bodily
which makes it meaningful to speak of a corporate body or corporation, that
is, of individuals as bodies working together in harmony for a common
purpose. If “body” meant simply ‘‘physical body,” such a usage would be
quite discrete and at some remove from the basic meaning. But body under-
stood to denote corporeality leads directly into the idea of the body corporate.

These points can be readily illustrated from Paul’s body language. It
is true that he often speaks of the body where the thought is primarily of
physical function or physical presence. Fallen humanity, given over to the
destres of their hearts, dishonour their bodies among themselves (Rom. 1.24).
Husband and wife “have authority” over each other’s bodies (1 Cor. 7.4),
though presumably Paul does not think of their lovemaking as a purely
““physical” act.25 Paul will be present “by the Spirit,” though absent “by the
body” (1 Cor. 5.3). Presence ‘“‘in the body” means absence from the Lord,
and vice versa (2 Cor. 5.6, 8).26 He recalls an ““out of the body” experience
(2 Cor. 12.2-3), though, noticeably, he is not sure whether it happened ““in
the body”’ or “‘outside the body.” He speaks of bearing the marks of Christ
on his body (Gal. 6.17), presumably thinking particularly of the scars and
physical effects of the various beatings and severe hardships he endured;
though the similar thought in 2 Cor. 4.10 (“carrying the death of Jesus in our
body’’) puts us in touch with a much richer conception of “sharing Christ’s
sufferings.’”’27 Even the more partitive sounding trichotomy of “spirit, soul,
and body” in 1 Thes. 5.23 comes in a context emphasizing ‘‘wholeness,”28
where the enumeration is more like that of Deut. 6.5, denoting completeness
of commitment.2?

Theologie 1.275; but Becker, Paul 385, wams that Kdsemann’s view may be equally
ideological in origin). In similar vein the starting point for Robinson’s study of Pauline
usage is “‘the vast solidarity of historical existence” (Body 8); “the flesh-body was not
what partitioned a man off from his neighbour; it was rather what bound him in the bundle
of life with all men and nature” (Body 15). Schweizer finds this sense already in LXX use
of sgma; “‘it is used for man in confrontation with others” (TDNT 7.1048).

25. Cf. Gnilka, Theologie 44.

26. Jewett’s comment that Paul’s use of séma here “is thoroughly gnostic”” (An-
thropological Terms 276) illustrates the datedness of his study, written as it was when the
Gnostic hypothesis to explain the problems at Corinth was at the height of its influence.

27. See further below §18.5.

28. Holotelés, holokléron, both meaning “whole, complete.”” See also Schnelle,
Anthropologie 123.

29. Robinson, Man 108; Stacey, Man 123; contrast the suggestion of Jewett,
Anthropological Terms 175-83, that Paul here resists a libertinist “attempt to divide man
into higher and lower parts.”
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Elsewhere, however, the richer meaning of “‘embodiment” is clearer.
The spectrum of meaning is particularly evident in 1 Cor. 6.13-20, where Paul
uses soma eight times. We could be content with the meaning ‘‘physical body™
when he talks about sexual relationships with a prostitute (6.13, 16, 18). But
Paul also reminds the Corinthians that “your bodies are members of Christ”
(6.15), where narrowing the meaning to physical bodies would assuredly
diminish Paul’s meaning. What he was reminding the Corinthians of was that
they themselves (‘us” — 6.14) were members of Christ— but they them-
selves precisely as embodied beings, whose bodily engagements indicated the
quality and character of their commitment and discipleship.3 So the concept
of body is larger than physical body. Moreover, as bodies they were inevitably
in corporate relationships which determined their identity, and it was the
corporate relationship as members of Christ’s body which should be decisive
and render unthinkable a bodily relationship with a prostitute, representative
of another corporate order.3! In the concluding two references, the body as
“temple of the Holy Spirit” is another way of saying ““the Holy Spirit in you”
(6.19), that is, not just in the physical body, as though the body was something
distinct from the whole person, but the body as the embodiment of the whole
person. And the final call to ““glorify God in your body” is the deduction
drawn from the fact that “you were bought with a price” (6.20). That is, it is
a call not merely for a disciplining of the physical body, but for disciplined
social (corporate) relationships.

The importance of body as personal embodiment is also clear in Rom.
12.1. When Paul exhorts the Roman believers ‘“‘to present your bodies a
sacrifice,” he assuredly does not call upon them to offer up arms and legs on
a sacrificial altar! His summons is rather that they should offer up themselves.
The parallel with 6.13 and 16 puts the point beyond dispute: *“‘to hand over
your bodies” (12.1) = “to hand over yourselves” (6.13, 16).32 But what they
were to offer up was themselves precisely as bodies, themselves in their
corporeality, in the concrete relationships which constituted their everyday
living. The equivalent to Israel’s commitment in cultic sacrifice was the
dedication expressed in their embodied relationships.33

30. Cf. Bultmann, Theology 1.195 (but then with existentialist gloss — 195-96,
199); Barrett, ] Corinthians 147-49; Jewett, Anthropological Terms 260-61.

31. Cf. the differently angled discussion of Martin, Corinthian Body 176-77. To
bring out the point Paul rephrases Gen. 2.24 as “he who unites with a prostitute is one
body” (6.16).

32. The middle term here is “hand over your members” (the same word as in
I Cor. 6.15, also in Rom. 6.13, 19) — soma denoting the collectivity of the “members”
(see further my Romans 337, 709).

33. See further particularly E. Kiisemann, “Worship in Everyday Life”’ (§20 n. 1),
and below §20.3.
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The implications are the same, if not so immediately clear, in other
passages. When Paul notes that Abraham’s body “was already dead” (Rom.
4.19), he means that Abraham was impotent. When Paul says “I treat my
body roughly” (1 Cor. 9.27), he presumably refers not simply to an ascetic
physical severity,34 but to a strict discipline of life and conduct.35> When he
envisaged even a loveless martyrdom, he says “I may hand over my body in
order that I might boast (or be burned)”” (1 Cor. 13.3); in the variant reading
at least, the “I”” who hands over his body is the “I”” of the burned body.3¢
When he talks of each receiving judgment “according to what each has done
through or by means of the body™ (2 Cor. 5.10),37 he evidently was thinking
of the body as the medium of (as we would say) self-expression.38 When Paul
speaks of his “bodily presence as weak” (2 Cor. 10.10), he certainly has in
mind not just his physical strength or appearance, but the impression which
his whole manner and presentation of the gospel made on his hearers (1 Cor.
2.3). Or when he expresses his heartfelt desire ““that Christ might be magnified
in my body” (Phil. 1.20), he again no doubt had more than the physicality of
his appearance or actions in mind, but the character of his witness as embodied.
We can hardly think that Paul wanted to glorify Christ through only part of
his existence, the body as a subset of his whole being. He wanted rather to
glorify Christ through his whole life, despite the fact that he was being held
prisoner in a Roman jail.

Bearing in mind what was said above about the body corporate, we
should further note that in the second large cluster of body terms in 1 Corinthi-
ans (17 in 12.12-27) Paul makes extensive use of the body as a model of
human cooperation and interrelationships. We will have to return to this theme
later in another connection.39 Here the point is merely to underscore the social
dimensions which are consequent upon and the inevitable corollary of bodi-
ness. It is the interplay between body corporate and body corporeal, between
church as body and mutual (bodily, that is, also social) relationships, which
provides the linkage earlier, in 1 Cor. 11.29-30. Because believers are em-

34. Cf. Col. 2.23 — “‘severe treatment of the body, not of value to anyone in regard
to the gratification of the flesh.”

35. For this verse and the following two verses, contrast Gundry, SOMA 36-37,
47-48.

36. The variant is taken as original by NIV, NIB, and NRSV; but see Fee,
I Corinthians 629 n. 18 and 633-34.

37. On the phrase itself (dia tou somatos) see, e.g., Furnish, 2 Corinthians 276.

38. Even Gundry agrees here that “the soma is the man himself” (SOMA 47).
Similarly in Rom. 8.13 “the deeds of the body” is not a distancing phrase by which the
perpetrator might distance himself from his actions, but an alternative way of speaking of
“the evil which I do” (7.19).

39. See below §§20.4-5.
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bodied beings, whose embodiment is what makes it possible for them to
function collectively as a body, failure to ‘“‘discern the body” has bodily
consequences (many ill and weak, some even dead).40

In some way most striking of all is the distinction Paul makes between
the present body and the resurrection body in 1 Cor. 15.35-44, the third large
cluster of body terms in 1 Corinthians (9 occurrences). Evidently confronted by
some incredulity that there could be a resurrection of the body (15.12, 35),4! Paul
responds by rebuking the implication that the only body which could be
conceptualized is the unsatisfactory present body. “You fool! What you sow
does not come to life unless it dies. And what you sow is not the body which is
to be, but bare seed. . . . But God gives it a body as he has chosen, and to each
kind of seed its own body” (15.36-38). Paul proceeds to distinguish heavenly
bodies from earthly bodies (15.40), his unusual use of séma for sun, moon, and
stars#? already indicating that Paul was ploughing his own furrow at this point.
The analogy is applied (15.42-44): the present body (the embodiment of the soul)
ends in corruption, dishonour, weakness; the resurrection body (the embodiment
of the Spirit — 15.45) is raised in incorruptibility, glory, power. The soulish
body takes after Adam, of the earth, made of dust; the spiritual body will be
patterned after Christ’s resurrection body (15.45-49).43 Evidently, the soulish
body, the present body as such, cannot share in the kingdom of God; it is also
corruptible flesh and blood, and only the incorruptible, the spiritual body, is
capable of inheriting God’s kingdom (15.50).44

40. There are more dimensions to this rich passage. I focus only on the social
dimensions which G. Theissen first brought effectively to wider notice (see below §22.6).
Here note particularly Martin, Corinthian Body 194-96: ““By opening Christ’s body to schism,
they open their own bodies to disease and death” (194); but see also §22 n. 66 below.

41. To be noted is the fact that the theme of the chapter is the resurrection of the
dead (the phrase is repeated 13 times); see particularly M. de Boer, The Defeat of Death:
Apocalyptic Eschatology in 1 Corinthians 15 and Romans 5 (Sheffield: JSOT, 1988). For
the debate on what the Corinthian position referred to here was, see, e.g., R. A. Horsley,
“‘How Can Some of You Say That There Is No Resurrection of the Dead?’ Spiritual
Elitism in Corinth,” NovT 20 (1978) 203-31, and A. C. Thiselton, ‘‘Realized Eschatology
at Corinth,” NTS 24 (1977-78) 510-26.

42. The more typical common term between human beings and stars would be
psyche (“soul”) — Martin, Corinthian Body 126, who also reminds us (one of his principal
themes) that the distinction would not be between material and immaterial (127).

43. I remain puzzled how it is that some exegetes fail to recognize the reference
here to Christ’s resurrected embodiment (see my Christology 107-8); compare after all
Rom. 8.11 and Phil. 3.21. See further below §11.5a.

44. Cf. Martin’s stimulating treatment (Corinthian Body 123-29), though he allows
the whole-ism of Paul’s concept to be too much determined by his previous analysis of
yvhat he calls the “‘hierarchy of essences” in Greek thought. Paul does not say that “the
immortal and incorruptible part of the human body will be resurrected” (128), but envisaged
the transformation of the whole person in his or her embodiment.
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The point for us could scarcely be clearer. Redemption for Paul was
not some kind of escape from bodily existence, but a transformation into a
different kind of bodily existence (15.51-54). “Body” is the common term.
But not fleshly body, or body made of dust, or corruptible body, or mortal
body. That is only the present embodiment, the embodiment appropriate to a
physical world subject to decay and death.4> The embodiment of the resur-
rection body will be different, an embodiment appropriate to the world of
Spirit, beyond death. Quite what Paul envisaged we can hardly begin to say.
Quite possibly he himself was simply using these distinctions heuristically,
to indicate the fact (the “‘that’”) of the distinction rather than its ““what.” The
point for us here, however, is precisely the fact of the distinction. For it is
that which underlines the character of Paul’s concept of “‘body,” and precisely
as embodiment within a larger corporate and social whole.

To sum up, then, soma expresses for Paul the character of created
humankind — that is, as embodied existence. It is precisely as embodied, and
by means of this embodiment, that the person participates in creation and
functions as part of creation. The body, the body corporeal and not just the
body corporate, is what makes possible a social dimension to life, is what
enables the individual to participate in human society, or, alternatively ex-
pressed, is what prevents the individual from opting out of this world or
constructing a religion which denies social interdependence and responsibility.
Here we may simply observe how the exhortation of Rom. 12.1-2 runs on at
once into the exposition of the church’s corporate responsibility as one body
in Christ (12.3-8), and on into the wider social responsibilities outlined in
12.9-13.14.46 It is also this somatic character of Paul’s anthropology which
prevents Paul’s theology from falling into any real dualism between creation
and salvation. For it is precisely as part of creation and with creation that Paul
the individual and his fellow believers share in the birth pangs of creation,
groaning with the rest of creation as they await the redemption of their bodies
(Rom. 8.22-23). In short, sdma gives Paul’s theology an unavoidably social
and ecological dimension.

45. Contrast Gundry: *“‘a pneumatikon soma . . . is a physical body renovated by
the Spirit” (SOMA 165-66). But a “physical body” which is not subject to decay and death
is hardly the “normal meaning” of soma for which Gundry has pressed throughout his
study, given not least his starting point in soma = corpse. The emphasis in the passage is
more on discontinuity and transformation than on continuity (Kisemann, “ Anthropology”
8-10).

46. See further below §24.2.
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§3.3 Sarx

Sarx (*“flesh™) is the other most prominent Pauline anthropological term. It
occurs 91 times in the Pauline letters, 26 times in Romans alone.47 It is also
the most controversial term. This is principally because of the range of usage,
since it seems to span from the innocuous sense of the physical material of
the body to the sense of “‘flesh” as a force hostile to God. The simple question
which has generated immense discussion is how the one term can encompass
such a range.

The dominant view over the past century or so*8 has been that Paul’s
spread of usage reflects a combination of Jewish and Hellenistic influences,
in one measure or another. That is, the idea of flesh as material body reflects
the typical Hebrew sense of basar, whereas the idea of flesh as antagonistic
to God is more Hellenistic in character. But which is the dominant influence,
and which emphasis is the more significant for an understanding of Paul’s
theology? And does the tension caused by this diverse usage make Paul’s
theology incoherent? The differing views on such questions have caused
more confusion on this subject than in almost any other area of Paul’s
theology.

(a) The theological issues are posed most sharply by those who regard
sarx in Paul as a cosmic power like, but hostile to, pneuma (*‘s/Spirit’”),4?
sarx as a “‘principle of sin,”30 or sarx as “‘something like a Gnostic acon.” 5!
Bultmann, for example, analyses sarx not in his section on “‘anthropological
concepts” but together with sin and death — “flesh and sin as powers to
which man has fallen victim.””52 Coming at the question from his own dis-
tinctive angle, but equally impressed by the antithesis of flesh and spirit, Albert
Schweitzer concluded that the two were not merely hostile but mutually
exclusive: “*being in Christ” as a state of existence had taken the place of the
physical “being in the flesh”; being “in the Spirit” meant no longer being

47. No other NT author uses the term so much — John 13 times (8 of them in
John 6.51-63), Hebrews 6 times, 1 Peter 7 times, Revelation 7 times (5 of them in Rev.
19.18).

48. Referring back again to Liidemann (above n. 10); see Jewett, Anthropological
Terms 52-54.

49. This view goes back to F. C. Baur (Jewett, Anthropological Terms 51); simi-
larly, e.g., J. Weiss (Jewett 63), Brandenburger, Fleisch 45, and Strecker, Theologie 133.

50. The definition has also recurred regularly since Baur (Sand, Begriff 7), e.g.,
Pfleiderer (Sand 29-31) and A. Oepke (Sand 216); “radically evil” (Sand 63, describing
Bousset’s view). Even Ridderbos regards flesh as “a description of sin itself,” as a
description of “the sinful-in-itself™ (Paul 103-4).

51. Késemann, Leib (§20 n. 1) 105.

52. Bultmann, Theology 1.245 (also 197-200); but he does point out that it is not
“realistic mythotogy,” but “figurative, rhetorical language.”
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“in the flesh.””53 The issue here, then, is whether Paul regarded sarx as a
substance or force field which is irredeemably evil and from which the believer
has already been removed, or a hostile cosmic power whose authority over
the believer has already been broken.

(b) Others have found sufficient explanation for the problem of sarx in
Paul in more psychological than cosmological terms. The idea of sarx as the seat
of sensuality, summed up in the phrase *‘the pleasures of the flesh,” goes back
to ancient times.>* The overtone of frailty and corruptibility which attaches so
closely to the Hebrew basar has been strengthened by the usage in the DSS.55
But is that sufficient to explain the more negative uses of sarx in Romans 7-87
A popular solution has been to distinguish the two Pauline phrases: en sarki (“‘in
the flesh”) and kata sarka (‘“‘according to the flesh’). The former denotes simply
life on earth; the latter denotes ““the conscious spiritual orientation of life on the
earthly level.” 56 Sarx “‘becomes bad only when man builds his life on it.” 57 But
once again the question arises: Can the two usages be held together, or are we
left in effect with two neatly discrete senses — a neutral sense of sarx distinct
from a more characteristically negative sense?58

(c) A third aspect of the confusion caused by Paul’s use of sarx is the
more practical question of how sarx should be translated. For the translation
“flesh” seems to be largely unacceptable to most contemporary English lan-
guage translators of the Pauline letters.5® Possibly, we may presume, because

53. Schweitzer, Mysticism (§15 n. 1) 127, 167. Cf. even Schweizer, TDNT 7.135
— “The man who has come to faith in the Son of God is no longer in the sarx, for he
believes, and he has thus ceased to build his life on the sarx, which is to sin.”

54. Schweizer, TDNT 7.104-5; Jewett, Anthropological Terms 50.

55. Particularly Gen. 6.3; 2 Chron. 32.8; Job 34.15; Pss. 56.4; 78.39; Isa. 31.3;
40.6-7; Jer. 17.5 (see BDB, basar); in DSS see, e.g., 1QS 11.9, 12; 1QH 4.29; 15.21. See
also R. Meyer, TDNT 7.110-14.

56. Schweizer, TDNT 7.130-31, though he goes on to note that when sarx thus
functions as a norm “by which a man directs his life [it] becomes a power which shapes
him” (132).

57. Schweizer, TDNT 7.135.

58. Whiteley, Theology 39 — “flesh . . . used in a moral sense . . . does not
necessarily have any physical meaning”; Davies, Paul 19 (65 cases of “a purely material
sense”; 35 cases of “ethical significance). Davies then attempts to explain the more
negative usage in terms of the rabbinic idea of the yetzer ha-ra, “evil impulse” (20-27).
While the link to Paul’s own usage is less than clear, no doubt the rabbinic usage was an
alternative attempt to describe the experience of human fallibility.

59. The problems caused by modern translations of sarx can be illustrated from
two important contemporary translations. REB translates sarx in Romans variously as
“human” (1.3), “flesh” (2.28), “natural descent” (4.1), “‘mere human nature” (7.5), “un-
spiritual self”’ (7.18), *“‘unspiritual nature” (7.25), “‘nature’ (8.3), and “‘old nature” (8.4-5).
NIV translates the same sequence as “human nature” (1.3), “physical”’ (2.28), untranslated
(4.1), “sinful nature” (7.5, 18, 25; 8.3), “sinful man” (8.3), and “sinful nature™ (8.4-5).
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“flesh” in English has a somewhat old-fashioned ring. But probably also
because, consciously or unconsciously, its negative usage seems to carry
unacceptable dualistic overtones (materiality as evil). Even the problems of
translation, then, pose issues of some moment in any attempt to understand
Paul’s theology and how Paul envisaged the life of faith and the process of
solvation.

Given the confusion caused by Paul’s theology at this point, any
attempt to grasp Paul’s concept of sarx is bound to review his actual usage,
however briefly. Here it quickly becomes apparent that the usage can be set
out, without contrivance,® in something of a spectrum.6!

(i) At one end of the spectrum there is indeed a more or less neutral
usage, denoting the physical body, or physical relationship or kinship, without
any negative connotation.t?

(i1) Still with primary reference to the physical, sarx embraces the
typically Hebraic thought of weakness (Rom. 6.19). Sarx cannot inherit the
kingdom of God because it is perishable and mortal (1 Cor. 15.50).93 It is
“mortal” (2 Cor. 4.11), subject to affliction and weariness (2 Cor. 7.5) — “‘the
weakness of the flesh” (Gal. 4.13-14).

(ii1) In some passages this sense of weakness gains a further overtone
of inadequacy in contrast to a superior realm or mode of being: “flesh and
blood”’ in contrast to God (Gal. 1.16); a life lived ““in the flesh’ in contrast
to “Christ in me” (Gal. 2.20); Onesimus a brother not merely “in the flesh”
but, more importantly, “in the Lord” (Phm. 16); the “thorn in the flesh”
underlining human weakness in contrast to the power of God (2 Cor. 12.7-9).
Or more sharply, life “in the flesh” stands in contrast to being “with Christ,
which is far better”” (Phil. 1.22-23).

(iv) In other passages this weakness gains a moral connotation. It is
precisely as sarx that no person is justified before God (Rom. 3.20; Gal. 2.16),
precisely as sarx that no one can boast before God (1 Cor. 1.29). The flesh
weakens and incapacitates the law (Rom. 8.3). “Those who are in the flesh
are not able to please God” (Rom. 8.8).

(v) Still more alarming, sarx is the sphere of sin’s operations. ‘“When
we were in the flesh the sinful passions were in operation” (Rom. 7.5). “No
good thing dwells in me, that is, in my flesh”” (Rom. 7.18). “With my flesh

60. Jewett, Anthropological Terms 4-6, rightly warns against the danger of ab-
stracting usage from context and against a purely lexical study. But the following analysis
is qlen to context, without making it depend on such an elaborate reconstruction of the
various contexts as offered by Jewett.

434 61. I follow here for the most part the analysis of my “Jesus — Flesh and Spirit”

62. Rom. 11.14; 1 Cor. 6.16; 15.39; Eph. 5.29, 31; Col. 2.1; cf. 2 Cor. 7.1.
63. See further below §3.4.
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I serve the law of sin’” (Rom. 7.25). God ‘“‘sent his own Son in the very
likeness of sinful flesh (sarkos hamartias) . . . and condemned sin in the flesh”
(Rom. 8.3).

(vi) The negative force of sarx becomes most apparent as not only
mortal but also defective, disqualifying, or destructive, when set in antithesis
to pneuma (*‘Spirit”). To think of circumcision only as a rite “performed
visibly in the flesh” is to misunderstand it; the circumcision which God wants
is “of the heart, in Spirit and not in letter”” (Rom. 2.28). “The flesh’s way of
thinking is death, whereas the Spirit’s way of thinking is life and peace” (Rom.
8.6). “‘Having begun with the Spirit,” Paul asks his Galatian converts some-
what despairingly, “are you now made complete with the flesh?’ (Gal. 3.3).
Later he bids them ‘“Walk by the Spirit and you will not satisfy the desires
of the flesh. For the flesh desires against the Spirit . . .”” (5.16-17). Then he
sets ““the works of the flesh” (a list of social vices) over against “the fruit of
the Spirit” (5.19-23). Similarly to the Philippians he asserts boldly, “It is we
who are the circumcision, who worship by the Spirit of God . . . and who put
no confidence in the flesh’ (Phil. 3.3).

(vii) Consequently sarx itself can be characterized as a source of
corruption and hostility to God. “The flesh’s way of thinking is hostility to
God” (Rom. 8.7). ““Make no provision for the flesh to satisfy its desires”
(Rom. 13.14). “Those who belong to the Christ Jesus have crucified the flesh
with its passions and desires” (Gal. 5.24). “Those who sow to their own flesh
shall from the flesh reap corruption” (Gal. 6.8).64

(viii) Not least of interest is the way in which the phrase kata sarka
(*“according to the flesh’) mirrors the same spectrum.65 At one end it can
denote simply physical kinship — “Israel kata sarka (1 Cor. 10.18). But it
also lends itself to a contrast with a relationship considered more significant:
Jesus Son of David kata sarka, but Son of God in power kata pneuma (Rom.
1.3-4; cf. 9.5);66 Abraham as “‘our forefather kata sarka,” in implied contrast
to Abraham as “‘father of all who believe” (Rom. 4.1, 11; cf. 9.3);67 and later

64. See also Gal. 5.13; Eph. 2.3; Col. 2.13, 18, 23.
65. Cf. also sarkikos and sarkinos:

more neutral but nevertheless in some contrast more negative
sarkikos Rom. 15.27; 1 Cor. 9.11 1 Cor. 3.3; 2 Cor. 1.12; 10.4
sarkinos 2 Cor. 3.3 Rom. 7.14; 1 Cor. 3.1

BAGD, sarkikos, defines the difference between the terms as sarkikos, “‘belonging to the
flesh, fleshly”; sarkinos, “‘consisting of flesh, fleshy.”

66. Though I would still wish to say there may be something in my earlier thesis
regarding Rom. 1.3-4 in particular (“‘Jesus — Flesh and Spirit™), I do not want to press it
here. But see also §8 nn. 8 and 37 below.

67. Cf. Schweizer, TDNT 7.127 — sarx in Rom. 4.1 “‘is not viewed negatively,
but it is also not the decisive sphere for salvation.”
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kata sarka denotes the slave’s relationship with his earthly master as set against
the more important relationship with his heavenly master (Col. 3.22-24; Eph.
6.5-6). Moral overtones enter with the disparagement of social status as judged
kata sarka — ‘‘not many wise kata sarka” (1 Cor. 1.26). Paul’s perspective
is no longer kata sarka, that is, inferior and inadequate to a perspective kata
pneuma (2 Cor. 1.17; 5.16). He no longer acts kata sarka (2 Cor. 10.2-3). He
denounces boasting kata sarka (2 Cor. 11.18). Sharper still is the warning:
“if you live kata sarka you will certainly die, but if by the Spirit you put to
death the deeds of the body you will live”” (Rom. 8.13). And an almost dualistic
note enters in the antithesis between those born kata sarka and those bomn
kata pneuma (Gal. 4.23, 29), and between *‘those who exist kata sarka [and
who] take the side of the flesh™ and ““those who exist kata pneuma [and who]
take the side of the Spirit” (Rom. 8.5).

At first glance the spectrum of Paul’s usage of sarx seems to be
continuous, without obvious break. The facts that each usage on the spectrum
seems to merge into the next, that several of the texts cited above could easily
have been put at different points in the spectrum, and that Galatians in par-
ticular contains such a range of usage help make the point. This suggests that
there is a common link throughout, namely, sarx denoting what we might
describe as human mortality. It is the continuum of human mortality, the person
characterized and conditioned by human frailty, which gives sarx its spectrum
of meaning and which provides the link between Paul’s different uses of the
term. The spectrum runs from human relationships and needs, through human
weakness and desires, through human imperfection and corruption, to the fully
deprecatory and condemnatory tone of the sarx-pneuma antithesis.68 This first
impression hypothesis, however, needs to demonstrate that it can encompass
the features in Paul’s usage which caused earlier commentators to speak of
sarx as a cosmic power, to hold neutral and negative usages as distinct, or to
translate sarx so diversely.

(a) Hirst, despite the sharpness of some of Paul’s antitheses, there is
no good reason to see in Paul’s usage a concept of flesh as a principle of sin
or as a hostile cosmic power. In his fullest discussion of the relation between
flesh and sin (Romans 7-8) Paul makes two things abundantly clear. One is
that the sinning “I”” cannot distance itself from the flesh. The problem which
has caused the law’s failure is not the law itself, but the fact that ““I (myself)
am fleshly (sarkinos)” (7.14); “I myself with my mind serve the law of God
and with my flesh the law of sin” (7.25). In other words, the flesh is not
something separable from the person, any more than the mind or the body is.

68. This conclusion accords with the dominant view among British scholars that

Paul’s complete range of usage grows out of the Hebrew basar (see, e.g., Robinson, Man
111-22; Stacey, Man 154-73).
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As Paul could say, ‘I am body,” rather than “I have a body,” so he would
more naturally say, “I am flesh,” rather than “I have flesh” (that is, flesh
which I could somehow dispense with).70

The other thing that Paul makes clear in Romans 7-8 is that the real
culprit is neither the law nor the “I” but sin (7.17, 20). The problem with
flesh is not that it is sinful per se but that it is vulnerable to the enticements
of sin — flesh, we might say, as “‘the desiring I’ (7.7-12).7! It is the all too
human/fleshly need to satisfy appetites which leaves the individual exposed
to the wiles of sin (7.8) and indeed, or so it would seem, impotent before the
power of sin at work within the “I” (7.23).72 It is the interaction between the
law and the flesh which weakens and disables the law (8.3), not because the
flesh is conceived of as itself a malicious or hostile principle, but simply
because the flesh is inadequate to the task (8.7-8). So also the kata sarka
language of verses 4-5 indicates not an orientation inspired by a malevolent
power, but an orientation fo what is transient and perishable (8.6), a life lived
solely at the animal level of satisfying merely human appetites and desires
(also 8.12-13).

In short, Paul walks quite a fine line between regarding flesh as ir-
redeemably flawed and treating it as actively antithetic and hostile to God. In
the flow of his rhetoric and diversity of his expression he seems at times to
veer more to the one than to the other. But the connecting thread throughout
is the weakness and corruptibility of the flesh, so that a life lived on that level
or characterized by that level is headed inescapably for death (8.6, 13).

In the light of the same discussion (Romans 7-8), it makes no better
sense to conceptualize flesh as a cosmic power. Romans 7’s clear distinction
between the fleshly “I”” and sin, in terms of responsibility for breach of the
law, counts decisively against it. As we shall see,”3 sin itself can certainly be
described as a cosmic power in Paul’s thinking. But it would be more accurate
to speak of sin making its headquarters in the flesh, or using and abusing the
flesh, than to speak of the flesh as such as likewise a cosmic power.”* One
could indeed speak of flesh as a kind of sphere or character of existence, but
to envisage that as a cosmic dimension or force field is unnecessary.”s Kata
sarka denotes simply life lived at the level of decaying materiality, where the

69. See above §3.2.

70. That “flesh” denotes the whole person (that is, in her/his fleshliness) is one
of Sand’s main conclusions (Begriff 217).

71. On the relation of “desire” to “flesh” and “‘sin,” see below §4.7, §5.5, and
§§18.34.

72. On the “inner person” of 7.22 see below §18.3.

73. Below §5.3.

74. As, e.g., by Robinson, Man 117 and Davies, Paul 19.

75. Cf. Schnelle, Anthropologie 73-75.

67



GoD AND HUMANKIND §3.3

satisfaction of human appetite and desire is the highest objective — *‘whose
god is their belly” (Phil. 3.19).76

Nor is it any more justified to speak of flesh as a power, or condition,
which in Paul’s view the believer has escaped. Certainly Paul talks of a being
“in the flesh’” which is no longer true of the believer (7.5; 8.8-9).77 But he
also talks elsewhere of the life of faith lived “‘in the flesh” (Gal. 2.20; Phil.
1.22). even “in our mortal flesh” (2 Cor. 4.11). Within the context of human
living, conduct cannot be other than “in the flesh™ (2 Cor. 10.3); it would be
as impossible as a bodiless existence. The more consistent contrast, in fact,
would be between life lived en sarki, “‘in the flesh,” and life lived kata sarka,
“according to the flesh” (as in 2 Cor. 10.3), the former understood as the
inescapable condition of human existence (“‘in the flesh’’), the latter under-
stood as a morally culpable quality of social living “according to the flesh™).
But Paul evidently did not think it necessary to maintain such a clear-cut
distinction, varying his usage in Romans 7-8 between en sarki and kata sarka
in a confusing way. His usage elsewhere, however, suggests that the variation
in Romans 7-8 was more rhetorical or stylistic than anything else. The basic
fact remains that Paul can and does use en sarki to speak both of a lifestyle
which has been left behind and of the inescapably fleshly character of human
existence.’® But in Romans 7-8 kara sarka more consistently denotes a life-
style at odds with God.

(b) Even if Paul’s usage did not go to such extremes (designating sarx
as a cosmic power), the transition in his usage from sarx as human frame to
sarx as opposed to God (Rom. 8.7; Gal. 5.17) remains problematic in terms
of the continuity of the spectrum. This was compounded by a shift in inter-
pretation which Bultmann also inaugurated. For sixty years previously, the
usual assumption was that Paul’s preconversion experience had been of the
weakness of the flesh and consequent inability to keep the law.”9 But sixty
years ago the idea that Romans 7 testifies to Paul’s preconversion sense of
moral failure began to be abandoned.8° The more explicit self-testimonies of
Gal. 1.13-14 and Phil. 3.5-6 expressed rather a consciousness of effective
law-keeping on the part of the pre-Christian Paul. The result was a reversal
of emphasis: that the root of Paul’s failure, as of the failure of his fellow Jews

76. Thus when Paul describes the list of vices in Gal. 5.19-21 as “the works of
the tlesh,” he presumably means flesh surrendered to its weakness and/or manipulated by
sin.

77. See further below §18.2.

78. Later we will see how this confusion may be resolved in terms of “the
eschatological tension™ (§18),

79. Jewett, Anthropological Terms 51-52, 56, traces this back to C. Holsten.

1929) 80. W. G. Kiimmel, Romer 7 und die Bekehrung des Paulus (Leipzig: Hinrichs,
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generally, was not the weakness of the flesh, but rather their “‘confidence in
the flesh.”

The problem was that this confidence was understood in classic Ref-
ormation terms as confidence in human ability to keep the law, “flesh” defined
in Bultmann’s classic terms as *‘the self-reliant attitude of the man who puts
his trust in his own strength and in that which is controllable by him.” 8! It is
this assumption which in effect causes the disjunction in the spectrum, since
human presumption of ability to please God seems somewhat remote from
the more obvious range of sarx. What had been lost sight of, however, was
the fact that in the immediate context, ‘‘confidence in the flesh” for Paul was
confidence in belonging to the people of Israel, confidence in a national
identity marked out by physical kinship, by circumcision in the flesh (Phil.
3.3-4).82 As we shall see later,®3 it is precisely the fact that circumcision is
“in the flesh,”” physical and visible (Rom. 2.28),3¢ denoting a religious identity
conceived in such terms (Gal. 6.12-13), which explains Paul’s hostility to it.85

It follows then that it is sarx as denoting membership of Israel which
provides the middle link in the spectrum of Paul’s usage. Thus Paul can speak
of Israel kata sarka where the usage is more neutral in character (1 Cor. 10.18,
or even Rom. 4.1). But the same language is strongly negative in Gal. 4.23
and 29. The point is that the physical/sarkical relationship with Abraham was
both something to be cherished (Rom. 9.3, 5) and also a source of misplaced
confidence (9.8). It is precisely the interlocking of physical descent and
spiritual acceptability to God, religious confidence “in the flesh,” against
which Paul reacted in his conversion to faith in Jesus the Christ (Phil. 3.3-4).

In other words, to turn the point completely around, it was precisely

81. Bultmann, Theology 1.240.

82. Contrast Bultmann, Theology 1.242-43: * ‘confidence in the flesh’ is the
supposed security which a man achieves out of that which is worldly and apparent, that
which he can control and deal with . . . is nothing else than man’s confidence in himself.”

83. Below §14.5.

84. Contrast Sand, Begriff 132, who at once links circumcision to the thought of
one’s own power and the danger of self-reliance and self-praise. Cf. Bultmann’s similar
jump at this point (Rom. 2.28-29) through the idea of the outward and visible to “all that
has its nature in external ‘appearance’” to an equation of “flesh” with the “world”
(Theology 1.234-35). Here again he ignores the emphasis on national identity as marked
out by circumcision in the flesh — as indicated by the next verse: “What then is the
advantage of the Jew, or what is the value of circumcision?”” (3.1).

85. Jewett, Anthropological Terms 95-101, recognizes the importance of Gal.
6.12-13 as a clue to Paul’s most controversial usage, but in the event persists with the view
that what Paul was warning against was ““man’s . . . trusting in that which his own flesh
can accomplish” (101), “boasting in one’s own flesh” as self-righteousness (114); similarly
145-47 (on Rom. 7.5). Similarly Schweizer, TDNT 7.133. Boyarin, however, has seen and
develops the point (Radical Jew, particularly 67-70, 81-85).
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because there was no clear distinction between neutral and moral usage of
“flesh” that the category was so problematic for Paul. Sarx in its character
as weak and corruptible was always an ambiguous category for Paul, both at
the individual level and at the corporate level. To mark off a neutral sense,
“flesh” denoting ethnic identity, as clearly distinct from a moral sense, “flesh”
the ally of sin, would obscure the fact that for Paul it was precisely “flesh”
denoting ethnic identity which was at the root of his own people’s failure to
appreciate the gospel.

(¢) The consequences for translation of sarx in Paul are also worthy
of note. For one thing, the range of translations for the same term destroys
any sense that Paul had an integrated concept of sarx, whose spectrum of
meaning might have a coherence and integration which helped explain that
spectrum. For another, translations like “unspiritual nature’” and “‘sinful na-
ture” give a misteading®¢ and falsely dualistic overtone to Paul’s usage. Flesh
for Paul was neither unspiritual nor sinful. The term simply indicated and
characterized the weakness of a humanity constituted as flesh and always
vulnerable to the manipulation of its desires and needs as flesh. And for
another, such translations tend to individualize sarx (despite using the term
“nature’” ) and to lose sight of sarx as denoting a corporate or national identity.
In so doing they also lose sight of the important theological point that
humankind as sarx in this sense is equally vulnerable to manipulation by
nationalist demagogery of all kinds. A much more satisfactory rule of trans-
lation would be to recognize that sarx is an important technical and linking
term in Paul’s letters and is therefore best translated consistently by the same
term, ““flesh.”’87

§3.4 Soma and sarx

We are now in a position to clarify the relationship between these two terms
in Paul. This is of no less importance, since the overlap and difference between
them in Paul’s theology makes his usage highly distinctive. Surprisingly,
however, the significance of his anthropology at this point, as also its potential
ramifications, have been largely ignored in subsequent theology — at consid-
erable cost.

The first point of distinctiveness is the very fact that Paul did make a
distinction between soma and sarx. In contrast, Hebrew thought simply had
the one word basar, which usually means ““flesh.”” As already noted, there is
no direct equivalent for soma in Hebrew. On the other hand, in Greek thought

86. As though “nature” were a less problematic term than “flesh”!
87. Barrett makes a similar protest (Paul 69).
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soma and sarx, “body” and ‘‘“flesh,” were much closer synonyms than in
Paul. Hence, once again, the more dualistic Tendenz of Greek anthropology,
with the terms “body” and “‘flesh” able to express, more nearly as equivalents,
a sense of imprisonment in the material world.88

Paul, however, made a much clearer distinction between the two words.
In simplifying terms, the spectrum of meaning for soma is for the most part
morally neutral, whereas the spectrum of meaning for sarx is for the most
part morally negative. The analysis of each term in §§3.2 and 3.3 above should
sufficiently document the point. The two analyses will also show how each
spectrum overlaps with the other to some extent. Paul does use soma with a
strongly negative overtone when he speaks of “the body of sin” (Rom. 6.6)
and “‘the body of this death” (7.24), or when he talks of “putting to death the
deeds of the body™ (8.13). So too sarx can be used quite neutrally (as in 1 Cor.
10.18). That there is some overlap between the two terms is also indicated by
the substitution of soma for sarx in Rom. 8.13 and 1 Cor. 6.16.3% But the
negative note when it attaches to soma is usually given by a qualifying phrase
or adjective — “body of sin” (Rom. 6.6), “mortal body” (8.11). Whereas
sarx is more regularly negative without any qualifying phrase or adjective.
Interesting here are the two phrases in Col. 1.22 and 2.11, unique in the Pauline
letters, which speak of Christ’s “body of flesh” -— sarx itself functioning as
the qualifying term to emphasize the crude physicality of Jesus’ bodily death.90

As with the term soma, however, the most revealing passage is, once
again, 1 Cor. 15.35-50. Here the point of significance is the clear distinction
between a “flesh and blood [which] cannot inherit the kingdom of God”
(15.50) and a body which will (15.44).51 “Body,” the more neutral term, can
be transformed and raised again.9? ‘“Flesh” cannot.93 There is redemption for

88. See above §2.4.

89. Cf. also 1 Cor. 7.34 (*‘body and spirit”) with 2 Cor. 7.1 (“flesh and spirit”)
and 2 Cor. 4.10 with 4.11.

90. Cf. the similar phrases in 1QpHab 9.2 and 4QpNah/4Q169 2.6. The phrase
(somati sarkos) also occurs in the Greek of Sir. 23.17 and I Enoch 102.5. On Col. 2.11
as a reference to Christ’s death see my Colossians 157-58.

91. Paul does use sarx in this connection (15.39), but we should note that whereas
he uses sgma for heavenly bodies, his use of sarx is limited to the ‘“‘lower” beings: humans,
animals, birds, and fish (Martin, Corinthian Body 125).

92. Note the implication (but it is no more than that) of 2 Cor. 4.16-5.5 that there
is a continuity of process of transformation and renewal through death to resurrection (the
Spirit given as the first stage of the process; see further below §18.6). Possibly, therefore,
Paul assumed the transmutation of Jesus’ dead body into a spiritual body.

93. Gnilka, Theologie 46. The common assumption today that 15.50 begins a new
paragraph (e.g., Aland?®, NRSV, NIV, REB; Fee, I Corinthians 797-98) should not be
allowed to obscure the still implicit antithesis between body and flesh. The common terms
are phthora, *“dissolution, corruption” (15.42, 50), and aphtharsia, “incorruptibility, im-
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the body (Rom. 8.23), but salvation in the last day involves the dissolution
or destruction of the flesh (1 Cor. 5.5). In short, and again in somewhat
oversimplying terms, “body’’ denotes a being in the world, whereas “flesh”
denotes a belonging to the world.%* For Paul, human beings will always be
embodied beings, by definition. But the climax of salvation is the final leaving
behind of the flesh with all its inherent weakness and corruptibility.

If all this is correct, then the relationship of soma and sarx for Paul
can be visualized diagrammatically:

I
r—

FLESH < % BODY

T st ot e s s L5 R e s SRS

negative neutral

What is the theological significance of this somewhat contrived but
nevertheless clear distinction between soma and sarx in Paul? The answer is
probably that he was combining elements of Hebrew and Greek anthropology
into a new synthesis. On the one hand he affirmed the more holistic Hebrew
understanding of human embodiment, with what that meant for the cor-
poreality and corporateness of human existence as integral to being human.
At the same time he recognized something of importance in the more negative
Greek attitude to existence ““‘in the flesh,” which he also wanted to affirm.
For Paul, however, the negative factor was not simply bodily existence itself
but the ephemeral character of human existence as existence in desiring,
decaying flesh which, as it is focused on and clung to, subverts that existence
as existence before and for God. The point is that he could affirm both, the
double affirmation preventing both a simplistic overvaluation of the physical
and a simplistic undervaluation of the physical. Moreover, as a matter of
apologetic and missionary strategy, he had common ground with both Jew
and Greek in their diverse perspectives on reality and could hope thereby to
win from both a hearing for the gospel as it related to existence in this age.

In broader terms we could say that Paul’s distinction between soma

mortality” (15.42, 50, 53-54). The former refers to both *“flesh and blood” and “body,”
but the latter only to “body” (Schweizer, TDNT 7.128-29; Fee 798-99; Plevnik, Paul and
the Parousia (§12 n. 1) 147-55; pace 1. Jeremias, “Flesh and Blood Cannot Inherit the
Kingdom of God,” NTS 2 [1955-56] 151-59).

94. Cf. Robinson, Body — “‘sarx as neutral is man living in the world, sarx as
sinful is man living for the world: he becomes a ‘man of the world’ by allowing his
being-in-the-world, itself God-given, to govern his whole life and conduct™ (25); “while
sarx stands for man, in the solidarity of creation, in his distance from God, séma stands
for man, in the solidarity of creation, as made for God” (31).
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and sarx made possible a positive affirmation of human createdness and
creation and of the interdependence of humanity within its created environ-
ment. Sadly, however, this potential in Paul’s theology was soon lost as the
distinction itself was lost to sight. Already with Ignatius the need to oppose
Gnostic dualism called forth the insistence that it was the flesh of Jesus which
had been resurrected (Smyrneans 3).95 And subsequently in the “Helleniza-
tion” of Christian thought the negative overtones of fleshliness became more
and more attached to human bodiness, and not least to the creative function
of sexuality. What Paul had objected to — the denigration of sexual relations
per se% — became a feature of Christian spirituality in late antiquity.” Con-
cupiscence, sexual desire, came to be regarded by definition as wicked. Vir-
ginity was exalted above all other human conditions. Original sin was thought
to be transmitted by human procreation. The results of such denigration of
sexuality continue to distort Christian attitudes to gender till this day. A
recovery of Paul’s distinction between human bodiness, to be affirmed and
rejoiced in, and human fleshliness, always to be guarded about and against,
could be a major contribution to ongoing theological reflection in such areas.

§3.5 Nous and kardia

We have focused the discussion of Paul’s anthropology on the two key words
soma and sarx. The other terms he uses are not so important, but they do
deserve some consideration. Fortunately their significance has also been less
contentious. Not least of interest is the fact that, like soma and sarx, the other
most prominent terms fall into natural pairs. The first of these is nous and
kardia, “‘mind” and ‘“heart.”

Nous occurs 21 times in the Pauline letters, most of them in Romans
(6 occurrences) and 1 Corinthians (7). In the NT it is almost exclusively a
Pauline concept (the term appears only 3 other times). Its infrequency and
irregularity in the LXX as a translation equivalent indicates that it was not a
concept which fitted naturally to Hebrew thought, whereas in Greek thought

95. Cf. Stuhlmacher, Theologie 1.277. Worth noting is the observation of Beker,
Paul 153: “A resurrection of the flesh signals a loss of Paul’s apocalyptic thinking; it
underscores the continuity between the old age and the new age to such an extent that the
spiritual transformation of the new age is ignored.”

96. With most modern scholars I regard 1 Cor. 7.1 (“It is well for a man not to
touch a woman”’) as a quotation from the Corinthians (in the letter they had sent him)
which Paul seeks to counter (e.g., REB, NRSV; Barrett, I Corinthians 154; Fee, 1 Corinthi-
ans 273-74). See further below §24.5.

97. See Brown, Body, particularly 397, 399-400, 406-8, 416-19, 422; cf. his earlier
comment on Paul (48).

73



Gonp AND HUMANKIND §3.5

nous was the highest part of the person. This reflects the typically Greek
evaluation of reason or rationality as that which relates to the divine, as of a
piece with the divine, as the divine in humanity.?® The influence of such
perception on Paul is most obvious at Rom. 1.20. There he clearly trades on
the commonplace of Greek philosophy: that the human mind perceives the
existence and nature of God rationally as more or less an axiom of human
reason and indeed an unavoidable corollary of the fact of human rationality
itself. In this Paul was simply using the apologetic bridge to non-Jewish
religious philosophy which had earlier been constructed within Hellenistic
Judaism.%?

The importance of “mind” for Paul is easily documented. It is with his
mind that he approves the law of God (Rom. 7.23, 25). The transformation of
Christian existence comes through “‘the renewal of the mind” (12.2; Eph. 4.23).
Full conviction at the rational level was important in making ethical decisions
(Rom. 14.5). In contrast, the Galatians’ disregard for the gospel preached by Paul
was anoétos, “‘senseless, foolish” (Gal. 3.1, 3). So, too, it was of the highest
importance that his mind conformed to that of Christ (1 Cor. 2.16). Worship
should engage the mind as well as the spirit (1 Cor. 14.14-15). In some instances
the language appears almost dualistic — mind over against flesh (Rom. 7.25) or
spirit (1 Cor. 14.15). But such a deduction would misrepresent a Paul who saw
offering of the body as of a piece with renewal of the mind (Rom. 12.1-2). As it
is more accurate to speak of the human soma as the embodied ““I,”*190 so it would
be more accurate to speak of the nous as the rational person, the perceiving,
thinking, determining “I,” the “I”” not simply at the mercy of outside powers
but able to respond and to act with understanding.!0! In which case “renewal of
the mind” (Rom. 12.2) means not a new capacity to discern God’s will by
rational means, but the integration of rationality within the total transformation
of the person, the recovery of the mind’s proper function from its *“disqualified”
state and the undue regard and disregard for it which was the consequence of
human presumption (Rom. 1.28).

Kardia, “heart,” occurs 52 times in Paul (one-third of the NT usage),
15 times in Romans. It is more characteristically Hebrew, but equally Greek,
in both cases denoting the innermost part of the person, the seat of emotions,

98. See J. Behm, noed, TDNT 4.954-57.

99. See further, e.g., Bornkamm, Early Christian Experience 50-53, and my
Romans 57-58.

100. See above §3.2.

_ 10L Jewett, Anthropological Terms, presses needlessly for two more limited and
dlSlln(.lt senses: nous as “‘a complex of thoughts and assumptions which can make up the
consc10u:§ness of a person” (378), and nous as “the agent of self-control and rational
gommumcation” (380). The idea of individual thoughts is carried more by the characteris-
tically plural use of noéma (2 Cor. 3.14; 4.4; 10.5; 11.3; Phil. 4.7).

74



§3.5 HUMANKIND

but also of thought and will.102 Paul’s usage reflects this range of meaning.
God is “he who searches the heart” (Rom. 8.27).103 The law and circumcision
must penetrate to the heart (Rom. 2.15, 29). Likewise obedience and belief
need to be “from the heart” (Rom. 6.17; 10.9-10). The emotive dimension is
apparent in talk of “the love of God poured out in our hearts” (Rom. 5.5),
“the anguish of my heart” (9.2; 2 Cor. 2.4), “the desire of my heart” (Rom.
10.1), the peace of God garrisoning the heart (Phil. 4.7; Col. 3.15), and God
encouraging/comforting the heart.104 And the heart as the organ of decision-
making is evident in 1 Cor. 7.37 and 2 Cor. 9.7.105 Alongside rous, denoting
“the thinking I,” we may say that kardia denotes ‘‘the experiencing, motivat-
ing 1.”” It was important for Paul that the experience of God’s grace penetrated
to the innermost depths of a person!%6 and that the corresponding faith was
an expression of deeply felt commitment.

Not least of interest is the fact that both terms were thought to be
necessary — even though the range of usage of each overlapped with the
other.197 In other words, it was important, for Paul as well, that the human
being was not just rational and not just a bundle of feelings, but both. “Mind”’
certainly distinguished humanity from the brute beast; but in the human
person, rationality, emotion, and volition were all united in the concept of
“heart.” Perhaps it is significant that Paul spoke of the latter (‘‘heart’”) so
much more often than the former (‘“‘mind”) and could speak of a peace from
God “‘which surpasses understanding”™ (Phil. 4.7). It would probably not be
straining the evidence too much to say that Paul thus in effect refused to
reduce the wholeness of the person to rationality, but sought rather to maintain
a balance between the rational, the emotional, and the volitional.198 In which
case here too Paul provides some precedent for a western European culture
which holds the heritage of the Enlightenment and of the Romantic Revival
in uneasy tension.

102. Robinson, Man 106; F. Baumgirtel and J. Behm, kardia, TDNT 3.606-9.

103. Echoing a classic theme — 1 Sam. 16.7; 1 Kgs. 8.39; Pss. 17.3; 44.21;
139.1-2, 23; Prov. 15.11; Jer. 11.20; 12.3. See also 1 Cor. 4.5; 14.25; t Thes. 2.4; and
contrast 2 Cor. 5.12.

104. Col. 2.2; 4.8; 2 Thes. 2.17; Eph. 6.22. Note also Phil. 1.7-8, where kardia
parallels splanchna, “(feeling of) affection.”

105. Note also 2 Cor. 8.16 (‘“‘eager concem”) and Col. 3.22/Eph. 6.5 (“single-minded-
ness”). Talk of a “clean heart” in 1 Tim. 1.5 and 2 Tim. 2.22 has a more stereotyped ring.

106. 2 Cor. 1.22; 3.2-3; 4.6; Gal. 4.6; Eph. 1.18; 3.17.

107. Nous could have an emotive overtone in Greek thought (LSJ, noos 3), just
as it could occasionally (6 times) translate Hebrew leb, “heart” (as against the 723
occasions in which leb is translated as kardia). See also above n. 102,

108. Contrast Philo and Josephus, and in more recent times, Pfleiderer and
Holtzmann, who all subordinate kardia entirely to nous (noted by Jewett, Anthropological
Terms 306-8).
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§3.6 Psyché and pneuma

The only other pairing!®® which calls for some attention is psyche, ““soul,” and
pneuma in the sense of “(human) spirit.” Both terms are little used by Paul, but
their usage has some significance for our appreciation of his anthropology and
of how Paul conceived of the interface between the divine and the human.

Paul uses psyché just 13 times, 4 of them in Romans. This itself is in
striking contrast to the regular use of the term in classical Greek and of nephesh
in the OT (756 times).!10 The difference between Hebraic and Greek anthro-
pology becomes as clear here as anywhere. For in classical Greek usage the
psyche is ““the essential core of man which can be separated from his body and
which does not share in the body’s dissolution.” ! Here is the origin of the
concept of “the immortality of the soul,” as the continuing existence of an inner,
hidden part of the buman person after death. In contrast, in Hebrew thought,
nephesh denotes the whole person, the ‘‘living nephesh” of Gen. 2.7.112

Paul’s usage clearly echoes the typical Hebraic mind-set.!13 Psyché
denoting the person is clear in several passages.!14 Elsewhere the sense slides
into “life,” or psyché as the focus of human vitality.115

The number of uses of pneuma denoting human spirit in Paul is uncertain,
since it is unclear in several passages whether the divine Spirit or the human
spirit is referred t0.!16 In any case, it will be significant that the number of
references to the (Holy) Spirit far outweigh those to the (human) spirit.!17 The
immediate inference which can fairly be drawn is that for Paul the gospel is not
about an innate spintuality awaiting release, but about the divine Spirit acting

109. On “‘conscience” and “inner person” see above n. 16 and below §18.3.

110. Stacey, Man 121.

111. Jacob, TDNT 9.611.

112. BDB, nephesh 4. Striking here is the fact that nephesh can be used of the
dead person shortly after death, while the corpse still has the person’s distinguishing
features (see Jacob, TDNT 9.620-21).

113. So most; e.g., Stacey, Man 124; Conzelmann, Outline 179.

114, Rom. 2.9; 13.1; 16.4; 1 Cor. 15.45 (citing Gen. 2.7); 2 Cor. 1.23; 12.15;
| Thes. 2.8.

115. “Life” — Rom. 11.3; Phil. 2.30; “vitality” — Col. 3.23; Eph. 6.6; cf. Phil.
1.27 (“with one psyché™), 2.2 (sympsychos, “united in soul”) and 2.20 (isopsychos, ““of
like soul™). Contrast the more partitive sounding 1 Thes. 5.23; but see p. 57 above.

116. Particularly 1 Cor. 4.21; 14.15, 32; 2 Cor. 4.13; Gal. 6.1; Eph. 1.17; Phil.
1.27; see also §16 n. 89 below.

117. Reference to the human spirit is clear enough in nineteen cases (Rom. 1.9;
8.16; 1 Cor. 2.11; 5.3-5; 7.34; 1 Cor. 14.14; 16.18; 2 Cor. 2.13; 7.1, 13; Gal. 6.18; Eph.
4.23; Phil. 4.23; Col. 2.5; 1 Thes. 5.23; 2 Tim. 4.22; Phm. 25), though three at least of
these could be added to the previous note (Rom. 1.9; 1 Cor. 5.3; 14.14). Of the 146
references to prewma in the Pauline letters, well over 100 refer to the Spirit of God.
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§3.6 HUMANKIND

upon and in a person from without. More to the point here, the spirit is evidently
that dimension of the human person by means of which the person relates most
directly to God. Hence passages like Rom. 1.9 (“I serve God with my spirit”)
and 8.16 (*“‘the Spirit bears witness with our spirit”’), the analogy between the
Spirit of God and the human spirit in 1 Cor. 2:11,!18 and the idea that the person
“who is united with the Lord is one spirit” (1 Cor. 6.17), not to mention the
ambiguous references noted above (n. 116). Indeed there has been a persistent
view that for Paul the human spirit is but a manifestation of the divine Spirit.!1
This could well reflect the influence of Hebraic thought.!20 And though it would
not be inconsistent with Stoic (and subsequently Gnostic) anthropology in
particular, it marks a further difference between characteristic Hebraic and
Hellenistic thought in that it is the pneuma which is the highest (or deepest)
dimension of the person rather than the nous. 12!

As with the two previous anthropological pairs there is evidently an
overlap of meaning in the respective usage ranges of psyché and pneuma. This
reflects the origins of both terms in Greek and Hebrew usage, but in Paul’s
developed usage the influence is predominantly from Hebrew anthropology. For
both terms (psyché/nephesh and pneuma/ruach) express an original identifica-
tion of “breath” as the life force.!?Z [n the Hebrew scriptures the overlap is
evident in a number of texts.123 Most striking is Gen. 2.7 — “God breathed into
his nostrils the breath (nesamah) of life; and man became a living nephesh’™ —
since nesamah and ruach are close synonyms (e.g., Job 27.3; Isa. 57.16). But in
the interval between that earlier usage and Paul a distinction becomes clearer —
preuma denoting more the Godward dimension of the human being, psyché
limited more to the vital force itself.12* We need not attempt to trace the
development.125 Its outcome is clear enough in Paul’s own usage, which is all

118. See also Moule, Holy Spirit (§16 n. 1) 7-11.

119. Robinson, Man 110; Bultmann, Theology 1.206-9; Schweizer, TDNT 6.435-
36, Jewett, Anthropological Terms 182-200; Fee, Empowering Presence (§16 n. 1) 24-26.
Contrast Stacey, Man 133-36.

120. For the human spirit as divine Spirit see Gen. 6.3; Job 27.3; 32.8; 33.4;
34.14-15; Ps. 104.29-30; Eccl. 12.7; Isa. 42.5; Ezek. 37.5, 6, 8-10. Contrast Stacey, Man
137: “the Pauline usage of spirit for the ‘godward side of man’ is not found in the Old
Testament.”

121. Cf. A. Dihle, psyche, TDNT 9.634. Compare the data collected by Baumgirtel
and Kleinknecht in TDNT 6.360-62 and 357-59. Contrast the older view of Pfleiderer and
Holtzmann that the nous is the ““Ankniiptungspunkt™ for the divine spirit (Jewett, Anthro-
pological Terms 359).

122. Jacob, TDNT9.609, 618-19; Kleinknecht and Baumgiirtel, TDNT 6.334-37, 360.

123. BDB, nephesh 2; ruach 4.

124. Robinson, Man 19-20, 109.

125. The hypothesis of Gnostic influence is unnecessary to explain the pneu-
matikos/psychikos distinction in 1 Cor. 2.13-3.1 (the hypothesis pioneered by Richard
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that need concern us here. I refer once again to 1 Cor. 15.44-46, but also 2.13-15.
For in 15.44-46 psyché and psychikos clearly denote the living person, but one
limited to the present bodily existence (in contrast to the soma pneumatikon, the
“spiritual body”). And in 2.14 the psychikos person is by definition one who is
unable to receive or appreciate the things of the preuma.

Where this observation may be of wider relevance is in the insight that
for Paul the human being is more than “soul.” Psyché is not sufficient to
describe the depths of the individual. Persons exist on and are related to fuller
dimensions of reality than just the psychical. At the end of a century which
has grown to appreciate the insights of Freud and Jung, then, Paul’s anthro-
pology may carry a salutary lesson for us. That lesson would be to warn
against thinking that the psyche can reveal everything of importance about
the inner life of a person. Paul, once again in line with his Jewish heritage,
also speaks of the human spirit, a still deeper depth or higher reality of the
person. Moreover, he both implies and teaches that it is only by functioning
at that level and by opening the human spirit to the divine Spirit that the
human being can be whole. At least, that is an important feature of his theology
and gospel — as we shall see.

§3.7 Summary

In sum, Paul’s conception of the human person is of a being who functions
within several dimensions. As embodied beings we are social, defined in part
by our need for and ability to enter into relationships, not as an optional extra,
but as a dimension of our very existence. Our fleshness attests our frailty and
weakness as mere humans, the inescapableness of our death, our dependence
on satisfaction of appetite and desire, our vulnerability to manipulation of
these appetites and desires. At the same time, as rational beings we are capable
of soaring to the highest heights of reflective thought. And as experiencing
beings we are capable of the deepest emotions and the most sustained moti-
vation. We are living beings, animated by the mystery of life as a gift, and
there is a dimension of our being at which we are directly touched by the
profoundest reality within and behind the universe. Paul would no doubt say
in thankful acknowledgment with the psalmist: “‘I praise you, for I am fearfully
and wonderfully made™ (Ps. 139.14).

Reitzenstein in 1909). What is in view are two levels of spirituality (*“mature/infant” —
2.6/3.1; “wise/foolish — 1.25-27) rather than two classes of persons. Sufficient explanation
can be found in the Jewish Wisdom tradition; see particularly R. A. Horsley, “Pneumatikos
vs. Psychikos: Distinctions of Spiritual Status among the Corinthians,” HTR 69 (1976)
269-88; pace Jewett, Anthropological Terms 343-44.
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CHAPTER 3

Humankind under Indictment

§4 Adam!
§4.1 The dark side of humanity

An analysis of Paul’s theology following the outline he himself provided in
Romans has little choice on where to begin. For the first main section of his
exposition quickly unfolds as an indictment of humankind (Rom. 1.18-3.20).
So, having given some indication of his assumptions regarding God and about
the way human beings are constituted, we turn at once to his doleful analysis
of the human condition.

In fact, this next stage (for us) of Paul’s theology follows on immedi-
ately from the last. It simply completes the portrayal of Paul’s anthropology.

1. Bibliography. C. K. Barrett, From First Adam to Last: A Study in Pauline
Theology (London: Black/New York, Scribner, 1962); G. Bornkamm, “‘Sin, Law and
Death: An Exegetical Study of Romans 7,” Early Christian Experience 87-104; E. Bran-
denburger, Adam und Christus. Exegetisch-religionsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen zu
Rom. 5.12-21 (1 Kor. 15) (WMANT 7; Neukirchen: Neukirchener, 1962); Gnilka, Paulus
201-5; M. D. Hooker, “Adam in Romans 1,” NTS 6 (1959-60) 297-306; “A Further Note
on Romans 1,” NTS 13 (1966-67) 181-83; J. Jervell, Imago Dei: Gen. 1.26f. im Spiitju-
dentum, in der Gnosis und in den paulinischen Briefen (FRLANT 76; Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck, 1960); Laato, Paulus ch. 4; J. R. Levison, Portraits of Adam in Early Judaism
From Sirach to 2 Baruch (JSPS 1; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1988); B. J. Malina,
“Some Observations on the Origin of Sin in Judaism and St. Paul,” CBQ 31 (1969) 18-34;
R. Scroggs, The Last Adam: A Study in Pauline Anthropology (Philadelphia: Fortress/Ox-
ford: Blackwell, 1966); Strecker, Theologie 63-69; F. R. Tennant, The Sources of the
Doctrines of the Fall and Original Sin (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1903); A. J. M.
Wedderburn, “The Theological Structure of Romans 5.12,” NTS 19 (1972-73) 339-54;
“Adam in Paul’s Letter to the Romans,” in E. A. Livingstone, ed., Studia Biblica 1978 11
(Sheffield: JSOT, 1980) 413-30; Whiteley, Theology 48-58; N. P. Williams, The Ideas of
the Fall and of Original Sin (London: Longmans, 1927).
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For a striking feature of Paul’s understanding of humankind is the number of
times a negative sign is attached to the various key terms described in §3.
This we saw is particularly true of sarx (“flesh”), the human person belonging
to the world, weak and corruptible. Life in the world cannot be lived except
“in the flesh.” But life lived kata sarka, *‘in accordance with the flesh,” where
animal appetites and desires dominate existence, is a life hostile to God, unable
to please God (Rom. 8.7-8). Soma (*‘body”’) is the more neutral term, but it
too could be used in a strongly negative sense — “‘the body of sin” (6.6),
“this body of death” (7.24). At best this body is still the mortal body, the
dead body yet to be redeemed (6.12; 8.10-11). So too the nous (“‘mind”),
though similarly neutral, has been corrupted: the Pauline letters speak of the
““disqualified mind” (Rom. 1.28), the ““futility of the mind” (Eph. 4.17), the
“mind of flesh” (Col. 2.18). Rom. 1.21 and 24 speak in turn of humanity’s
“foolish heart darkened,” and of humans being ‘‘handed over in the desires
of their hearts to uncleanness.”” The human person as psyché (“soul’) is also
earthbound. Psyche is indeed the principle of life, but life incomplete, circum-
scribed, transitory — humanity on its own level, not God’s. The psychikon
soma needs to be redeemed (Rom. 8.23), needs to become the preumatikon
soma (1 Cor. 15.44-49). Even the human pneuma (*‘spirit”’) can, in one place,
be spoken of as needing to be cleansed from ‘“‘defilement” (2 Cor. 7.1).

Equally striking is the language Paul uses when he recalls the opening
indictment of Romans in summary terms — Rom. 5.6-10:

While we were still weak, yet Christ at that time died for the ungodly. For
only rarely will someone die for a righteous man; for perhaps someone
will dare to die for the good man. But God demonstrates his love to us in
that while we were sinners Christ died for us. . . . For if when we were
enemies we were reconciled to God. . . .

The human condition Paul had in mind was marked not only by weakness (the
condition of the sarx), but by ungodliness (asebeia), the term he had used in the
opening of the indictment (1.18).2 They were literally “without worship,”’3
lacking in reverence. They were marked by unrighteousness (adikia) and ab-
sence of goodness, the former term again echoing the opening indictment of 1.18
(the wrath of God “‘revealed from heaven against all impiety and unrighteous-
ness of human beings who suppress the truth in unrighteousness’’).4 There was

2. Paul uses asebeia, “ungodliness,” only in Rom. 1.18 and 11.26 and the corre-
sponding adjective asebés, “ungodly,” only in Rom. 4.5 and 5.6. But they appear also in
1 Tim. 1.9; 2 Tim. 2.16; and Tit. 2.12.

3. Sebomai, “‘worship.”

4. Adikia, “unrighteousness,” is the more prominent term in the indictment (Rom.
1.18 [twice], 29; 2.8; 3.5).
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something fundamentally unjust in their relationships.> Worst of all, in a clearly
intended climax to the sequence, human beings were “‘sinners” and *‘enemies”
of God. To clarify what Paul had in mind in this sweeping criticism will be one
of the tasks of this chapter.

Subsequently the author of Ephesians described the human condition
in even starker terms (Eph. 2.1-3):

... you were dead in your trespasses and sins, in which you once walked,
in accordance with this world, in accordance with the ruler of the power
of the air, the spirit which is now at work in the sons of disobedience;
among whom we all also once conducted ourselves in the passions of our
flesh, following the desires of flesh and senses, and we were by nature
children of wrath, like the rest [of humankind].

Here again powerful imagery is used to characterize humankind, which echoes
Paul’s earlier language and whose meaning and implications we will have to
tease out in the course of this chapter.

In these passages (Rom. 5.6-10; Eph. 2.1-3) Pauline theology recog-
nizes in its own terms what all religious philosophies have recognized in
theirs: that there is a dark side to the human character, which must be taken
into account, otherwise it may destroy humanity. Whatever forces there are
outside individuals which bear upon them in an adverse, oppressive way
(below §5), there is also a virulent toxin within, whose poison, if allowed to
spread unchecked, will slowly kill the whole organism. The rabbis described
it as the yetser hara, ‘“‘the evil impulse” within, to explain the mad, self-
damaging choices we all make. The Gnostics, Manichees, and Cathars at-
tempted to explain it in terms of the evilness of matter, requiring a strict
asceticism in response. Shakespeare characterizes it as a fatal flaw within his
tragic heroes. Robert Louis Stevenson depicted its frightening potential in Dr
Jekyll and Mr Hyde. Oscar Wilde warned of the degeneration which can unfold
behind outward appearance in The Picture of Dorian Gray. And Jonathan
Swift simply followed out its outworking in the most pitiless portrayal of
human debasement in the Yahoos of Gulliver’s Travels.

Paul’s attempt to explain this dark side of humanity focuses on the
figure of Adam and the account of “man’s first disobedience”6 in Genesis
2-3 — what has traditionally been described as “the Fall.”7

5. Adikia, indicating the lack of order, right (dike), lack of righteousness, justice
(dikaiosyné).

6. Milton, Paradise Lost 1.1.1.

7. The Bible does not use the term ““fall” itself in referring to the account of Adam
and Eve. But the imagery was strengthened by the parallel “falls” of the king of Babylon
and the king of Tyre described in Isa. 14.12-15 and Ezek. 28.16-17 (cf. Luke 10.18),
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§4.2 Adam in Jewish scripture

Where did Paul draw his Adam theology from? The most obvious answer is:
from Genesis 1-3 itself and the theological themes opened up already there.
The key themes which we find in Paul are distinctively Jewish, and there is
no obvious alternative source in the wider religious thought of the time. The
nearest contender, the Hermetic tractate Poimandres, itself shows clear evi-
dence of influence from the Genesis narratives.8 If we are to understand Paul’s
teaching on the subject, therefore, it would be well to familiarize ourselves
with the traditions of theological reflection with which Paul himself was no
doubt familiar and which he could assume would inform in some degree his
readers’ reception of his own writing on the subject.

There are several notable features in Genesis 1-3 which bear directly
on Paul’s own use of the passage. First, the use of the term adam. Adam is
widely used throughout the Hebrew scriptures in the sense ‘“‘humankind,
human being.”? The same is true in Genesis 1-2, as is clear from 1.26-28 and
2.7. At the same time, there is in the account an ambivalence between adam
as an individual and adam representing humankind as a whole. But this only
really begins at 2.18;!0 and in 2.23-24 the Hebrew shows awareness of this
ambivalence by using ish (“‘man”) with ishah (‘‘woman, wife’’). The confu-
sion is caused by the story format, by the fact that the double story serves to
explain both marriage and the harshness of human labour, and by the merging
of myth with history (so also in Gen. 5.1-2, 3-5). Paul also displays the same
ambivalence. He speaks of “man” (anér, not anthropos) as the “image and
glory of God,” whereas “‘the woman/wife is the glory of man/husband”
(1 Cor. 11.7). And he implies that the initial failure in Eden was that of Eve
(2 Cor. 11.3; much starker in the later 1 Tim. 2.14).11 Nevertheless, the sense
that the Genesis account is the account of humankind, whether represented

although the imagery of Genesis 3 itself is of disobedience and consequent expulsion from
the presence of God. O. S. Wintermute translates Jub. 12.25 as a reference to “‘the day of
the Fall” (OTP 2.82), but R. H. Charles (revised by C. Rabin) takes the reference to “the
day of the collapse (of the tower of Babel)” (H. E D. Sparks, ed., The Apocryphal Old
Testament [Oxford: Clarendon, 1984] 49), which makes better sense in context. In 4 Ezra
7.118 the Latin term casus is translated by NRSV and OTP as “fall”’; but it could denote
a moral calamity (the Syriac has “misfortune, evil”); see Levison, Adam 123.

8. Dodd, Bible especially 145-69. The same is true of Gnostic tractates found at

Nag Hammadi, particularly The Apocryphon of John, The Hypostasis of the Archons, and
The Apocalypse of Adam.
9. BDB, adam 2.

Wy 10. The LXX translates adam as anthropos up to 2.18, but thereafter (and in 2.16)
as Adam.

11. 2 Cor. 11.3 simply follows the Genesis story line; it is 1 Tim. 2.14 which
makes a theological point of the story.
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as a single person or as male and female, never leaves Genesis 1-3. And, as
we shall see, Paul’s own use of the narratives shares the same sense. When
Paul speaks of or alludes to “Adam’” he speaks of humankind as a whole.

Second, we may note also the deliberate play in the Hebrew of Gen. 2.7
between adam and the material from which adam was made, adamah (*‘ground,
earth”) — “‘the LorD God formed the adam, dust from the adamah.” The tie-in
was no doubt deliberate: the adam was formed to till the adamah (2.5-9); and
subsequently the adamah is caught up in adam’s penalty for his disobedience
(the ground cursed and its produce necessitating hard labour), a penalty which
will last till adam returns to the adamah (3.17-19).12 Paul clearly had this
passage in mind when he speaks of the futility of creation in its subjection to
corruption in Rom. 8.20-22. But we might also note that the theme ties in closely
to what was said above (§3.2) regarding the implications of Paul’s soma
language, as indicating the human bond to the rest of creation.

Third, “the tree of the knowledge of good and evil” (Gen. 2.9), from
which the adam was sternly ordered not to eat (2.17), has caused endless
discussion. The most obvious understanding is not that the fruit would give
Adam an awareness of right and wrong which he would otherwise have totally
lacked; the command itself presupposes that Adam already knew the difference
between obedience and disobedience.!3. Rather what seems to be in view is
the issue of moral autonomy. The fruit of the tree would make Adam think
he knew best, wise in his own eyes, no longer needing to depend on God for
direction and moral boundaries. Hence the temptation of the serpent: ‘“You
will be like God, knowing good and evil”” (3.5). And the attractiveness of the
tree to Eve: “the tree was to be desired to make one wise” (3.6).14

Fourth, the warning is that disobedience on this point will result in
death (2.17 — ““in the day that you eat of it you shall die”). In the event the
result is exclusion from the other named tree, “the tree of life”” (2.9, 22, 24),
and by implication from the presence of God in the garden. Adam chooses to
know for himself, independent of God. The result, however, is indeed inde-
pendence from God; but that means also being cut off from access to life.

12. See further Gen. 4.11-12; 5.29; 8.21-22,

13. Tennant, Fall 12-13; Lyonnet, “Sin” (§5 n. 1) 5-6.

14. That this was the understanding of the passage in early Judaism is probably
confirmed by the strong echo of the Genesis 2-3 narrative in Ezekiel 28, which describes
how the king of Tyre was expelled from Eden (28.13, 16) because he compared his mind
with the mind of God and claimed (divine) wisdom (28.2-10). Also by the subsequent
renderings of the story: Josephus, Anz. 1.37, paraphrases Gen. 2.17 as the tree “of the
wisdom (phronesis) by which might be distinguished what was good and what evil”’; and
Targum Neofiti translates similarly, “the tree of knowledge, from which everyone who
eats will know to distinguish between good and evil.” See discussion in G. J. Wenham,
Genesis 1-15 (WBC 1; Waco: Word, 1987) 63-64.
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The obverse implication is that it was the divine intention for Adam
to have access to the tree of life as part of the human share in and responsibility
for creation. The explicit permission, “You may eat from every tree in the
garden” (2.16), with only the tree of the knowledge of good and evil forbidden
(2.17), clearly includes permission to eat of the tree of life. Which also implies
the divine intention that humankind should “live for ever” (3.22). Yet it is
left entirely unclear whether eternal life was to be gained by a regular eating
from the tree (as the former verses may imply), or could be gained from a
single eating (as 3.22 may imply). This further ambiguity in the Genesis
mythic story probably reflects an enduring uncertainty as to the origin of
death. Was death always part of the created order, as we today inevitably must
take it to be? Or does the fact of death indicate some flaw or failure in creation?
These ambiguities and questions remain part of Paul’s theologizing at this
point, derived, no doubt, directly from the original Adam stories.

Granted then that Paul was directly influenced by the Genesis narra-
tives (Genesis 1-3), as we shall see, can we detect other influence from the
long pre-Christian Jewish theological tradition? Since the passage has been
so central to Christian theology of ““the fall”” (and in Christian iconography),
it comes as a salutary caution to note that the Hebrew scriptures in fact take
little notice of the Adam story, although there are allusions at a number of
places,!5 and there is certainly a concept of universal sinfulness.16 It is not
really possible, therefore, to speak of a Jewish scriptural tradition of ‘‘the
fall,” and this should be noted in assessing where Jewish influences on Paul’s
theology are to be identified. The situation changes, however, in the Jewish
writings of the postbiblical (so-called “‘intertestamental’’) period.

§4.3 Adam in post-biblical Jewish tradition

Ben Sira, the most important of the deuterocanonical Jewish writings, does
not change the picture much. Indeed, at first sight it does not seem to have a
real concept of anything approximating a fall. Sir. 15.14 — God *‘from the
beginning made humankind and left him in the power of his inclination
(diaboulion).”” But as 15.15 makes clear (and despite Gen. 6.5 and 8.21), the
inclination (yetser) is not regarded as evil.17 Sir. 17.1 rehearses the creation

15. 1 Chron. 1.1; Deut. 4.32; Job 31.33; Ezek. 28.12-15; Hos. 6.7; also Tob. 8.6.
But see also Tennant, Fall 15-16 n. 7.

16. Gen. 6.5; 8.21; Tennant, Fall 101-2, refers to 1 Kgs. 8.46; 2 Chron. 6.36; Job4.17;
14.4,25.4; Pss. 51.5; 130.3; 143.2; Prov. 20.9; Eccl. 7.20; Jer. 17.9. See also Fitzmyer, Paul
71-72; Merklein, “Paulus und die Siinde” (85 n. 1) 139-42, with bibliography in n. 46.

s5as 17. Tennant, Fail 111-17; Levison, Adam 34-35. In what follows, cf. Levison
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of humankind “out of the earth,” but adds “and turned him back to it again”
in echo of Gen. 3.19, without any hint that this was originally a word of
judgment. Ben Sira simply notes that the life created by God was of limited
duration (17.2) and repeats that God “made them [plural] in his image” (17.3).
But the “inclination” (Greek) is again something positive (17.6). Without
more ado, ben Sira notes that God himself ““showed them good and evil”
(17.7) and *‘bestowed knowledge upon them, and allotted to them the law of
life. He established with them an eternal covenant” (17.11-12). It is not that
ben Sira had no conception of human sin. Quite the contrary, as the very next
passage clearly demonstrates (17.25-18.14): humans are all too sinful and
mortal. It is simply that this human condition is not traced back to a primeval
act of disobedience and consequent punishment.!8 Even in 40.1-11, the echo
of Gen. 3.19 seems to be drawn in simply to service the thought that hard
work and expectation of death are the common lot. Death is simply “the
Lord’s decree for all flesh” (41.1-4).

There is, however, one exception to this predominant emphasis in ben
Sira: Sir. 25.24 — “From a woman sin had its beginning, and because of her
we all die.”19 The parallel to Wis. 2.23-24 (cited below)20 and 2 Cor. 11.3
and 1 Tim. 2.14 (referred to above) can hardly be accidental.2! Ben Sira knew
(and at least drew upon) the tradition that death was the consequence of an
original sin.22

Of greater importance is the Wisdom of Solomon. Its particular rele-
vance for us lies in the fact that Paul certainly knew and seems deliberately
to echo it in his opening indictment (Rom. 1.19-2.6).23 There are clear refer-

18. Similarly in 24.28; 33.10-13; and 49.16, the last of which provides an early
expression of the subsequently prominent theme of Adam’s glorification.

19. The Hebrew reads: “Because of her we die yhd,” which could be translated
... communally”; that is, death is our common lot.

20. Note also Life of Adam and Eve — Vita 44 and Apoc. Mos. 14 and 32; also
2 Enoch 30.17.

21. Pace J. R. Levison, “Is Eve to Blame? A Contextual Analysis of Sir. 25.24,”
CBQ 47 (1985) 617-23; also Adam 155; followed uncritically by Stowers, Rereading 89,
92 (he makes no reference to Wis. 2.23-24 whatsoever); dismissed by P. W. Skehan and
A. A. Di Lella, The Wisdom of Ben Sira (AB 39; New York: Doubleday, 1987) 348-49.

22. Tennant, Fall 119-21, 244.

23. See particularly H. Daxer, Romer 1.18-2.10 im Verhdltnis zu spdtjiidischen
Lehrauffassung (Naumburg: Pitz’sche, 1914); C. Bussmann, Themen der paulinischen Mis-
sionspredigt auf dem Hintergrund der spdtjiidisch-hellenistischen Missionsliteratur
(Bemn/Frankfurt: Lang, 1975) 108-22; briefly set out in Sanday and Headlam, Romans 51-52.
. For the strong echo of Wis. 15.1-4 in Rom. 2.4 see my Romans 82-83. The evidence is all the
more interesting since the date of the Wisdom of Solomon is so uncertain — variously set
between about 220 BCE and 50 ck. D. Winston dates it to the reign of Gaius Caligula (37-41
CE; ABD 6.122-23). The later it is dated, and the more likely to an Alexandrian provenance,
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ences in Wisdom to the creation of the first human formed from the earth
(Wis. 7.1) and given rule over the creatures (9.2-3), and to the first-formed
father of the world’s transgression (paraptoma — 10.1). Notable also is the
echo of Gen. 3.19 in Wis. 15.8 and the accusation in 15.11 that the human
fashioned from clay “failed to know the one who formed him” (cf. Rom.
1.19-21).24 Most noteworthy of all is Wis. 2.23-24:

For God created humankind for incorruption,
and made him/her the image of his own eternity;

But through the devil’s envy death entered into the world,
and those who are of his party experience it.

The vocabulary and ideas here form an echo chamber for several of Paul’s
own theological assertions in this area.?> So here, too, we can be confident
that Paul was aware of such theological reflection and probably drew on it.26

Other postbiblical texts indicate that by Paul’s time the role of Adam’s
disobedience had become a major factor in generating explanations for the
human condition. We may simply note the retelling of the story of Adam’s
disobedience and expulsion in Jub. 3.17-25, with its striking though also
characteristic elaboration in 3.26-31.27 The beasts cease to speak a common
language and are expelled with Adam.28 But to Adam alone is it “granted . . .

the more striking is Paul’s knowledge of it. The facts suggest either a widespread circulation
of the text in diaspora synagogues or that Paul came upon it in his postconversion rethinking
of his Jewish heritage, not least in its interface with Gentile culture and need.

24. As well as the echo of 15.1-4 in Rom. 2.4, note the shared image and language
of the potter in Wis. 15.7 and Rom. 9.21. As Levison notes (Adam 53), the anthropology
of 15.11 is more Greek than Hebrew, since it speaks of a soul being breathed into the clay
figure, rather than of the clay figure becoming a living soul (similarly Philo, Virr. 203-4;
cf. Plant. 42 — the mind is the true anthropos in us).

25. “Incorruption” (aphtharsia) — Rom. 2.7; 1 Cor. 15:42, 50, 53-54.

“Image” (eikon) — Rom. 1.23; 1 Cor. 11.7; 15.49; 2 Cor. 3.18; 4.4; Col.
1.15; 3.10.

“Eternity” (aidiotes) — Rom. 1.20 (aidios).

“Death entered into the world,” the same words as in Rom. 5.12.

26. Levison, Adam 51-52, argues that 2.24 is a reference to Cain. But diabolos
was already established as a reference to God’s heavenly opponent: it is the regular
translation for satan (the heavenly “accuser”) in the LXX (2 Chron. 21.1; Job 1-2; Zech.
3.1-2) and appears also for *“Mastema, the chief of the spirits” hostile to God in the Greek
fragment of Jub. 10.8. The theme of “envy” is part of the serpent’s temptation in Apoc.
Mos. 18.4, and “envy” is the explanation for the serpent’s malice in Josephus, Ant. 1.41.
And if the death is thought of as eternal death (Tennant, Fall 124-26; Levison), then it fits
the idea of death as exclusion from the tree of life (Genesis 3) rather than as a reference
to Cain’s murder of Abel.

27. Jubilees is usually dated to the mid-2nd century BCE.

28. The motif is picked up in Philo, Conf. 6-8; Qu. Gen. 1.32; and Josephus, Ant. 1.41.
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that he might cover his shame” (referring to Gen. 2.25; 3.10-11, 21). Hence
the law’s requirement that its practitioners ‘“‘should cover their shame and they
should not be uncovered as the Gentiles are uncovered” (Jub. 3.31). The
implication of promiscuity as characteristic of Gentiles is reflected in Rom.
1.24-27. However, that more likely reflects a broader Jewish tradition2® than
simply Jubilees.

Philo seems to have thought that human failure is the inevitable result
of the human constitution. The two creation stories speak of ‘“‘two kinds of
humans, the one, those who live by reason, the divine inbreathing, the other
those who live by blood and the pleasure of the flesh. The latter is a moulded
clod of earth, the other is the faithful impress of the divine image” (Heres
56-57). But the double allusion to the second creation story (Gen. 2.7) indicates
that Philo was also thinking of each human being (Leg. All. 1.31-32). Con-
sequently it is aisthésis (“‘sense perception’) and the pleasure of the senses
which bring reason into slavery (Opif. 165-66). This is Philo’s interpretation
of the temptation through the woman. For as mind corresponds to the man,
sense perception corresponds to the woman (Opif. 165). And thus “woman
becomes for him the beginning of blameworthy life,” and ‘‘bodily pleasure
(hé ton somatén hédone) is the beginning of wrongs and violations of the
law” (Opif. 151-52).30 The result is the defiling of the divine image (Virt.
205). It was being given knowledge of their nakedness that was for humans
“the beginning of evil” (Qu. Gen. 1.40). Zeal for pleasure brings about
spiritual death, by causing the earth-born creature to give himself over to the
earth from which he was compounded and to turn away from heaven (the
soul) back to the earth (physical death) (Qu. Gen. 1.51).31

The Life of Adam and Eve emerged probably a little after Paul,32 but
it shows some striking parallels with Paul. Most notable are the passages

29. See further below §5.5.

30. See also with reference to epithymia, “‘desire,” Philo, Decal. 142, 150, 153,
173; Spec. Leg. 4.84-85. In Heres 294-95 Philo describes how the unformed soul in the
child “closely resembles smooth wax and has not yet received any impression of good or
evil.” Similarly in Praem. 62 he maintains that “all we human beings, before the reason
in us is fully grown, lie in the borderline between vice and virtue with no bias to either
side.”

31. Philo’s reuse of the Genesis 1-3 material is, of course, much more complex
(see Levison, Adam 63-88). I select only a few pertinent points here.

32. The text comes down to us in two recensions, Greek (Apoc. Mos.) and Latin
(Vita Adae et Evae), which may, howeter, both stem from an original Hebrew text. Such
an original cannot be dated more accurately than between 200 BCE and 100 cE, but there
may well have been a version prior to Paul, and its midrashic rather than allegorical
treatment suggests a provenance within the land of Israel (M. D. Johnson in OTP 2.252).
Our current texts could therefore reflect traditions and speculations about Adam and Eve
known to Paul.
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which bear upon our present theme:33 Satan’s transformation of himself into
the brightness of an angel;34 the location of Paradise in the third heaven;3’
the identification of epithymia (*‘desire”) as the root of all sin;3¢ and the theme
of “death gaining rule over all our race” as a result of Adam and Eve’s
transgression.37 It is also of relevance to note that the image of God seems to
remain unaffected by the expulsion from Paradise,3 whereas Adam laments
“that 1 have been estranged from my glory with which I was clothed” (Apoc.
Mos. 20.2; 21.6). In view of the reflections above on Genesis 2-3, we may
also note that, according to the Apocalypse of Moses, “‘the throne of God was
made ready where the tree of life was’’ (22.4) and that the promise to a faithful
Adam was of resurrection and renewed access to the tree of life,3 “and you
shall be immortal forever” (28.4).40

The two classic Jewish apocalypses, 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch, both
emerged in the period following the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 cE, that
is, a generation after Paul. But the degree of continuity with motifs already
developed suggests that in our immediate area of interest they may reflect
themes already current in Jewish theologizing at the time of Paul. Thus we
note that in Ezra’s words in 4 Ezra 3.7-10 there is something of the same
ambivalence as in Rom. 5.12-14 on the responsibility for universal death.
Adam transgressed the commandment ““and immediately you [God] appointed
death for him and his descendants” (4 Ezra 3.7). But the subsequent flood
and its destruction was the consequence of the ungodly things and disobe-
dience of the inhabitants of the world of that time (3.8-10).

More striking is Ezra’s attribution of Adam’s sin to his “‘evil heart”
(3.21-26):

The first Adam, burdened with an evil heart, transgressed and was over-
come, as were also all who were descended from him. Thus the disease
became permanent; the law was in the hearts of the people along with the

33. OTP 2.255 (M. D. Johnson).

34. Vita 9.1 = Apoc. Mos. 17.1, 2 Cor. 11.14. We should also note that 2 Cor. 11.13
emphasises “deceit,” a characteristic motif (using a different word) in the echoes of the
serpent’s success in deceiving Eve (2 Cor. 11.3; Rom. 7.11).

35. Apoc. Mos. 37.5; 2 Cor. 12.2-4. In Vita 25.1-3 Adam is also taken up to the
heavenly Paradise. Paradeisos had become established in Greek as the term for the garden
of Eden (Gen. 2.8-10, 15-16; 3.1-3, 8, 10, 23-24; BAGD, paradeisos).

36. Apoc. Mos. 19.3; Rom. 7.7. See further below §§4.7 and 5.5.

37. Apoc. Mos. 14; Rom. 5.12, 14; 7.9-11. See further below §4.6.

38. Apoc. Mos. 10.3; 12.1-2; 33.5; 35.2; Vira 37.3; 39.2-3.

39. Adam asked to be allowed to eat of the tree of life before being cast out (Apoc.
Mos. 28.2).

40. ““The resurrection of the dead at the last day is repeatedly taught” (Johnson,
OTP 2.254).
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evil root; but what was good departed, and the evil remained. . . . The
inhabitants of the city [Jerusalem] transgressed, in everything doing just
as Adam and all his descendants had done, for they also had the evil heart.

Here we see a similar ambivalence: there is no “original sin”; the “‘evil heart”
is an unexplained part of humanity. If anyone is to be blamed it is God, for
failing to take away the evil heart (3.20)!4! At the same time, the angel Uriel’s
alternative image speaks of “a grain of evil seed sown in Adam’s heart from
the beginning; and how much ungodliness it has produced until now — and
will produce until the time of threshing comes” (4.30).42 Both ‘‘the evil heart”
and the ‘“‘grain of evil seed” are presumably equivalent to the “inclination”
of Gen. 6.5 and 8.21, the rabbis’ evil yetser.43

Most striking of all is Ezra’s lament in 7.118: “O Adam, what have
you done? For though it was you who sinned, the fall (casus) was not yours
alone, but ours also who are your descendants.” To be noted, however, is the
fact that this is presented as Ezra’s own view, which the angel Uriel qualifies
by affirming human responsibility (7.127-31).44 What comes out clearly, then,
in the debate between Ezra and Uriel is precisely the problem of fairly
apportioning responsibility for human failure.

2 Baruch reflects a similar agonizing about responsibility for the dis-
aster which befell Jerusalem in 70 CE. Adam was guilty of deliberate trans-
gression (4.3).45 “The darkness of Adam™ (18.2) brought brevity of life and
death for those who were born from him (17.3). “Death was decreed against
those who trespassed” from the first day (19.8), “against those who were to
be born” (23.4).46 “When he [Adam] transgressed, untimely death came into
being” (56.6). The question of responsibility is explicitly posed: “O Adam,
what did you do to all who were born after you? And what will be said of
the first Eve who obeyed the serpent, so that this whole multitude is going to
corruption?”’ (48.42-43). But it is answered in terms of individuals being

41. Levison, Adam 117-18.

42, See further A. L. Thompson, Responsibility for Evil in the Theodicy of IV Ezra
(SBLDS 29; Missoula: Scholars, 1977); and the brief “Excursus on Adam’s Sin” in M. E.
Stone, Fourth Ezra (Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990) 63-67. Other references to
Adam in 4 Ezra are 7.11-14 (reflecting on the physical hardship consequent on Adam’s
transgression); 7.62-74; 8.44-45 (people are still properly called God’s own image).

43. Cf. particularly the now famous passage about the two spirits which determine
the natures of all humanity (1QS 4.15-26); see, e.g., O. J. F. Seitz, “The Two Spirits in
Man: An Essay in Biblical Exegesis,” NTS 6 (1959-60) 82-95.

44. Tt is important throughout 4 Ezra to observe who is the speaker, since the
whole is presented as in effect a debate between Ezra and Uriel, in which Uriel’s view has
to be given more weight. See again Levison, Adam 123-24,

45. Levison, Adam 130-31. Other references are in 14.17-19,

46. But there is a prospect of resurrection for “all who sleep in hope” (30.1).
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repaid for their own transgressions (48.47).47 The point is made explicitly in
54.14, 19:

For, although Adam sinned first and has brought death upon all who were
not of his own time, yet each of them who has been born from him has
prepared for himself the coming torment. . . . Adam is, therefore, not the
cause, except only for himself, but each of us has become our own Adam.

The failure, whether of Adam or of humankind generally, is categorized as
transgression of the law (48.47), failure to love the law (54.14), and failure
to acknowledge God from his creation (54.18).

We need not pursue the inquiry further into rabbinic traditions.43
Their relevance to the first century cE is too disputed. We clearly have
enough evidence to indicate that there was considerable reflection on the
Adam tradition, and in several strands of late Second Temple Judaism.
Within them there is a striking unity of perspective on two points in
particular. The first is that Genesis 1-3 invites an interpretation which takes
seriously the play between Adam and adam (‘“‘humankind”). The second
is that Genesis 2-3 provides some sort of explanation for the reality of
death in human experience.*® Beyond that there is an open and unresolved
debate: whether death is simply the consequence of humanity’s composition
from the dust of the earth, or an unlooked-for outcome of creation (hence
the need for resurrection); and whether Adam’s transgression triggers the
transgressions of those born after him, or all should be held wholly re-
sponsible for their own sins.50 Some also reflect on the nature of that
transgression — pleasure (Philo), desire (Apocalypse of Moses), with sexual
connotations (as in Jub. 3.31), failure to acknowledge God as creator
(2 Baruch). It should be evident from all this that Paul was entering into
an already well-developed debate and that his own views were not unin-
fluenced by its earlier participants.

$4.4-9 Adam in Paul’s theology

The simplest way to proceed is again to follow Paul’s own train of thought
on the subject. For one of the most striking features of Romans is the fact

47. Levison, Adam 135-36.

48. But see Scroggs, Adam 32-58. On Pseudo-Philo see C. T. R. Hayward, “The
Figure of Adam in Pseudo-Philo’s Biblical Antiquities,” JSJ 23 (1992) 1-20.

45. See further Scroggs, Adam 19.

50. See also M. de Boer, “Paul and Jewish Apocalyptic Eschatology,” in Marcus
and Soards, eds., Apocalyptic (§12 n. 1) 169-90 (here 177-80).
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that Paul repeatedly calls upon Genesis 1-3 to explain his understanding of
the human condition.

§4.4 Romans 1.18-32

It is noteworthy how Paul immediately begins his indictment of humankind
in Romans by referring to the relation of creature to Creator. In this he was
little different from the tradition just reviewed. He starts with the axiom that
God has made himself known, or at least knowable through what he has made
(1.19). The echo of Wis. 13.1-9 is particularly strong. From the things made,
God’s character ought to have been discernible (1.20) — the common reli-
gious axiom of the time.5! But human beings failed to glorify God as God or
to give him thanks (1.21). Paul clearly assumes that the only appropriate
attitude for the creature towards the Creator is one of worship and gratitude.
Any real sense of God’s majesty (glory), his eternal power and deity (1.20),
would surely bring home the human creature’s finite weakness and corruption
— a very Jewish perception.’? “Knowledge of God is a lie if it is not ac-
knowledgement of him.”53 Hence, as in Wis. 13.8-9, they are without excuse
(1.20).>4 And the consequence, again as in Wis. 13.1 — futility of thinking
and a foolish heart darkened (1.21).

Paul’s implication is plain: where life is not experienced as a gift from
God it has lost touch with reality and condemns itself to futility. . . . man’s
whole ability to respond and function not least as a rational being has been
damaged. Without the illumination and orientation which comes from the
proper recognition of God his whole centre is operating in the dark, lacking
direction and dissipating itself in what are essentially trifles.53

Lurking behind this we should probably see the figure of Adam, the
archetypal human who deliberately refused to give God his due, by refusing
to obey God’s one command (Gen. 2.17).56 But in Rom. 1.22 the echo becomes
stronger. The claim to be wise, which in direct contrast plunged into folly,
recalls the current understanding of the tree of the knowledge of good and

51. See above §2.6. See further my Romans 57-58.

52. E.g. Exod. 24.15-17; 20.18-20; Isa. 6.1-5; Ezekiel 1; see also G. von Rad,
doxa, TDNT 2.238-42.

53. Bultmann, Theology 1.213.

54. Cf. also particularly 4 Ezra 7.22-24 and 8.60.

55. Dunn, Romans 60.

56. So particularly Hooker, *“Adam” 300-301; Wedderburn, “Adam” 413-19. The
view does not command widespread support; see, e.g., Fitzmyer, Romans 274.

91



HUMANKIND UNDER INDICTMENT §4.4

evil.57 To covet wisdom, independent of God, was itself the temptation to
become like God (Gen. 3.5-6), which resulted in Adam’s debarment from life.
It is the same reaching beyond oneself, resulting only in damage to oneself,
as with the king of Tyre (Ezekiel 28), the ““vaulting ambition, which o’erleaps
itself, and falls on the other.””58 The implication is that humankind is dependent
for wisdom from on high, and when it claims such wisdom in itself or in its
own resources, that is simply a recipe for folly, darkened counsel, and dis-
aster.5 The temptation is to become like God. The outcome is that humans
are less able to function effectively even as humans. Claiming to have “come
of age” and no longer to need God, they become not godlike and independent
but futile and confused. The tragedy is that humankind apart from God can
no longer properly know itself or recognize its true nature. It thinks it is
godlike and cannot grasp that it is only God-breathed earth.

Paul then proceeds to document this folly by indicating what
humankind has exchanged God for — for human-made idols,®0 the desires of
their own human hearts, and sexual immorality (1.23-24). “They exchanged
the truth of God for falsehood and worshiped and served the creature rather
than the Creator” (1.25). The echoes of the already running Jewish theological
reflection are clear — not least the sustained polemic against idolatry in Wis-
dom 11-15, the implication that “‘desire”” was at the root of the primal sin,6!
and the characteristic Jewish polemic against Gentile sexual license.62 On the
last of these we need to recall that Jewish attempts to account for the origin
of sin also drew in Gen. 6.1-4 (the sin of the “‘sons of God” in having sexual
relations with earthly women).63 The point is that human creatures need their
gods. As creatures they will always be dependent on someone or something
for their fulfilment as creatures. If not God, then something altogether baser.
Without God they become subservient to their own desires, It is their relation
to God (bearing his image) which makes them “like God.” Without that they
have only substitutes and copies.

57. See above n. 14.

58. Shakespeare, Macbeth Act I Scene 7.

59. Scroggs, Adam 8: “‘the primary cause for man’s present predicament is . . . his
refusal to remain under God’s guidance.”

60. In 1.23 the influence of Gen. 1.20-25 may be detected in the choice of the last
three nouns (N. Hyldahi, “A Reminiscence of the Old Testament at Romans 1.23,” NTS
2 {1955-56] 285-88).

61. See also below on Rom. 7.7 (§4.7).

62. For details see my Romans 61, 65-66. Stowers, despite recognizing an element
of Jewish polemic against Gentiles here (Rereading 92-97), gives too little weight to the
echoes and parallels with Wisdom 11-15, familiar in scholarship for the past hundred years
(see above n. 23 and further below §85.4-5).

) 63. E.g. Jub. 422; 5.1-10; 7.21; I Enoch 6-11; 86; T. Reub. 5; T. Naph. 3.5; CD
18-21.
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An important aspect of Paul’s indictment here is the way in which
he draws in Israel’s traditional indictment of its own idolatry and descent
into promiscuity in the episode of the golden calf in the wilderness.64 The
critique of human futility (1.21) draws on Jer. 2.5-6: the fathers in the
wilderness 