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ABSTRACT 


"The Tenor of Toughness: The Interpersonal Metafunction in 1 Corinthians 1-4" 

James D. Dvorak 
McMaster Divinity College 
Hamilton, Ontario 
Doctor of Philosophy (Christian Theology), 2012 

This study offers a linguistic-critical reading of 1 Corinthians 1-4. Rather than 

pursuing the concerns of traditional historical-critical approaches such as classical 

rhetorical criticism, this study approaches the text from the modem sociolinguistic 

paradigm known as Systemic-Functional Linguistics (SFL). More specifically, the 

reading offered in this study is an application of Appraisal Theory. This implementation 

of SFL theory is concerned primarily with the interpersonal meanings that get encoded in 

text, especially as they pertain to the social action that Meeks calls '"resocialization." In 

other words, Tenor of Toughness is a study of the apostle Paul's use of language for the 

purpose of bringing the letter's putative readers into alignment with the ideology 

(theology) and values with which Paul expects all believers in Christ in every place to 

align. 

Methodologically, the model offered in the present study directs its attention to 

the linguistics of appraisal evident in Paul's language comprising 1 Cor 1-4. That is, it 

analyzes the text and identifies Paul's use of language for the purpose of positively or 

negatively evaluating the entities or propositions about which he is writing. It is argued 

that positive appraisals allow one to see what value positions Paul believes should be 

taken up by believers in Christ, while negative appraisals indicate those value positions 
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that should be rejected. Thus, for example, Paul's urging of the implied readers to ··say 

the same'' (1 Cor 1:1 0) indicates a positive stance toward unity and negative stance 

toward division/discord. Additionally, Appraisal Theory analyzes the various linguistic 

engagement strategies Paul employs in 1 Cor 1-4, for these, too, are indicative of what 

value positions Paul believes ought to be taken up or rejected by believers. For example. 

Paul might concede some point in his argument, but immediately offer a counter point 

that supplants the conceded proposition. 

Care is taken to interpret the appraisals and the social values they reveal in light 

of first-century Greco-Roman cultural context. Values such as humility. pride, 

loyalty/faithfulness, or friendship are different in many ways from the values of the 

twenty-first century Western North American social location of the present writer. For 

this reason, the interpretation ofthese values (or anything related to ideology) are 

carefully weighed against the scholarship of social historians and Social-Scientific 

Criticism. 
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Chapter 1 


An Introduction to Interpersonal Discourse Analysis 


Introduction 

In 1993 Wayne Meeks published The Origins a_(Christian Morality in which he 

convincingly argues that the formation and maintenance of moral norms is inextricably 

bound up with the process of community formation and maintenance-and this, he 

demonstrates, was the case for the early Christians. 1 Community formation and 

maintenance and, thus, moral formation and maintenance are social phenomena that may 

be discussed, as Meeks appropriately does, under the rubric of resocialization. 2 As one 

enters the Christian community through conversion-a simultaneous "'transfer of loyalty 

and sense of belonging from one set of social relations to another, quite different sef' 3
­

they accept and agree to live within the moral boundaries of the community. Stepping 

beyond these boundaries would require further resocialization (e.g., correction, rebuke, 

reorientation). 

1 Meeks. Ongins ofChristian .tfora/ity. 5. 
2 Resocialization is the process whereby a person willingly sets aside or alters certain beliefs. 

value positions. and behaviors and accepts ne\\ or modi tied ones as part of some form of social 
transformation ( cf. Shaefer and Lamm. Sociology. 113: Brim. "Adult Socialization." 556: Berger and 
Luckmann. Social Construction of Reality. 129--{)3 ). though. as Meeks (.\fora/ World. 13) points out. no 
one can e\er completely efface their primary socialization. In rou Belong to Christ. Tucker frames the 
discussion in terms of identityformation. 

3 Meeks. Origins ofChristian ,\lora/it;·. 31. Here the distinction between adhesion and conversion 
made by Nock in his classic work on conversion becomes apparent. According to Nock. adhesion involved 
the acceptance of religious rites as "useful supplements and not as substitutes. as they did not involve 
taking of a new way of life": however. conversion involved "the reorientation of the soul of an indi\ iduaL 
his deliberate turning from indifference or trom an earlier form of piety to another. a turning \\hich implies 
a consciousness that a great change is involved. that the old \\as wrong and the ne\\ is right" (Nock. 
Conversion. 7: cf. Meeks. Origins ofChristian ,\lora/if)'. 26-3 I). 



The significance of Meeks's argument for the present study has to do with the 

vital part language plays in the resocialization process. Meeks alludes to this in the 

discussion leading up to his thesis statement: 

Almost without exception, the documents that eventually became the New 
Testament ... are concerned with the way converts to the movement ought to 
behave. These documents . .. have among their primmy aims the maintenance 
and growth ofthose communities. In those documents we can see, though not 
always very clearly, the very formation of a Christian moral order, of a set of 
Christian moral practices.-l 

In other words, the texts of the New Testament-that is, the meanings made with 

language as text-played a central role in the resocialization ofthe early Christians. 5 In 

fact, although Meeks utilizes ethnographic rather than sociolinguistic methodology, 6 he 

nevertheless acknowledges the instrumental role of language in the creation and 

maintenance of the community's moral order when he examines "the language [the 

community used] to provide explicit action guides for one another" and the "'moral talk" 

used to reify their symbolic moral universe. 7 

It is on this topic that the present study seeks to enter the scholarly discussion. 

Adopting a model that is distinctly sociolinguistic, this project focuses upon the apostle 

4 Meeks. Origins ofChristian .\!orality, 5 (italics added). Cf. also Meeks . .\fora/ World. 11-17. 
5 On the primacy of language in (re- )socialization or the construction of shared reality. see Ochs. 

"'Socialization Through Language and Interaction ... 143: Halliday, Social Semiotic. 213--6: Hudson. 
Sociolinguistics. I01-3: Berger and Luckmann. Social Construction ofReality. 152-5-l: Poynton. 
Language and Gender. 11-16: Meeks, ,\fora/ World. 15: Tucker. You Belong to Christ. 55-58. Of course. 
other media/means besides language may be used. such as shunning or removal from the group (cf. 1 Cor 
5: 1-13) (cf Foucault, Archaeology ofKnowledge, 230-32: Bourdieu. Logic ofPractice, 52-65: Castelli, 
Imitating Paul. 53-57: Fairclough. Discourse and Social Change. 37--61: Lemke. Textual Politics. 28-36). 

6 Cf Meeks. Origins ofChristian Jfora/ity. 8-11. 
7 Meeks. Origins q{Christian .\fora/if)•. 14-15. The linguistic nature of these formulations is made 

apparent by the headings under \\hich Meeks discusses them: "The Language of Belonging... ··The 
Language of Separation:· "The Language of Obligation," and "The Grammar of Christian Practice." The 
tlrst t\\'O headings arc tram Meeks. [.'rban Christians. 85 and 9-l: the second are tram Meeks. Origins qf 
Christian Mora/itv. 66 and 91. See also the section "The Grammar of Christian Morals" in Meeks . .\fora/ 
World, 124. 
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Paul's use of language for the ideological (re-)positioning of the putative readers of 

canonical I Corinthians. 8 It seeks to discover what discourse semantic resources are 

called upon to define or redefine the chief criteria Paul and the Corinthians used to 

determine, explain, and legitimate the collective needs and wants, interests, and goals-in 

short, the values--of the Christian community at Corinth. 9 A key purveyor of ideology 

and its structures (e.g., values, judgments, experiences, perspectives) and the focal point 

of this study is emluation. Emluation refers to ""the expression of [a] speaker or writer's 

attitude or stance towards, viewpoint on, or feelings about the entities or propositions that 

he or she is talking [or writing] about." 10 Stance has to do with what Martin and White 

call '"bonding," that is ""the investiture of attitude in activity, the resonance of attitude 

with events and things (abstract or concrete), around which shared reverberations 

[people] align into communing sympathies ofkinship, friendship, collegiality and other 

of the many kinds of affinity and affiliation." 11 In short, stance is about creating 

community around shared values, where ""value'' 

describes some general quality and direction in life that human beings are 
expected to embody in their behavior. A value is a general, normative orientation 
of action in a social system. It is an emotionally anchored commitment to pursue 
and support certain directions or types of actions. 12 

8 In the present study. when reference is made to the readers. audience. addressees. or recipients of 
I Corinthians. such are understood to be implied in the text and not necessarily the actual readers of the 
letter. The reading role of these putative readers "is structured and controlled b) the text (which is. in tum. 
controlled by the author): real readers are invited to accept this role. but have no further input or creative 
function in the reading process .. (Darr...Reader-Oriented Approaches." 309). Cf Perelman and Olbrechts­
Tyteca. New Rhetoric. 19-23. 

q On this view ofideolog). see belO\v (cf also Elliott. What Is Social-Scientific Criticism. 130). 
10 Hunston and Thompson. Evaluation in Text. 5. Cf. White ...Evaluative Semantics:· 38. Hunston. 

··Evaluation and Ideolog):· 57-58: ..Evaluation may be defined as anything which indicates the writer's 
attitude to the value of an entity in the text. .. 

11 Martin and White. Language of Evaluation. 211. 
12 Pilch and Malina ...Introduction:· xv. Cf also Berger and Luckmann. Social Construction of 

Reality. 93-94 (under ··legitimation .. ): Anderson and Taylor. Sociology. 33. 
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To take up stance, then, is not simply to express one's attitude(s) about entities or 

propositions within a shared social system; rather, it is to construct community around 

shared values. 13 

It is this social-constitutive function that enables writers like Paul to construct and 

to attempt to naturalize axiological models (i.e., social models determinative of what is 

normal and deviant, beneficial and harmful, praiseworthy and blameworthy, and so on) 

by which they believe their readers ought to conduct themselves as members "in good 

standing'' of a particular group or community. 14 To examine these evaluative meanings, a 

model of appraisal will be used. The term ··appraisal'' here refers inclusively to all the 

evaluative resources of language that a person may use to adopt particular stances or 

value positions and to negotiate these stances with potential and/or actual respondents. 15 

These stances may be revealed along three axes; hence, the model is tri-axial. The basic 

approach is briefly sketched here. 

The first axis has to do with the attitude of the language user. Focus here is upon 

features traditionally discussed under the heading of"'affect," namely how language users 

overtly encode their own positive or negative feelings, emotions, and attitudes about an 

entity or proposition. 16 Appraisal Theory not only accounts for explicit realizations of 

attitude (emotions, judgments, and appreciations), but also considers how writers may 

attempt more indirectly to evoke or provoke certain attitudinal evaluations to persuade 

13 Cf. Lemke. '"Interpersonal Meaning in Discourse." 86. 
14 Cf. White ...Evaluative Semantics:· 38. Axiology is ..the study of things \vith regard to their 

value dimension" (cf. Neville. Reconstruction ofThinking. 12). In this study. interest is in ho\\ discourse is 
used to create and maintain a\.iological communities (i.e .. communities of shared values) or. in the 
language of social-scientific criticism. ho\\ discourse is used for mapping one's S)mbolic uni\ erse in terms 
of time. space. things. actions (including thinking and behavior). and people (cf. Neyrey. Paul. 21-101 ). 

15 White. '"Overvie\\," 2. 
16 Cf. Ochs and Schiefflen ...Language Has a Heart," 7-25. 
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others to adopt a stance that aligns with their own. 17 Thus, the use of attitude in text has 

the rhetorical effect of potentially creating in the readers the same emotional responses 

the writer feels toward certain phenomena. This is referred to as "attitudinal 

. . . "18posJtJOnmg. 

The second axis with which Appraisal Theory is concerned has traditionally been 

dealt with under such headings as ''modality," "epistemic modality,'' and 

"evidentiality.'.J 9 Appraisal Theory extends the traditional approach by attending not only 

to writer certainty, commitment, and knowledge but also to the question of how the writer 

engages and positions their voice vis-a-vis other voices and value positions sourced in the 

text. 20 Meanings along this axis allow language users "to present themselves as 

recognizing, answering, ignoring, challenging, rejecting, fending off, anticipating or 

accommodating actual or potential interlocutors and the value positions they represent.'<~ I 

The rhetorical effects ofthe kinds of meanings are referred to as '"dialogic" and 

"intertextual positioning.''22 

The third axis accounts for what has traditionally been covered under the headings 

of"intensification," ''vague language," and "hedging.":23 Along this axis lie the values 

that allow language users to grade or scale other meanings with regard to two further 

17 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 2. 

18 White. ··overview." 2. 


1°Cf. Lyons. Semantics. 2:787-849: Palmer. \food and A!odali(>': Chafe. "Evidential it) ... 261-72. 

20 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 2. Cf White. "Beyond Modality and Hedging ... 


259-84: White. "Dialogue and Inter-Subjectivity." 67-80: Stubbs. Text and Corpus Ana(vsis. 196-229: 
Fairclough. Discourse and Social Change. 158-62. 

21 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 2. 
21 White. "Introductory Tour:· 2-6. 
23 Cf. Labov. "Intensity:· 43-70: Channell. r·ague Language. 1-22: Lakoff. "Hedges:· 183-228: 

Hyland, Hedging. 

http:evidentiality.'.J9
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dimensions. The first dimension provides the ability to upscale or downscale other 

meanings according to intensity or amount.:>+ The domain of this cline includes categories 

of inherently scalar assessments in terms of positivity, negativity, size, extent, and so on 

(e.g., compare "'expensive" with "very expensive"). The second dimension allows 

language users to grade with regard to prototypicality. The domain ofthis cline includes 

culturally-bounded categories or phenomena that are not inherently scalar but may be 

brought more or less into focus through modification (e.g., compare ''love" with "true 

love"). This axis is of key importance for appraisal because it operates across the other 

two axes so that a language user may foreground or background attitudes or value 

positions appropriate to the meanings they wish to make. 

The basic methodology adopted here is discourse analysis. Although the number 

of studies laying claim to this designation have increased significantly since Louw 

introduced the method to New Testament exegesis, 25 its definition, scope, and application 

vary according to the analyst's research paradigm. 26 When scholars adopt discourse 

analysis without explicitly identifying the research paradigm from which they commence. 

the methodology is in danger of appearing ambiguous, if not confusing. 27 

24 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 137. 
2
' Louw...Discourse Analysis ... I01-18. 

26 Elliott. What Is Social-Scientific Criticism. 36: Kuhn. Scientific Revolutions. 174-210: 
Bourdieu. Outline. 72-95: Bourdieu. Logic ofPractice. 52-65. On models and methods generally. cf. 
Elliott, ..More on Methods and Models." 1-9: Carney. Shape ofthe Past. 1--43. Of course. research 
paradigms typically include a number of different research perspectives. each theorizing in ways gene rail) 
consistent \dth the traditions and presuppositions of the paradigm. but often putting a unique ..spin.. on 
things due to differing emphases and. occasionally. dit1ering opinions regarding the validity or application 
of certain presuppositions. Cf. Elliott. ..More on Methods and Models:· 7-8. 

27 Porter (Porter. ..Discourse Analysis and New Testament Studies." 14-35: Porter and Pitts .... Ne\\ 
Testament Greek Language and Linguistics." 235--41: cf. Westfall. Hebrews, 23-27) has helpfully 
identified four distinct schools and a number of eclectic models of discourse analysis that have emerged 
since Louw. Three are briefly mentioned here: the fourth is discussed in the body of the chapter. The 
Summer Institute of Linguistics (SILl school is heavily influenced b) Nida·s semantic model (see Toward 
a Science a.{ Translating: Componential Anazvsis o.f,\feaning: and Exploring Semantic Structures). Lamb"s 
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Lemke describes well the perspective and emphasis of discourse analysis adopted 

for this project: 

Discourse analysis today is trying to formulate the interactional semantics of 
text. We do not use language simply to organize action or to describe (or even 
create) events and their relations. Language is also a resource for the creation 
and maintenance ofsocial relations and value systems. Every discourse voice, 
embodied in text, constructs a stance toward itself and other discourse voices. It 
evaluates. explicitly or implicitly, what it has to say and the relation of what it has 
to say to what others do say or may say. Its evaluative orientation includes but is 
not limited to, certitude of truth value. It can define any value orientation toward 
what it says and/or toward what others say: appropriateness, usefulness, morality. 
pleasurability; all the forms of"rightness'' and "goodness."28 

stratificational grammar (see Outline ofStratificational Grammar). and Pike's tagmemic theor: (Language 
in Relation to a lJnified Theory. esp. 19+-289. and Linguistic Concepts, 75-83 ). Longacre's \\Ork 
(Grammar ofDiscourse. 269-317: "Fundamental Insights ofTagmemics." 65-76: "Top-Down. Template­
Driven Narrative Analysis." 140--68: "Mark 5:1-43." 167-96) exemplifies the influence ofstratificational 
grammar and tagmemic theor: by vievv ing language as stratified and by emphasizing the relations behveen 
clause constituents and their resultant meanings. Recent advances notwithstanding (e.g .. Levinsohn's 
Discourse Features and Callow's. Discourse Considerations: cf. Zogbo. "Advances in Discourse Study." 
1-29). the SIL school has remained somewhat isolated from mainstream New Testament interpretation due 
in part to its focus on Bible translation, its tendency to focus mainly upon smaller units oflanguage. and its 
reliance upon sentence grammars. elated linguistic models. and traditional Greek grammar. 

The South Atrican school. most notable for Lomv ·s model ofcolon analysis (Lom\. "Discourse 
Analysis." l 04-18). has served as the methodological foundation for many New Testament studies ( cf 
Louw. "Discourse ReadingofEphesians 1:3-14." 308-15: Black. "Hebrews 1:1--4.'' 175-94: Wendland. 
"Let No One Disregard You," 334-51: Snyman. "Hebrev\s 6:4--6," 354--68: Cotterell and Turner. 
Linguistics & Biblical Interpretation. 230-92). The basic method is to divide strings of text. usually 
sentences. into their constituent "cola" (Kwf..a )---the nominal and verbal elements ofthe text together vvith 
any existing S) ntactically dependent expansions-and then to diagram their relations. The main criticisms 
of this approach have been its lack of precision in defining key terms (e.g., "colon") as \\ell as the 
subjectivity involved in the notion of"semantic understanding" and the determination of the structure of 
cola (ct: Porter and Pitts. "New Testament Greek Language and Linguistics." 240: Westfall. Hebrews. 25). 

The Continental European school. comprised of a Scandinavian school and a German school ( cf. 
Olsson. ·"Decade ofText-Linguistic Analyses:· I 07-26). are broadly influenced by the linguistic models of 
de Beaugrande and Dressler. Kinneavy. Glilich and Raible. and van Dijk. as vvell as the communications 
model of Jakobson and the rhetorical theor:· of Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca ( cf. de Beaugrancle ami 
Dressler. Text Linguistics: Kinneavy. Them:v ofDiscourse: Gulich and Raible. Linguistische Textmode//e: 
van Dijk, Text and Context and Studies in the Pragmatics ofDiscourse: Jakobson, "Concluding Statement." 
350--77: and Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca. i\'ew Rhetoric). The general tendency among these scholars is 
to focus on a text's "macro-structures" (i.e .. higher level structures) and to analyze discourse in terms of 
syntax. semantics. and pragmatics (Porter and Pitts. "New Testament Greek Language and Linguistics:· 
238: cf. de Beaugrade and Dressler. Text Linguistics. 26--27: van Dijk, "Study of Discourse." 6--13 ). 
Although a number of important studies have emerged from this school (cf. Schenk, "Testamental Disciple­
Instruction." I 97-222: Olsson. "First John," 369-91: Hellholm. "Amplificatio in the Macro-Structure of 
Romans," 123-51 ). its impact upon New Testament interpretation. relatively speaking. has not been m·erly 
significant. 

28 Lemke. "Semantics and Social Values," 39. Cf also Fairclough. Discourse and Social Change. 
62-100. 
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A host of questions present themselves to the discourse analyst pursuing this course of 

analysis. 29 How do texts embody systems of social values? What are the linguistic 

resources for constructing a value orientation toward one's own and others' texts? How 

are these resources deployed against the background of value positions voiced within and 

beyond the boundaries of a community? How can one best characterize the interactional, 

orientational, axiological formations of a text and, more generally, how it globally 

patterns its selections of grammatical resources in these ways? 

These questions demand an analytical methodology backed by a linguistic theory 

that strongly ties together language and context and that emphasizes the use of language 

for social purposes. Thus, the current study openly aligns itself with the research tradition 

of Systemic-Functional Linguistics (SFL) pioneered and championed by M. A. K. 

Halliday. 3°Further, the model of discourse analysis (i.e., appraisal analysis) offered in 

this project is based in large part upon the analytical approach developed by J. R. Martin 

and his colleagues (mainly for English), 31 as well as the models developed by Porter and 

O'DonnelL Reed, and Westfall (for New Testament Greek)-all of which are consonant 

in essence with the SFL paradigm. 32 

What Rudolf Bultmann articulated more than five decades ago (which has since 

become axiomatic in biblical studies) applies to the present exegetical endeavor: exegesis 

29 These questions are from Lemke. --semantics and Social Values:· 39. 

30 See esp. Halliday. Social Semiotic. I 08-26. 

11 See Martin. English Text: Martin and Rose. Working with Discourse. 


32 Porter and O'Donnell. Discourse Ana(1·sis (forthcoming): Reed. Philippians: Westfall. Hebrelt's. 

Also significant is the model developed for the OpenText.org project (see O'Donnell. et. al.. --clause Level 
Annotation Specification": Porter and Pitts. --New Testament Greek Language and Linguistics:· 234-35). 

http:OpenText.org
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without presuppositions is not possible. 33 Following the general practice of the social 

sciences, the broader realm in which sociolinguistics has its place, the major tenets and 

presuppositions of the model and its key terminology will be clarified in the following 

section. 

Key Tenets and Presuppositions 

Language as Social Semiotic 

First and foremost, this study adopts the fundamental tenet that lies at the heart of the 

SFL paradigm and from which the other presuppositions emerge: language34 is a social 

semiotic. 35 This tenet embodies the conceptual framework SFL utilizes to interpret 

language. The term social signifies a point of view on language that stands in opposition 

to that of language as knowledge. 36 These two rather different styles oftheorizing about 

language are described by Halliday in terms of ''nativist'' versus "environmentalist": 

Broadly speaking, the nativist model reflects the philosophical-logical strand in 
the history ofthinking about language, with its sharp distinction between the ideal 
and the real (which Chomsky calls "competence" and "performance") and its 
view of language as rules-essentially rules of syntax. The environmentalist 
represents the ethnographic tradition, which rejects the distinction of ideal and 
reaL defines what is grammatical as, by and large, what is acceptable, and sees 
language as resource-resource for meaning. with meaning defined in terms of 
function. 37 

33 Bultmann...Exegesis Without Presuppositions:· 145-53. Although Bultmann was speaking 
spedfically about theological presuppositions. the axiom holds true for all presuppositions. Cf. Elliott. 
What Is Social-Scientific Criticism. 36. 

14 Here and throughout ..language·· reters to ··natural. human. adult, verbal language-natural as 
opposed to designed semiotics like mathematics and computer languages; adult (i.e., post-infancy) as 
opposed to infant protolanguages: verbal as opposed to music. dance and other languages of arC (Hallida) 
and Matthiessen. IFG3

• 20). 
3
' Sec Halliday. Social Semiotic. 1-35: Halliday...Context of Situation," 3-5. 

16 Halliday. Social Semiotic. 10--12. 
37 Hallida). Social Semiotic. 17 (italics his). On Chomsky's distinction between ..competence.. and 

"performance,·· see Chomsky. Language and the Mind, I 02--4. 
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Halliday illustrates this distinction by contrasting two opposing lines of argument with 

regard to language development. From the nativist perspective, humans have a specific 

language-learning faculty set apart from other learning faculties that provides ·'a 

readymade and rather detailed blueprint ofthe structure oflanguage."38 Thus, language 

learning becomes a matter of a person fitting into a framework they already possess the 

patterns of language use manifested as utterances they hear or read. 39 The 

environmentalist view rejects this notion and argues that language learning depends upon 

the same faculties involved in all aspects of \earning.'w These mental faculties, working 

together, enable a person to process and correlate abstract relations between various 

semiotic systems and the contexts in which those systems are instantiated. 41 In terms of 

language, one becomes "'fluent," not necessarily by learning rules of syntax, but by 

learning to correlate given contexts of situation with uses of language that are appropriate 

to those contexts-or, as Halliday puts it, learning how language is functionally related to 

observable situations in the context of its use. 42 

The term semiotic takes on a special nuance in SFL. As Halliday points out, the 

term derives from the ancient Greek terms semeion (sign) and semainomenon (signified) 

used by the Stoics in the 3'ct-2nd centuries BCE as they developed a theory ofthe sign. 43 

38 Halliday. Social Semiotic. 16--17. Cf. Chomsky ·s '"language capacity" (Language and the ,1,/ind. 
24). 

39 Halliday. Social Semiotic. 17. 
40 Halliday. Social Semiotic. 17. 
41 Halliday. Social Semiotic. 17. 
42 Halliday. Social Semiotic. 18. 
43 Halliday. "Context of Situation:· 3. While semiotics generally refers to the study of signs. there 

are two views of semiotics. which overlap at occasional points. that impact studies in linguistics. The most 
direct impact is the view ofSaussure. who describes semiotics (or '"semiology" as he called it) from a social 
perspective. A less direct impact comes from Peirce. whose vievv of semiotics is logical-philosophical 
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In the 201
h century, Saussure defined the linguistic sign as the "combination of a concept 

and a sound pattern.''44 By extension, he understood language as "a system of signs 

expressing ideas. "45 However, in spite of Saussure's view of language as a set of 

relationships that form a system,46 Halliday finds his view inadequate due to the atomistic 

conception of the linguistic sign: 'The sign has tended to be seen as an isolate, as a thing 

in itself, which exists first of all in and of itself before it comes to be related to other 

signs.''47 Thus, Halliday prefers a broader definition of semiotics, so that it refers not to 

the study of signs, but to the study of sign systems-"as the study of meaning in its most 

general sense.''48 He explains further: 

... we cannot operate with the concept of a sign as an entity. We have to think 
rather of systems of meaning, systems that may be considered as operating 
through some external form of output that we call a sign, but that are in 
themselves not sets of individual things, but rather networks of relationships. Jlt is 
in that sense that I would use the term ''semiotic" to define the perspective in 
which we want to look at language: language as one among a number of systems 
of meanings that, taken all together, constitute human culture. 49 

From this perspective, language is not simply a system of isolated signs, but a stratified 

semiotic system (see below); signs are the "output" ofthat system or, as will become 

clearer below, they are the expression of meaning in linguistic form (i.e., text). Language 

is, then, a vast resource comprised of networks of systems that offer a meaning 

potential-what a person can mean or, functionally speaking, what a person can do or 

rather than social. On the former, see Saussure. Course. 15-17: on the latter. see Peirce, "What is a Sign?'" 
2:4-10. Cf. Lyons, Semantics. 1:99-109. 

44 Saussure. Course, 67. 
45 Saussure. Course. 15. 
46 Cf. Saussure. Course. 14-15. 
47 Halliday. "Conte....:t of Situation," 3. 
48 Halliday. "Context of Situation." 4. Cf. Halliday. ""Architecture," 2. 
49 Halliday. "Context of Situation," 4. 
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accomplish with language 5° within the bounds of her or his culture. 51 Signification occurs 

(i.e., meaning is made and expressed linguistically) when a person selects options from 

among these linguistic networks. 52 

Eggins suggests that four theoretical claims about language emerge from the 

social semiotic view: (1) language is functional; (2) the primary function of language is to 

make meanings; (3) the meanings made with language are influenced or constrained by 

the social, cultural, and situational contexts in which they are exchanged; 53 
( 4) the 

process of using language is a semiotic process: that is, language users make meaning by 

selecting certain options from the language system. 54 Summarizing these points. she 

describes the SFL perspective on language as afunctional-semantic perspective that asks 

two functional-semantic questions: 55 

1. 	 How do people use language (or, semantically, how many different sorts 
of meanings do people make with language)? 

2. 	 How is language structured for use (or. semantically, how is language 
organized to make meanings)? 

These are the basic questions of SFL-based discourse analysis. Martin and Rose suggest 

that answering these questions requires understanding two further dimensions of 

discourse: 56 

5°Cf. Halliday. &plorations. 51-54. Halliday. Social Semiotic. 21: ··Language is ... the encoding 
of a ·behavior potential" into a ·meaning potential": that is. as a means of expressing what the human 
organism ·can do·. in interaction with other human organisms. by turning it into what he ·can mean."" 
Halliday. Social Semiotic. 122: ""The text is the linguistic form of social interaction." 

51 Cf. Halliday. ""Language in Social Perspective:· 46--47. 
52 Cf. Halliday. ""Architecture:· 7-8. 
53 Cf. Porter. ··Dialect and Register:· 197-200: Malina. ··Reading Theory." 5-8. 
54 Eggins. Introduction. 3. 
55 Eggins. Introduction. 3. 
56 Martin and Rose. Working with Discourse. 4. 
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• 	 relevant levels of language and context (stratification): as lexicogrammar, 
discourse, and social context; 

• 	 three general functions of language in social contexts (metafunction): to 
enact relationships, to represent experience, and to organize discourse into 
meaningful text. 

The next two sections provide accounts of these two dimensions. 

Stratification 

The functional-semantic questions noted above draw the discourse analyst into that area 

of analysis where grammar and lex is interface with social activity, so that she or he must 

do the work of grammarians on the one hand and the work of social theorists on the 

other. 57 Martin and Rose suggest this is due at least in part to the purview of the analyst. 58 

Grammarians are particularly interested in types of clauses and their elements. 
But texts are usually bigger than single clauses, so a discourse analyst has more to 
worry about than a grammarian (expanded horizons). By the same token, cultures 
manifest themselves through a myriad of texts, and social theorists are more 
interested in how social contexts are related to one another than in how they are 
internally organized as texts (global horizons). Discourse analysis employs the 
tools of grammarians to identify the roles of wordings in passages of text, and 
employs the tools of social theorists to explain why they make the meanings they 
do. 59 

The point here is that although social activity, discourse (i.e., text), and grammar are 

different phenomena they are interrelated. This is the SFL concept of stratification in 

which each of the phenomena is related by means of realization. Realization entails 

metaredundancy: the notion of patterns at one level ·'redounding" with patterns at the 

next level and so on, so that patterns of social activity are realized 

("manifested/symbolized/encoded/expressed") as patterns of discourse which are in turn 

57 Martin and Rose. Working with Discourse. 4. 

58 Martin and Rose. Working with Discourse. 4. 

59 Martin and Rose. Working with Discourse. 4. 
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realized as patterns of grammar and lex is (Figure 1.1 ). 60 Viewed from the other way 

around, one may say that patterns of grammar express patterns of discourse which 

express patterns of social activity (Figure 1.1 ). 61 

Figure 1.1 Stratification of social activity, discourse, and grammar 

A closer look reveals that both context and language exhibit more detailed 

stratification. With regard to context, one may argue that language users' cultures are 

realized in each situation in which they interact, and that each situation is realized as 

unf~lding instances of language. 62 Further, language is a stratified semiotic system in 

which discourse semantics (meanings) are realized as lexicogrammar which are realized 

as phonology (spoken text) or graphology (written text). 63 Similar to the visualization of 

social activity, discourse, and grammar in Figure 1.1, all of these patterns of realization 

may be illustrated as a series of nested co-tangential circles (Figure 1.2). 

Stratification provides a helpful model for approaching the relationship between 

context and language. It also offers a means for understanding the purview of SFL-based 

discourse analysis, demonstrating that the analyst is compelled to think about both 

60 Martin and Rose. Genre Relations. I0: Lemke, Textual Politics. 166-74: Martin, "Cohesion and 
Texture." 45. 

61 Cf. Hjelmslev. Prolegomena. 114-25. Cf. Martin. English Text, 493. 
62 Cf. Martin and Rose. Genre Relations. I0. 
63 Cf. Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation, 29. 
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linguistic and contextual domains. The ensuing discussion takes a closer look at the point 

where language and context intersect. 

Figure 1.2 Stratification of Context and Language 

Metafunction, Register, and Genre 

The prior discussion of language as social semiotic highlighted SFL 's keen interest in 

what language users can do with language by making meanings with it. Equally 

important, as the discussion of stratification emphasized, is the notion that making 

meanings with language does not occur outside a context. Language use is constrained by 

social context because social context constrains social activity, both linguistic and non­

linguistic. Two questions arise from these points: ( 1) What kinds of meanings can be 

made with language (i.e., what are its functions) in social context? and (2) How do these 

meanings interface with context of situation? SFL answers these questions with the 

concepts of metafimction, register, and genre. 

Metafunction 

SFL theory posits that people use language to accomplish three general social functions: 

(1) to enact social relationships; (2) to represent human experience; and (3) to organize 
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these enactments and reflections as meaningful text. 64 These are known in SFL as the 

metafimctioni5 of language in social activity: the interpersonal metafunction, the 

ideational metafunction, and the textual metafunction respectively. 66 The linguistic 

stratum of discourse semantics is organized around these three metafunctions. 

The interpersonal metafunction is that use of language for organizing and 

enacting social relationships and interactions among the participants of a given 

communicative context. These relationships and interactions are enacted with language 

by means of making statements, asking questions, and giving commands: by evaluating 

what one thinks or how one feels about people, things, or events: and by indicating om:'s 

relative commitment to any given proposition. 67 Whereas ideational meaning (see below) 

tends to be privileged in biblical studies (and discourse studies generally), 68 the present 

study focuses upon interpersonal meaning. Specifically, it fixes its gaze upon the 

rhetorical or instrumental impact of inscribed and implied attitudes (i.e., emotions, 

judgments, appreciations), various engagement strategies writers employ to enact social 

relations, and the locutions used for increasing or decreasing emphasis and sharpening or 

blurring boundaries. 69 

64 Halliday. ""Functions of Language:· 18-23: Martin and Rose. Working with Discourse. 7. 
65 "Why this rather unwieldy term ·metafunction"? We could have called them simply ·functions·: 

however. there is a long tradition of talking about the functions oflanguage in contexts v.here ·function· 
simply means purpose or way of using language. and has no significance for the analysis of language itself. 
But the systemic analysis shows that functionality is intrinsic to language: it is as it is because of the 
functions in which it has evolved in the human species. The term ·metafunction· was adopted to suggest 
that function was an integral component within the overall theory" (Halliday and Matthiessen. IF3 3• 30­
31). 

66 Halliday and Matthiessen. IFG3
• 29-30: Martin and Rose. Working with Discourse. 7. 

67 Cf. Eggins and Martin. ""Genres and Registers:· 238-39. 
68 Cf. Lemke. ··Interpersonal Meaning in Discourse." 86. 
69 Because primary attention is given to these interpersonal elements. what Hallida) calls 

"negotiation·· (the exchange of goods and services) receives relatively little attention here. except v.hen it 
bears on appraisal. 

http:proposition.67
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The ideational metafimction, sometimes referred to as experiential or 

(re )presentational, 70 has to do with the use of language to describe experience in tem1s of 

processes that unfold through time, the participants involved in the processes, and often, 

though not always, circumstances attendant to the processes. 71 In other words, ideational 

meaning maps '"what's going on, including who's doing what to whom, where, when, 

why and how and the logical relation of one going-on to another." 72 Although 

interpersonal meaning is the dominant concern in this work, ideational meaning plays a 

very important role because these meanings can act as tokens of interpersonal meaning 

that may invoke or provoke evaluation by the reader(s). 73 

The textual metafunction organizes interpersonal and ideational meanings into a 

flow of information that exhibits cohesion and coheres with its context of situation. 74 

Although Pike is usually credited as the first linguist to acknowledge different kinds of 

text structuring principles, 75 Halliday and his followers take the further step of 

associating the various structures of information flow with the kinds of meaning made 

with language. 76 Martin characterizes ideational meaning as exhibiting particulate 

7°Cf Thompson. Introducing Functional Grammar. 30. 86: Lemke. Textual Politics. 41. 
71 Halliday and Matthiessen. IFG3

, 170. 
72 Martin and White, Language ofEvaluation. 7. 
73 See White. "Evaluative Semantics ... 39-40 and the model presented in the following chapter. 
74 C[ Eggins and Martin. '"Genres and Registers ... 239: Dvorak. '"Thematization. Topic. and 

Information Flow ... 17-37. 
75 "Within tagmemic theory there is an assertion that at least three perspectives are utilized by 

Homo sapiens. On the one hand. he often acts as if he were cutting up sequences into chunks-into 
segments or particles .... On the other hand, he often senses things are somehov. flowing together as 
ripples on the tide, merging into one another in the form of a hierarchy of little waves of experience on still 
bigger waves. These t\vo perspectives. in turn, are supplemented by a third-the concept offield in which 
intersecting properties of experience cluster into bundles of simultaneous characteristics which together 
make up the patterns of his experience" (Pike. Linguistic Concepts. 12-13). C[ Martin and White. 
Language ofEvaluation. 17-18. 

76 Cf. Halliday ...Modes of Meaning." 202-15: Martin. English Text. 10-13: Martin and Whit,~. 
Language ofEvaluation. 17-19: Lemke. '"Interpersonal Meaning in Discourse." 93-94. 
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structure as a way of describing its segmental structure. 77 The particles making up these 

segments may be organized '"orbitally" into configurations consisting of a nucleus (a 

Process and Medium), margin (Agent), and periphery (circumstances) (experiential 

meaning); 78 or they may be organized serially into chains of logically related 

interdependent segments, usually clauses (logical meaning). 79 For example, Table 1.1 

contains a clause from Mark I :8 80 annotated to illustrate its particulate structure in terms 

of its experiential meaning. 

Margin (Agent) Nucleus (Process and Periphery (circumstance 

aUTOS" 

Medium) 
~OTTTIOEI U!J05 

role) 
EV TTVEU!JOTI aylt:y 

He will baptize you in/with the Holy Spirit 

Table 1.1 Particulate Structure (Experiential Meaning) 

Next, Martin characterizes textual meaning as exhibiting periodic structure which 

organizes meaning into ''waves ofinformation," 81 establishing "peaks ofprominence''82 

at the levels of clause, clause complex, and paragraph. 83 At the clause rank in Greek, this 

information is organized in terms of position. First position, or Prime, is used to highlight 

who or what the clause is focused upon, while the remainder of the clause, the 

77 Martin. "Text and Clause," 13. 
78 The terms Process, Medium, Agent. and circumstance role are terms associated with 

experiential structure in SFL where a quantum of change (i.e .. a figure) is involved. whether the change is 
self-engendered or case by an external Actor ( cf. Thompson. Introducing Functional Grammar. 13 7). From 
an experiential perspective. the Process is the core element in the clause that construes happening. doing. 
sensing, saying. being. or having: the Medium is the participant through which the Process is actualized: an 
Agent is a participant that acts as the external cause of a Process. Cf Matthiessen. Teruya. and Lam, Key 
Terms, 137 (on Medium) and 164 (on Process). 

79 Martin. "Factoring Out Exchange.·· 19: Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 18-19. 
80 Throughout this study. all translations are the author's unless otherwise noted. 
81 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 19. Cf Martin. ·Text and Clause," Martin. 

''Factoring Out Exchange." 20. 
82 Martin. "Text and Clause," 26. On prominence. cf. Porter and O'Donnell, Discourse Ana~vsis, 

119--60 (page numbers refer to pre-publication copy): Porter, "Prominence," 45-74. 
83 For fuller treatment. cL Dvorak. "Thematization," 19-24: Porter and O'Donnell, Discourse 

Ana(vsis. 85-118. 
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Subsequent, develops or provides additional information about the Prime. 84 Table 1.2 

illustrates Prime and Subsequent analysis for a series of clauses from 1Cor 3: 18. 85 

Clause Prime Subsequent 
3 65- IJT]CEt5 

no one 
EOUTOV E~OTTOTOTCU 
must deceive themselves 

3 66 - T\5 
anyone 

COKEl 00¢05 EiVat EV UIJlV EV T~ OlWVl TOUTCJ? 
who thinks [themselves} to be wise in this a~e 

3 68- 11WP05 
foolish 

yeveo8cu 
one must become 

3 69 - YEVT]TOI 
to become 

ao¢o5 
wise 

Table 1.2 Prime and Subsequent Analysis of clauses from 1 Cor 3:18 

Information at the level of clause complex is organized around process chains. 86 

A process chain is a string of one or more verbal groups that have the same Actor. 87 The 

Theme of a clause complex is who or what the complex of clauses is about; that is. who 

or what is the primary Actor in a process chain. When a new Actor is explicitly identified 

in a Primary clause, that Actor is thematic until another new Actor begins a new proc1~ss 

chain. The Rheme consists of all the additional process information for the current 

Actor. 88 Together Theme and Rheme demarcate clause complexes into identifiable 

thematic units. For example, Mark 1:4-6 consists of three thematic units: 'eyEvETo 

'lcuavVT]5 6 ~arrTiscuv ... KT]puoocuv (John the Baptizer came . .. preaching) 

(Theme!); E~ETTOpEUETO ... rraoa ~ 'loucala xwpa Kat Ol 'lepoooAUIJlTOl TTcXVTE5 .. 

. E~arrTisovTo ... E~OIJOAoyouiJEVOt (the entire Judean countryside and all the 

Jerusa!emites . .. were being baptized . .. corifessing) (Theme2); ~v 6 'lcuavVT]5 

84 Dvorak. "Thematization." 20: Porter and O'Donnell. Discourse Ana(vsis. 91. 

85 Note that conjunctions do not factor into Prime and Subsequent analysis. 

86 Dvorak. "Thematization,"21-3: Porter and O'Donnell. Discourse Ana(vsis. 94-105. 

87 Dvorak. "Thematization." 22: Porter and O'Donnell. Discourse Ana(vsis. 98-99. 

88 Dvorak. "Thematization." 22: Porter and O'Donnell. Discourse Ana(vsis. 98. 
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'EvOEOVIJEVos- ... E:o8lwv (John was wearing . .. eating) (Theme3). "John the Baptizer" 

is Theme of the first unit; "the entire Judean region and all the Jerusalemites'' is Theme of 

the second unit; and ''John" (contextually, the same person as John the Baptizer) is 

Theme of the third unit. Information about the goings-on or experiences of the Themes in 

each unit is given in the Rhemes of each unit. 

At the level of paragraph, 89 information is organized into what Porter and 

O'Donnell refer to as semantic environments, which they call Topics. 90 All of the 

discursive information that appears between shifts in Topic-that is, information that 

supports the current Topic----constitutes what they call Comment. 91 Shifts in Topic may 

be signaled in a number of different ways, and, in fact, it is not uncommon for several 

types of signals to be used at once to create a disruption in cohesion. 92 These disruptions 

may be created by dropping the use of a certain lexical item (or lexical items that share a 

semantic domain) and introducing new ones; changes in verbal features such as aspect, 

mood, voice, person; person or other kinds of reference; or the use of certain conjunction 

or other kinds of deictic markers. 93 Discourse boundaries may also be identified or 

confirmed by Prime and Subsequent and Theme and Rheme analysis. For example, in an 

analysis of 1 John 2:28-3:17, Dvorak shows how a chain of Themes in Prime position-

the most heavily marked thematic option-plays a major role in demarcating a specific 

semantic environment and formulating the Topic of the section: ''People demonstrate by 

89 The notion of paragraph is fraught with challenges ( cf Porter. "Peri cope Markers." 176-80: 
Adams. ''Linguistic Approach.·· 21-22: Coulthard. Introduction to Discourse Analysis. 121: Brm\ n and 
Yule. Discourse Ana(vsis. 95-100: Porter and O'Donnell. Discourse Ana(vsis. I 06-9). For the notion 
adopted here. see Porter. "Peri cope Markers." 180--82. Cf. also Dvorak. "Thematization:· 23-24. 

90 Porter and O'Donnell. Discourse Ana(vsis. I 06. Cf Dvorak. "Thematization." 24. 
91 Porter and O'Donnell. Discourse Ana(vsis. I 06: Cf. Dvorak. "Thematization," 24. 
92 Cf. Westfall. Hebrews, 36-55: Dvorak. "Thematization." 24. 
93 Cf Porter. "Peri cope Markers ... 180--82: Dvorak. 'Thematization." 24. 
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their righteous or sinful deeds whether or not they are children of God, and this is most 

especially demonstrated by whether or not they love other people by 'laying their lives 

down· for them in the form of meeting their physical needs.''94 

Finally. Martin characterizes interpersonal meaning as prosodic structure. 95 The 

analogy is taken from phonological studies, where prosody describes how tone unfolds in 

a continuous movement of rising and falling throughout a tone group. 96 Halliday extends 

the term prosody to grammar and semantics to describe the organizational structure of 

interpersonal meaning: 

The interpersonal component of meaning is the speaker's ongoing intrusion into 
the speech situation. It is his perspective on the exchange, his assigning and acting 
out of speech roles. Interpersonal meanings cannot be easily expressed as 
configurations of discrete elements [as with ideational meanings] ... The essence 
of the meaning potential of this part of the semantic system is that most of the 
options are associated with the action of meaning as a whole ... this interpersonal 
meaning ... is strung throughout the clause as a continuous motif or colouring ... 
the effect is cumulative ... we shall refer to this type of realisation as "prosodic," 
since the meaning is distributed like a prosody through a continuous stretch of 
discourse. 97 

The series of scripture quotations that have been strung together at Rom 3: 10-1898 

provides an excellent example of prosodic organization, specifically with regard to 

attitudinal appraisal: 

w8ws- yiypaTTTOI OTI OuK EOTIV OlKa105 ou6l El5' OUK EOTIV 0 auviwv, QUK 
EOTIV 0 EKSTJTWV n)v Seov. TTOVTE5 'e~eK.1JVO:V CXJ-10: nxpew8no(XV' OUK EOTIV 0 
rrotwv XPTJOTOTTJTa, ouK EiaTtv 'Ews- evbs-. Ta¢os- avecyyuEvos 6 .Aapuy~ 
atJTWV, TO:l5 y.AwooO:t5 atJTWV 'eoo.Atouoo:v, 'tos CxOTTlOWV UTTO TO XElAT) 
O:UTWV' wv TO OTOJ-10: apas KO:l TT~ YEJ..IEI, O~El5 Ol TTOOE5 O:tJTWV EKXEO:I 
o:luo:, QYVTPII-l!JO: Ko:LTaAo:Lrrwpio: 'ev TO:t5 oool5 o:\nwv, wl ooov 

94 Dvorak, '"Thematization." 28~29. 
95 Martin. "Text and Clause:· I 0~12; Martin. "Factoring Out Exchange." 20. 
96 Martin. "Text and Clause." I 0. Cf. Matthiessen, Kazuhiro, and Lam, Key Terms. 166. 
97 Halliday. ··Modes of Meaning," 206. 
98 Keck ("Function of Romans 3: I 0--18." 142-4 7) argues that Paul is not likely the original 

compiler of this montage of scriptures. 
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E'tp~VT]5 Q\J~ Eyvwoav. OUK EOTIV ¢o~05 8eou cmevaVTI TWV o¢8aA~wv , ~ 

OUTWV. 

As it is written, "There is not a righteous person, not even one. There is not an 
understanding person, there is not a seeker of God. All turned away and at the 
same time became corrupt. There is not anyone who does kindness, there is I!!~ 
even one. Their throat is an open grave; their tongues deceive; the poison of 
vipers is under their lips; their mouths contain a curse and bitterness; their feet 
are swift to shed blood; ruin and misery are in their paths, and they do not know 
the way of peace. There is not any fear of God before their eyes. 

The negative attitude beginning with ovK is carried along through this complex of clauses 

by additional instances of negation as well as terms and metaphors that carry negative 

connotations in the culture. The entire clause complex is thereby flooded with negativity, 

giving a very clear indication of Paul's stance with regard to all humanity who are not in 

Christ. 

Register 

Systemic perspectives on context link back to and derive from the work of Malinowski, 

who argued that to determine the meaning of texts, one must interpret them in light of 

their context of situation and context of culture. 99 Several decades later, Firth developed 

Malinowski's ideas into a model for analyzing context. 100 This framework consisted of 

the following: 101 

• 	 the PARTICIPANTS in the situation: what Firth referred to as persons and 
personalities, corresponding more or less to what sociologists would 
regard as statuses and roles ofthe participants 

• 	 the ACTION of the participants: what they are doing, including both their 
VERBAL ACTION and their NON-VERBAL ACTION 

99 Malinowski. "Problem of Meaning." Cf. Halliday. "Context of Situation." 5-8. 

10°Cf. Firth. "Personality and Language in Society." 

101 This summary ofthe framework is from Halliday, "Context of Situation." 8: cf. also Martin. 


English Text. 497: Eggins. Introduction. 89. 
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• 	 OTHER RELEVANT FEATURES OF THE SITUATION: the surrounding objects 
and events, in so far as they have some bearing on what is going on 

• 	 the EFFECTS of the verbal action: what changes were brought about by 
what the participants in the situation had to say 

Influenced by the work of both of these men, Halliday, too, took to modeling 

context in relation to language. His model describes context in three distinct dimensions, 

which he calls field, tenor, and mode: 102 

• 	 Field refers to what is happening, to the nature of the social action that is 
taking place: what it is that the participants are engaged in, in which 
language figures as some essential component. 

• 	 Tenor refers to who is taking part, to the nature of the participants, theiir 
statuses and roles: what kinds of role relationship obtain, including 
permanent and temporary relationships of one kind or another, both th<~ 
types of speech roles they are taking on in the dialogue and the whole 
cluster of socially significant relationships in which they are involved. 

• 	 Mode refers to what part language is playing, what it is that the 
participants are expecting language to do for them in the situation: the 
symbolic organization of the text, the status it has, and its function in the 
context. 

In order to explain how these three situational variables influence language us1;: 

and get encoded in instances of text, Halliday has developed the semantic notion of 

register. He defines register as a 

configuration of meanings that are typically associated with a particular 
situational configuration of field, mode, and tenor. But since it is a configuration 
of meanings, a register must also, of course, include the expressions, the lexico­
grammatical and phonological features, that typically accompany or REALISE 

these meanings. 103 

102 Halliday. ··Context of Situation:· 12. Cf Halliday...Categories of the Theory of Grammar." 39. 
where he includes context as a level of language concerned with the relationship bet\\een form and context. 
Cf. Martin and Rose. Genre Relations. II. 

103 Halliday. ··Register Variation."" 38-39. Cf. Halliday. Social Semiotic. 110--13. 
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In terms of stratification, he conceives register as functioning at the level of semantics 

and, thus, part of the linguistic system itself. He clarifies this in an interview with 

Thibault: 

I would see the notion of register as being at the semantic level, not above it. 
Shifting in register means re-ordering the probabilities at the semantic level ... 
whereas the categories of field, mode and tenor belong one level up. These an~ the 
features of context of situation; and this is an interface. But the register itself I 
would see as being linguistic; it is a setting of probabilities in the semantics. 10 ~ 

Thus, for Halliday, then, register is seen as an interface between the features of context 

(field, tenor, and mode) and the linguistic metafunctions (ideational, interpersonal, and 

textual). Conceptually, Halliday's view derives primarily from the perspective of 

language in which he projects his intrinsic theory of language function onto context as an 

extrinsic theory of language use: ideational/experiential meaning projects onto context to 

give field; interpersonal meaning projects onto context to give tenor; textual meaning 

projects onto context to give mode. 105 

Recent advances in SFL theory have sought to balance this with a complementary 

view of context from the perspective of culture, where culture is understood to be a series 

of social activities or processes. 106 Influenced by Bakhtin, these scholars have suggested 

104 Thibault. ··Interview with Michael Halliday," 610. 
10

' Cf. Halliday, Explorations, 100-1; Halliday. Social Semiotic, 110-11. Cf. Martin. English Text. 
494. 

106 Generally speaking. "culture" refers to "all behavior and related products that human beings. as 
members of human societies. acquire by means of symbolic interaction: the universal. distinctive 
characteristic that sets human social life apart trom all other forms of life" (Elliott. What Is Social-Scientific 
Criticism, 128: cf. Kroeber and Kluckhohn. Culture. 181: Malina. New Testament World. II). The basic 
model for understanding culture in this project is eclectic, drawing upon structural functionalist. conflict. 
and symbolic models (cf Elliott, "More on Methods and Models."' 1-9: Dvorak. "Social-Scientific 
Criticism."' 260--62: and Malina, New Testament World, 19-24 for basic descriptions of these models). 
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that context be viewed as a system of social processes. 107 In terms surprisingly similar to 

Halliday's, Bakhtin writes: 

All the diverse areas of human activity involve the use of language. Quite 
understandably, the nature and forms of this use are just as diverse as are the areas 
of human activity .... Language is realized in the form of individual concrete 
utterances (oral and written) by participants in the various areas of human 
activity. These utterances reflect the specific conditions and goals of each such 
area not only through their content (thematic) and linguistic style, that is, the 
selection ofthe lexical, phraseologicaL and grammatical resources ofthe 
language, but above all through their compositional structure. All three of these 
aspects-thematic content, style, and compositional structure-are inseparably 
linked to the whole of the utterance and are equally determined by the specific 
nature of the particular sphere of communication. Each separate utterance is 
individual, of course, but each sphere is in which language is used develops its 
own relatively stable types of these utterances. These we may call speech 

108 genres. 

More will be said about his notion of speech genres below, but what SFL scholars pick 

up from Bakhtin is the point that all utterances are shaped by the nature of the particular 

context of situation, including both the conditions of the situation (i.e., what Halliday 

would call field, tenor, and mode) but also the social goal or "rhetorical purpose" of the 

one producing the utterance. This suggests field, tenor, mode, and genre (see section 

below on genre) are not merely part of an interface between context and language, but 

semiotic resources in their own right. 

On this basis, Martin modifies Halliday's theory essentially by extracting the 

contextual variables field, tenor, and mode out of the linguistic system and moving them 

one level up (see Table 1.3 which compares Halliday's and Martin's views). 109 Martin 

reserves the term ''register" for this stratum and "discourse semantics" for the stratum 

107 Ct: Martin. English Text. 494-95: Eggins.lntroduction. 90-112: Martin and Rose. Genre 
Relations. 9-20: l'ytartin and Rose. Working with Discourse. 296-309. 

108 Bakhtin. '"Problem of Speech Genres:· 60 (italics his). Cf. Martin. English Text. 494. 
10 

q Martin. English Text. 502. 
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containing the ideational, interpersonal, and textual linguistic functions (see Figure 

1.3).110 

Halliday Martin 
Context of Situation: 
field 
tenor 
mode 

REGISTER (as connotative semiotic): 
field 
tenor 
mode 

Redounding with (i.e., symbolizing, construing, and construed by) 

LANGUAGE: 

semantics (register as meanings at risk) 
lexicogrammar 
phonology/graphology 

LANGUAGE: 

discourse semantics 
lexicogrammar 
phonology/graphology 

Table 1.3 Halliday's and Martin's Views of Register Compared 

Figure 1.3 Stratification Including Register 

In Hjelmslevian fashion, Martin stratifies Halliday's "context of situation'' so that 

register becomes the content plane for which discourse semantics is the expression plane. 

In this model, register remains organized around the contextual variables of field, tenor, 

and mode, 111 and it still redounds with discourse semantics through the process of 

realization in a way very similar to what Halliday describes: patterns of field are realiz1~d 

110 Martin. English Text. 497-502. Cf. also Eggins and Martin. ""Genres and Registers of 
Discourse, .. 230-56: Martin and Rose. Genre Relations. II. Compare the figure to Halliday and 
Matthiessen. IFG3

• 25. 
111 Martin. English Text. 502. 
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as patterns of ideational meanings; patterns of tenor are realized as patterns of 

interpersonal meanings; and patterns of mode are realized as patterns oftextual 

meanings. 

acttVItV structured 

rccountmg personal dcswbmg parous1a 
mrountPr (GJI 2 11) ( 1 ThP" ~ 1m) 

:0 

~ 
a:; --------+----------o 

0 

~ ~ 
;:; 

de'c 11bmr, love da"1fymg Apollos and Paul 
(I Cor 3 5-9)11 Cor 13) 

non act1v1ty structured 

Figure 1.4 Dimensions of Variation in Field 

One important and beneficial advantage of Martin's revision is that it allows for 

more delicate characterizations of field, tenor, and mode. Field, as a constituent 

contextual variable in register, has been more technically defined as consisting of 

"sequences of activities that are oriented to some global institutional purpose, whether 

this is a local domestic institution such as family or community, or a broader societal 

institution such as bureaucracy.'' 112 That is, "'it is the contextual projection of experiential 

meaning ...." 113 Each activity sequence involves people, things, processes, places, and 

qualities which may be organized into taxonomies which distinguish one field from 

another. 114 Discourse patterns of texts vary according to the degree to which they are 

112 Martin. English Text. 536: Martin and Rose, Genre Relations. 13-14. 
113 Martin. English Text. 536. 
114 Martin and Rose. Genre Relations. 14. For example. the people. places, and processes involved 

in status degradation ( cf. Malina and Neyrey. "Conflict in Luke-Acts." 97-122) will differ with those 
involved in other kinds of status transformations ( cf. McVann. "Rituals of Status Transformations." 333·­
60). 
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organized as activity sequences (activity structured to non-activity structured) and 

whether they are about specific people, things, or about general classes of phenomena 

(specific to general). 115 This may be illustrated as in Figure 1.4. 

Tenor is concerned with the semiotics of social relations among interlocutors and 

consists of the dimensions of status (the relative position of interlocutors in a culture's 

social hierarchy) and solidarity (the degree of institutional involvement between 

interlocutors). 116 These variables are complementary and both obtain in all social 

interactions. 117 Status (Poynton 's power 118
) can be equal or unequal, and if unequal, it is 

concerned with who dominates and who defers. 119 Solidarity (Poynton's contact120
) 

attends to social distance, which can be close or distant depending upon the amount and 

kinds of contact people have with one another and the "emotional charge" of these 

relations. 121 Just as patterns of field may vary in a given text, so also patterns of tenor 

may vary. For example, at one moment, an author may use an imperative to enact a more 

115 Martin and Rose. Genre Relations. 14. 
116 Martin. English Text, 523~26: Martin and Rose. Genre Relations. 12. Cf. Poynton. ··Semiotics 

of Social Relations:· 26--49 and 50-I 0 L Goatly. Critical Reading and vVriting, 85~86: Brown and Gilman, 
"Pronouns of Power and Solidarity:· 158--63. Malina (Christian Origins. 70) describes solidarity as one of 
anum ber of social games in which members of a group establish a sense of belonging: further. solidarit) 
''implies a shared set of values. beliefs. language. feelings. and ideals ...." 

117 Martin and Rose. Genre Relations. 12. 
118 Poynton. Language and Gender. 76. The term power in Martin's scheme is usually reserved for 

more general relations beyond the scope of a register. Hasan ("Text in the Systemic-Functional Model," 
232~33) appears to use the term "social role'" for what is referred to here as status. Cf. also Biber. 
"Analytical Framework," 42. 

119 Martin and Rose. Genre Relations. 12. 
120 Poynton. Language and Gender. 77. Hasan ("Text in the Systemic-Functional ModeL" 231~.32) 

uses the term "social distance" to refer to what is referred to here as solidarity. Cf. also Biber. "Analytical 
Framework," 42. 

121 Martin and Rose. Genre Relations. 12. Cf. Hasan. "Text in the Systemic-Functional Model:· 
231. 
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unequal and distant relationship, 122 opting at another moment for a modal formulation 

that realizes a closer, less unequal relationship. These dimensions are illustrated in Figure 

1.5. 

equal 

members of anblood relatives 
association 

~

s------+------E
~ 

u ~ 

head of landowner/ 
day laborer 

household servant 
household/ 

unequal 

Figure 1.5 Dimensions of Variation in Tenor 

Mode deals with the channeling of communication, and thus with the texture of 

information flow as one moves from one mode of communication to another (e.g., spt~ech 

to writing). 123 The first dimension of mode is the amount of work that language is doing 

in relation to what is going on. 124 In some contexts language may have a rather small role 

to play, especially if other modes (e.g., images, music) are more heavily mediating what 

is going on. In other contexts, language plays a much greater role in mediating activity, 

sometimes to the point where it nearly completely constitutes field. Thus, this dimension 

may be characterized as a cline between accompanying field (i.e., language as action) on 

the one hand and constituting field (i.e., language as reflection) on the other. 125 The 

122 Note that imperatives (commands) do not realize distance in every context (cf. Goatly. Critical 
Reading, 88). 

123 Martin and Rose, Genre Relations, 14. 
124 Martin and Rose. Genre Relations. 15. 
125 Martin and Rose, Genre Relations, 15. Cf. Martin, English Text, 516-23. 
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second, complementary dimension of mode is characterized as a monologue-through­

dialogue cline, the key material factors being whether or not the interlocutors can hear 

and see one another (aural and visual feedback) and the imminence of a response 

(immediate or delayed). 126 These variables are illustrated in Figure 1.6. 

accompanying field 

relaying events 
elldlanges 
domestic 

as they happen 

w 3 
~ g 
i----------~------------ ~ 
~ ~.. 

parables, 
conversation 
casual 

stories 

constltutilll field 

Figure 1.6 Dimensions of Variation in Mode 

Mark 6: l-6a may be used to illustrate how field, tenor, and mode variables are 

encoded in text. 

Kat 'ei;~A8ev 'eKEt8ev Kat epxETal El5 T~V TraTptoa atJTOV, Kat aKOAouSoumv 
auTC..;; Ol 1Ja8T)Tat auTOU. Kat YEVOIJEVOU aa~~cnou ~pi;aTO OtOcXOKElV 'ev TQ 
auvaywyfi, Kat TTOAAOt OKOUOVTE5 'ei;mA~OOOVTO f.EyovTE5" rro8ev TOUTC_.;J 
TaUTa, Kat Tl5 ~ ao<)>ia ~ oo8elaa TOUTC~, Kat ai OUVcXIJEl5 TOtaVTal eta 
TCDV XEtpwv a\nou ytVOI-IEVat; oux OUT05 EOTIV 0 TEKTWV, 0 Utc>5 T~5 
Mapta5 Kat aoeA<j>05 'laKw~ou Kat 'lwa~T05 Kat 'louoa Kat Lli1WV05; Kat 
OVK e'tatv ai aOEA<j>at auTOU WOE TTP05 ~IJ05; Kat 'eawvoaAt!';ovTo 'ev auTC..;;. 
Kat EAEYEV avTOl5 0 'IT)OOV5 OTt OVK EOTIV rrpo<j>~Tfl5 CXTIIJ05 El ~-~~ 'ev TQ 
rraTplOl auTOU Kat 'ev TOl5 auyyeveumv auTOV Kat 'ev TQ o'tKl~ avTOU. Kat 
OVK 'eouvaTO EKEl TTOI~Oat OVOEIJ

1

laV OVVa!JtV, e't ~-~~ OAtyOt5 appWOTOl5 
'em8Et5 TcX5 xelpa5 'e8epamuaev. Kat 'e8au1Ja!';ev Ota T~V CxlltOTtav avTWV. 

And he left there and came to his hometown, and his disciples followed him. And 
when the Sabbath came, he began to teach in the synagogue, and after hearing 
him many were astonished and said, "Where are these things from, and what of 
this wisdom that has been given to him, and what about these miracles being done 

126 Martin and Rose. Genre Relations. 15. Cf. Martin. English Text, 510-16. 
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through his hands? Is this not the builder, 127 the son of Mary and the brother of 
James, Joses, Judas, and Simon? And are not his sisters here with us?" And they 
were scandalized 128 by him. And Jesus said to them, "A prophet is not without 
honor except in his hometown, among his kinfolk, and in his house(hold).'' And 
he was not able to do any miracle there except having laid his hands upon a few 
sick people he healed them. And he was amazed at their unbelief. 

In terms of field, this text is activity sequenced recounting the reaction of the 

people from Jesus' hometown following his teaching in the synagogue. Despite the fact 

that the action of the disciples is explicitly mentioned, the activities of this episode center 

primarily on those of the two primary participants, namely Jesus and the synagogue 

attendees. 129 The most significant actions in the story are (1) that Jesus taught in the 

synagogue on the Sabbath and (2) that the hearers were (a) astounded/confused by the 

fact that Jesus taught and (b) that they were scandalized by Jesus (more on this below). 

With regard to the participants it is interesting that there is no full presenting reference 

for Jesus until v. 4; prior to that point, he is referred to either by verbal person (third 

person singular), the intensive pronoun, or a demonstrative pronoun. The synagogue 

attendees who respond to Jesus' teaching are presented as rroAAot (many); they are also 

referred to by means of verbal person (third person plural). In spite of this, the text falls 

on the more specific end of the specific to non-specific cline because it narrates an 

incident in which a specific group ("many") and a specific person ("he"/Jesus) interacted 

with one another. 

Interpersonal meaning is foregrounded in this text, which may not be that 

surprising given that the central issue has to do with how the synagogue attendees and 

127 Cf. LN 45.9: Goodacre, ··was Jesus a Carpenter?'" 

128 I.e.. ·'offended" (cf. LN 25.179). 

129 The disciples are relatively insignificant participants in this text: they are only mentioned once 


and the only action they perform is to follov. Jesus to his hometown. 
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Jesus respond and relate to one another. After the orientation phase of the episode, which 

follows the typical Markan pattern of establishing a spatial and temporal frame for each 

episode he records, 130 Jesus is portrayed as taking up the role of prophet/teacher. What 

Jesus taught is of little concern for the narrator; rather, that Jesus taught with apparent 

wisdom and the confirmation of miracles is more to the point of the story: the honor 

status of the role Jesus took up--not to mention the mastery with which he enacted the 

role ( cf. Mark 1 :21-22)-is not concordant with the honor status into which he was 

born. 131 Those who heard Jesus teach are, therefore, astounded or confused 

(e~mA~aaoVTo). They recall the honor ascribed to him at birth and resort to a segmented 

genealogy to confirm his place (Is this not the builder, the son ofMary and brother of 

James, Joses, Judas, and Simon? And are not his sisters here with us?). 132 The central 

issue in this text is one related to tenor: Jesus adopted a role of greater status which 

resulted in the loss of solidarity with the ''many" who heard him teach (they were 

scandalized/offended by him). 

Finally, with reference to mode, the episode is narrated to the reader through 

written text and is thus monologue (i.e., the text neither constitutes nor is part of spoken 

conversation). In fact, two key evaluations in this text-that the hearers were scandalized 

by Jesus and that Jesus was amazed by the people's unbelief-are the comments of the 

narrator that are attributed to the characters. Within the story one encounters what might 

be considered dialogue between the two main participants, but it is unclear whether those 

13 °Cf. Porter. "Register in the Greek of the New Testament," 217-18. The events of this episode 
are placed in Jesus rrapTI5 (hometown) and, more narrowly, the synagogue: the temporal sphere, indicated 
by the genitive absolute (yevoJJevou oa~~cnou), is when the Sabbath came. 

131 Cf. deSilva, Honor, Patronage. Kinship & Purity. 162. 
132 Cf. deSilva, Honor. Patronage, Kinship & Purity, 162. 



33 

who heard Jesus teach spoke directly to him or among themselves. Based on the fact that 

Jesus' riposte was directed "to them," one may infer that the speech of the "many" was 

likely uttered in his hearing. Overall, the language does all the work in this; no other 

media (e.g., images) are employed to tell the story. 

Genre 

Whereas register explains variation in the use of language on the basis of variation in the 

variables of context of situation, genre explains variation in register. 133 The term genre 

likely brings to mind the notion familiarized by literary and film studies where it refers to 

types of productions such as short stories, poems, novels, action films, dramas, or films 

noir; 134 however, SFL-based discourse analysis defines the term functionally as a staged, 

goal-oriented, purposeful social activity in which speakers or writers engage as members 

of their culture. 135 Less technically, "genres are how things get done, when language is 

used to accomplish them." 136 Defined this way, it becomes clear that ''there are as many 

genres as there are types of social activity recognized in a given culture. 137 These would 

include literary genres (e.g., short stories, autobiographies), popular fictional and non­

fictional genres (e.g., instruction manuals, recipes), and educational genres (e.g., lectures, 

133 Cf. esp. Martin, English Text. 546--73. Cf. also Lemke. ""Interpersonal Meaning in Discourse." 
89-93. 

114 Eggins and Martin. ""Genres and Registers." 235. Cf. esp. Bakhtin. ""Problem of Speech 
Genres," 60. 

135 Martin. ""Language. Register. and Genre," 25. Cf. Lemke. ""Interpersonal Meaning in 
Discourse," 90; Eggins, Introduction. 55: Eggins and Martin, ''Genres and Registers," 236: Martin and 
Rose. Genre Relations, 6: Coffin. Donohue. and North, Exploring English Grammar. 242-81. Genres are 
""social because we participate in genres with other people; goal oriented because we use genres to get 
things done and feel a sense of frustration when we don't resolve our telos: staged because it usually takes 
us a few steps to reach our goals" (Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 32-33). 

136 Martin. "Process and Text," 248. 
137 Eggins, Introduction. 56. 



34 

textbooks), as well as an extensive range of"everyday" genres like buying and selling, 

making appointments, exchanging opinions, arguing, lecturing, preaching. 138 

Prior to Martin's theory of stratified context, genre ("rhetorical purpose") in SFL 

theory was treated inconsistently, often being subsumed under one register variable or 

another. For example, Halliday treated genre as part of mode. 139 Hasan identifies genre 

with the obligatory elements in text structure that are derived from the contextual 

dimension of field, while the tenor and mode variables control variation in the text 

structure. 140 However, Martin argues convincingly that each genre involves particular 

configurations of all three register variables rather than being subsumed under any one 

variable. 141 For example, genres such as reports, recounts, and narratives could be about 

almost any person or thing (field); their producers could be close, distant, equal or 

unequal (tenor); and they could be written or spoken (mode)--in other words, genre and 

register could vary independently. 142 

Nevertheless, people in a given culture tend to develop patterned ways of 

achieving the objectives of the social processes they want or need to accomplish in a 

given situation. These cultural patterns are what constrain all social activities, linguistic 

and non-linguistic, in a given culture. Eggins, relying on Berger and Luckmann, rightly 

138 Cf. Eggins, Introduction. 56. 

139 Halliday, Social Semiotic, 145. 

140 Hasan. "Structure of a Text," 52-69 (esp. 62). See also Hasan, "Text in Systemic-Functional 


ModeL" 228-46. 
141 Cf. Martin. English Text. 505: Eggins, Introduction. 56-58. 
142 Martin and Rose. Genre Relations. 16. 
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notes that in order to simplify life humans routinize the way they perform certain social 

activities in certain situations. 143 Berger and Luckmann call this ''habitualization": 

Any action that is repeated frequently becomes cast into a pattern, which can then 
be reproduced with an economy of effort and which, ipso facto, is apprehended by 
its performer as that pattern. Habitualization further implies that the action in 
question may be performed again in the future in the same manner and with the 
same economical effort. 144 

This same principle applies to social activities accomplished through language. Bakhtin 

understood this and pointed out that in certain cultural "spheres" language use becomes 

habitualized into relatively stable, culturally constrained, predictable types of utterances 

he calls speech or language genres. 145 

We learn to cast our speech in generic forms and, when hearing others' speech, 
we guess its genre from the very first words; we predict a certain length (that is, 
the approximate length ofthe speech whole) and a certain compositional 
structure; we foresee the end; that is, from the very beginning we have a sense of 
the speech whole, which is only later differentiated during the speech process. 146 

Further, as Eggins points out, Bakhtin claims that language genres are not only 

"economical" (in Berger and Luckmann's terms), but essential: "If speech genres did not 

exist and we had not mastered them, if we had to originate them during the speech 

process and construct each utterance at will for the first time, speech communication 

would be almost impossible." 147 Echoing Bakhtin, Martin and Rose suggest that 

as children, we learn to recognize and distinguish the typical genres of our 
culture, by attending to consistent patterns of meaning as we interact with others 
in various situations. Since patterns of meaning are relatively consistent for each 

143 Eggins, Introduction, 56. 
144 Berger and Luckmann, Social Construction ofReality, 53. The idea here is similar to Keck's 

definition of ethos: "practices and habits, assumptions, problems, values and hopes of a community's style'' 
("Ethos of Early Christians." 440). 

145 Bakhtin, "Problem of Speech Genres," 60. Cf. Eggins. Introduction, 57. 
146 Bakhtin. "Problem of Speech Genres," 79. 
147 Bakhtin. "Problem of Speech Genres," 79. 
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genre, we can learn to predict how each situation is likely to unfold, and learn 
how to interact in it. 148 

Figure 1.7 Stratification Including Genre 

Thus, "a genre comes about as particular values for field, tenor, and mode regularly co-

occur and eventually become stabilized in the culture as 'typical' situations." 149 Because 

these patterns of activity interact with register but are constrained by culture, Martin 

models genre at the level of context of culture (Figure I. 7), "where it could function as a 

pattern of field, tenor, and mode patterns," though it is not itself organized around field, 

tenor, and mode. 150 

Martin's model offers at least three significant advantages for discourse 

analysis. 151 First, "establishing genre as a level of semiosis which is not itself 

metafunctionally organised means that texts can be classified in ways which cut across 

148 Martin and Rose. Working with Discourse, 8. Cf. Martin and Rose, Genre Relations, 18. 
149 Eggins.Introduction. 58. Cf. Bakhtin. '"Problem of Speech Genres," 60-102. 
150 Martin and Rose. Genre Relations. 16. Cf. Hasan models the relationship between register and 

generic structure on the '"axial" relationship between system and structure (see Hasan, "Identity of the 
Text," 97-116: Hasan. '"Place of Context," 166-89). Cf. also Porter ("Register in the Greek of the New 
Testament," 216). who says. '"The question of genre is a question that is best discussed in terms of the 
context of culture, since it concerns formalized literary patterning particular and peculiar to a specific 
linguistic community." 

151 Martin suggests five advantages (Martin, English Text. 505-7). 
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metafunctional components in language." 152 For example, a text categorized as narrative 

genre-which has as its general purpose the working out of a complication typically 

through a series of four (sometimes recurring) stages (i.e., orientation, complication, 

evaluation, resolution) 153--cannot be satisfactorily tied to any one kind of meaning 

(ideational, interpersonal, textual) because the realization of each of its stages cuts across 

metafunctions. 

Second, '"setting up genre as a pattern of register patterns makes it possible to 

account for the fact that in a given culture, not all combinations of field, mode and tenor 

variables occur." 154 For example, in Acts 19 Luke describes Paul's trip into Ephesus 

where he found a group of believers who had received John's baptism. When Paul asked 

if they had received the Holy Spirit, they responded by saying, "No, we have not even 

heard that there is a Holy Spirit" (NRSV). This is an instance where a certain aspect of 

field (i.e., Holy Spirit) had not yet been introduced to the believers in Ephesus and, 

therefore, Paul's inquiry made little if any sense to them. Similarly, in Acts 17:18 Paul is 

labeled a ompJ.1oAoyos- (babbler or perhaps ignorant show-off 55 
) who, in the eyes of the 

locals, was "advocating foreign gods" because the content of his proclamation -"the 

good news about Jesus and the resurrection," a field variable-was unknown to them. 

Thus, they had difficulty understanding Paul's preaching. 

Third, "making genre rather than register variables responsible for generating 

schematic structure makes it easier to handle changes in experiential, interpersonal and 

152 Martin. English Text. 505. 

153 Martin and Rose. Genre Relations. 67-74. 

154 Martin. English Text. 506. 

155 C( LN 27.19 and 33.381. 
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textual meaning from one stage to another in a text." 156 There are many text types where 

these shifts occur. For example, Stowers notes that canonical! Corinthians "mixes 

admonition with paraenesis and advice." 157 Galatians, classified as a letter of rebuke by 

Stowers, 158 contains other genres within it such as the recount 159 at Gal 1:11-24 and the 

exemplum 160 at Gal 2:11-14. Finally, the gospel accounts have long been known for 

containing a variety of generic types that have traditionally been referred to as miracle 

stories, pronouncement stories, parables, and passion narratives among others. 161 Eggins 

refers to this phenomenon as "genre hybridity," the mixing and blending of genres. 162 

Ideology 

It was noted above in the introduction that the present study is acutely concerned with 

analyzing the linguistic means involved in ideological positioning or repositioning. 

Because, as Lemke points out, the term ideology is a "protean notion" that can mean what 

one wishes it to mean, clear definition of its use in the current project is crucial. 163 The 

study at hand adopts the general definition of ideology provided by Elliott: 

An integrated system ofbeliefs, perspectives, assumptions, and values, not 
necessarily true or false, that reflect the perceived needs and interests of a group 
or class at a particular time in history; that contain the chief criteria for 
interpreting social reality; and that serve to define, explain, and legitimate 

156 Martin. English Text. 506. 

157 Stowers. Letter Writing. 128. 

158 Stowers, Letter Uriting. 134. 

159 Martin and Rose (Genre Relations. 51) define a recount as a kind of story that has minimal 


disruption and lacks a distinct evaluation stage: these function in a wide variety of social contexts to share 
experiences and attitudes of all kinds. 

160 Martin and Rose define an exemplum as a kind of story that provides a judgment of people's 
character or behavior (Genre Relations, 51). 

161 See Aune. New Testament in Its Literary Environment, 50-54: Dibelius, From Tradition to 
Gospel: Bultmann, History ofthe Synoptic Tradition. 

162 Eggins. Introduction. 81. 
163 Lemke. Textual Politics. 2. 
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collective wants and needs, interests, values, norms, and organizational goals in a 
continuous interaction with the material forces of history. When ideological 
formulations refer to God or the gods, divine representatives or agents, sacred 
tradition, or any instances of power and authority as ultimate or highest sources, 
warrants norms, and sanctions of behavior, ideology merges with theology and 
theological constructs are used for ideological ends. 164 

Martin's treatment of ideology is consonant with this definition. He views ideology as 

sets of"relations that permeate every level ofsemiosis" 165 and therefore occupies the 

highest level of contextual semiosis in a culture. He reasons as follows: 

Introducing genre as a level of contextual semiosis with responsibility for 
integrating the diversity projected from the functional organisation of language 
onto register, makes it important to introduce diversity of a different kind, at a 
deeper level in order to keep the model from becoming too monolithic and rigidly 
deterministic. This is necessary because a culture's meaning potential is 
distributed unevenly across social groups and so constantly changing. Tension 
among the discourses of these groups means that to achieve metastability, the 
system must evolve. It is to account for this dialectic of difference, systemic 
inertia and evolution that a fourth communicative plane, ideology, is proposed. 166 

Two perspectives on ideology emerge from this reasoning. First is the synoptic 

view in which ideology is seen as "the system of coding orientations constituting a 

culture." 167 This is the perspective Bernstein took when he suggested that coding 

orientations varied according to contextually specific semantic orientations or codes 

associated with differences in generation, gender, ethnicity, and class. 168 According to 

Martin, the system of coding orientation positions language users in such a way that 

164 Elliott. What Is Social-Scientific Criticism, I 30 ( cf. also 5 I -53 for more on the relationship 
between text and ideology). Fairclough (Discourse and Social Change, 87) defines ideology as the 
"'significations/constructions of reality (the physical world. social relations. social identities), which are 
built into various dimensions of the forms/meanings of discursive practices, and which contribute to the 
production, reproduction or transformation of relations of domination." Cf. also Lemke (Textual Politics. 
2): ""The central insight which the concept of ideology tries to sum up is simply this: there are some very 
common meanings we have learned to make. and take for granted as common sense, but which support the 
power of one social group to dominate another." Cf. Martin. Corinthian Body. xiv-xv. 

165 Cf. Martin and Rose, Genre Relations, I9. 
166 Martin. English Text, 507 and 573-55. 
167 Martin. English Text, 507. 
168 Cf. esp. Bernstein, ('/ass, Codes. and Control (2 vols). 
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genres, registers, and the linguistic system are made "selectively available." 169 This is the 

case because a language user's social location causes them to construe context in 

different ways. 170 Social status (or power) may thus be interpreted in terms of the range 

of linguistic options that are available, the extent to which these options may be used for 

control, submission, or negotiation, and the degree to which these options may be used to 

change the context that makes them available. 171 Because discursive social power is 

unevenly distributed along these continua, there will always be "semiotic tension" in the 

• 172commumty. 

Given this natural, constant "semiotic tension" within the community, texts are 

always "multi-voiced" or, in Bakhtin's terms, heteroglossic and dialogic. 173 

Heteroglossia refers to the polyphony of social ''voices" forming the backdrop against 

which and in the context of which new texts are produced. 174 Texts are "dialogic" in that 

when they are produced they always reveal the influence of, refer to, or in some way 

account for these heteroglossic voices. 175 As Bakhtin put it, "Every utterance must be 

regarded primarily as a response to preceding utterances of the given sphere .... Each 

169 Martin. English Text. 507. 
17°Cf Martin, English Text. 577; Lemke. '"Interpersonal Meaning in Discourse," 83. Halliday 

(Thibault, '"Interview with Michael Halliday." 620) says that code ""bifurcates'' register so that language 
users from different classes, generations, ethnicities. genders-and I \\-ould add cultures-construe context 
in different ways. This accounts for. at least in part. the possibility of multiple readings (i.e., 
interpretations) of a single text. 

171 Martin. English Text, 507. Cf. Malina. Christian Origins. 82: '"Power is the capacity to produce 
conformity" (cf. also pp. 80-82 on influence, the capacity to persuade). 

172 Martin. English Text. 581. 
173 Martin. English Text, 581: Bakhtin, '"Discourse in the Novel." 291-2. Cf. Lemke. Textual 

Politics, 22-25: Gillmayr-Bucher, '"lntertextuality," 13-14. 
174 Bakhtin. "Discourse in the Novel." 281. 
175 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 92. See esp. Bakhtin, '"Problem of Speech Genres." 

87-96. Also. White. "Dialogue and Inter-Subjectivity," 67-80; Holquist, Dialogism, 40--66; Lemke, 
"'Interpersonal Meaning in Discourse," 84-85: Gillmayr-Bucher. '"lntertextuality," 13. 



41 

utterance refutes, affirms, supplements, and relies on the others, presupposes them to be 

known, and somehow takes them into account.'' 176 

This leads to the second perspective on ideology, what Martin calls the dynamic 

view, which attends to the ways in which semiotic resources such as genre, register, and 

the linguistic system are marshaled to effect or to resist social change. 177 Much if not 

most of the time this semiotic tension or dissonance is rarely heard because, "certain 

habitual configurations of meaning dominate others and the disharmony goes 

unnoticed." 178 Occasionally, however, some issue arises which brings the uneven 

distribution of discursive power into focus with the result that the tension "explodes" and 

members of a community interact (sometimes violently}-some with a view to 

maintaining the current distribution of power, others with a view to reallocation. 179 

What is significant about all this for the current study is the point that all texts are 

stanced in some way; that is, "their content and intended effect have been shaped by the 

socially rooted self-interests of their producers." 180 This perspective stands in contrast to 

the traditional truth-functional approaches which are concerned with the language user's 

commitment to the truth-value, factuality, and/or epistemic reliability of their 

utterances. 181 The meanings at issue from the traditional perspective tum on whether 

176 Bakhtin, ""Problem of Speech Genres." 91. 
177 Martin, English Text, 507-8. Cf. Fairclough. Discourse and Social Change, 86-91. 
178 Martin. English Text, 582. 
179 Martin. English Text. 582. 
180 Elliott. What Is Social-Scientific Criticism. 51. Cf. Stubbs, ""A Matter of Prolonged Field 

Work." I. Bakhtin. ""Problem of Speech Genres.·· 84: ""There can be no such thing as an absolutely neutral 
utterance." 

181 For example. Lyons contrasts the '"subjectivity" of modal meaning with the '"objectivity" of 
bare assertions. characterizing the former as ""non-factive" and the latter as ""factive." He adds that factive 
utterances are "straightforward statements of fact [which] may be described as epistemically non-modal" 
because "the speaker is committing himself to the truth of what he asserts" (Lyons, Semantics, 797). Cf. 
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language users "present themselves as able or unable, or as willing or unwilling to 

commit to the truth of what they assert'' and, further, the implication that ''the overriding 

purpose of communication is for the speaker to offer 'truth' or certain knowledge and that 

these modal, evidential or hedging values are introduced only in communicatively non-

optimal circumstances." 182 The perspective ofthe present study, however, understands 

the linguistic resources at issue as those which may be called upon to negotiate 

intersubjective stance and ultimately interpersonal meaning, rather than viewing them in 

terms of truth value and epistemology. 183 These negotiations occur between the text 

producer(s) and any other heteroglossic "voice(s)." 

As part of these negotiations, the author's textual voice attempts either to expand 

or to contract the semiotic ''space" between their own ideologically-based value 

position(s) and those of others that are referenced in text. 184 By doing so, the writer takes 

up a certain stance or subject position (i.e., creates a textual axiology) and naturalizes a 

certain reading position. 185 For example, at 1 Thess 4:1-8 Paul encourages the readers to 

Lakoff. "Hedges."' 458-508. See also White. "Beyond Modality and Hedging.'' 260--62; White. "Dialogue 
and Inter-Subjectivity." 67-79. 

182 White, ·'Beyond Modality and Hedging." 69. 
183 White. "Beyond Modality and Hedging," 71. 
184 The question regarding the status of bare or categorical assertions within a framework 

emphasizing heteroglossia. dialogism. and intersubjective positioning may be raised here. Bare or 
categorical assertions have often been characterized as, in Lyons's terms. "'objective" or ··factual"-in 
essence intersubjectively neutral. If this is not the case. how does one make sense of categorical assertions 
such as rrcx5 6 JJtowv Tov c'xoei.Q>ov a\nou c'xv8pwrroKTOV05 'eo-r'tv (Anyone who hates his brother or 
sister is a murderer; I John 3: 15) from a dialogic perspective? The answer to this question becomes clear 
when the heteroglossic backdrop of text is considered. Even in cases where a writer produces monoglossic 
("single-voiced") and apparently "'undialogized" assertions such as these, they still account for the 
heteroglossic polyphony of alternative viewpoints that constitute in part the context ofthe text (cf. Martin 
and White. Language ofEvaluation. 99). Bare assertions allow the writer to contract completely the 
dialogue in the text so that what is asserted is presented as the on(v viable voice. opinion, or stance. 

185 Cf. Goatly. Critical Reading and Writing. 147--60; Martin. "Reading Positions/Positioning 
Readers." 27-37. This is similar to Althusser's notion that ideology "interpellates concrete individuals as 
subjects"; in a manner of speaking. it "hails" them and prompts them to accept or reject certain value 
positions (cf. Althusser. "'Ideology," 44-51 ). 
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excel at living to please God. As the identifying clause TouTo yap 'wTtv 8EATUJa Tov 

8eou (For this is God's will/desire) indicates, 186 God's desire-and, thus, what is 

pleasing to God-is for the Thessalonians to live lives that exemplify holiness. 187 What is 

meant by "holiness" is not left up to the reader to infer; rather, Paul describes what he 

means through a series of epexegetic infinitives that rely heavily upon appraisal to create 

and naturalize a certain axiological stance. 188 First, cmixw8at UJ..l05 cmo T~5 rropvelas­

(separating/rom sexual immorality) implicitly appraises rropve!a negatively as 

something that holy, God-pleasing people must avoid. Second, e't8Evat EKaOTOV UJ..!WV 

TO EaUTO\J OKEU05 KToa8at 'ev aytaOJ..l~ Kal TlJ..lD (knowing how to control one's one 

sex organ 189
) implicitly appraises sexual promiscuity negatively by portraying sex drive 

as something that holy, God-pleasing people keep under control. Finally, TO 1.1~ 

umpj3atVEIV KallTAEOVEKTElV 'ev T~ rrpayJ..IaTt TOV a8ef..¢ov atJTOu (not doing wrong 

and taking advantage ofhis brother or sister with regard to sexual activity) further 

appraises sexual promiscuity negatively as something that could result in jeopardizing the 

fictive-familial relationship believers share in Christ. 190 Additionally, by commenting 

that EKCtK05 Kvpto:;- mpl rravnuv TOVTCuV (the Lord is an avenger in all these things 

186 An identifYing clause is a type of relational clause: its function is to identifY one entity in terms 
of another. See Halliday and Matthiessen, IFG3

• 2227-39; Thompson, Introducing Functional Grammar, 
96--100. 

187 Taking up Douglas's model of purity presented in her Purity and Danger. social-science critics 
offer a simple yet profound understanding of holiness in Paul: holiness (purity, cleanness, etc.) has to do 
with order: when people. things. etc. occupy the physical and/or social space for which they were created. 
they exhibit holiness. See Malina, New Testament World, 161-96: Neyrey. Paul. 22-31. 

188 On the epexegetic function of infinitives, see Porter, Idioms. 198-99: Young, Intermediate New 
Testament Greek, 175. See also the word group annotation on OpenText.org. 

189 It is likely that OKEV05 is a euphemism for "genitals" here. Cf. Wanamaker, Epistles to the 
Thessalonians, 152-3: Smith, "I Thessalonians 4:4." 65-105: Yarbrough. ""Sexual Gratification," 215-32: 
Malina and Pilch, Letters ofPaul. 47. For an alternative interpretation, see Malherbe (Letters to the 
Thessalonians. 226-28). who interprets OKEV05 as "wife.'' 

19°Cf. Yarbrough. "Sexual Gratification." 225-27. 

http:OpenText.org
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[NRSV]), that ou 'eKaAEOEV ~J.lcX5 6 8E05 ETTl aKaSapat~ a)\)\' 'ev aylaOJ.l~ (God0 0 0 

did not call us to impurity but in holiness [NRSV]), and that 6 a8nc.3v OUK avSpc.mov 

aSnEi aAAa TOV Seov (whoever rejects this teaching does not reject human [authority] 

but rejects God), Paul imbues his interpretation of "God-pleasing living" with divine 

approval. All of this factors significantly in creating a subject position and naturalizing a 

reading that accepts his view as "good," "right," and/or ''proper." Of course, the readers 

of the letter could reject the axiological stance Paul has created (resistant reading) or 

tactically suspend a decision about it or ignore it altogether (tactical reading), but it is 

impossible to know for certain without more data how the intended readers received the 

text. Thus, sights are set on the linguistic means by which Paul creates stance and the 

meaning(s) he intends to communicate. 

Text 

A number of times in the preceding discussion, reference was made to text. Before 

closing this chapter, a clear definition that takes the previous discussion into account 

needs to be provided. In line with SFL tradition, the present study defines text 

semantically: it is a unit of social meaning realized as stretches of spoken or written 

language. 191 Put another way, text is the simultaneous expression of ideational, 

interpersonal, and textual meaning as written or spoken grammar and lex is. Following 

Fairclough, it is assumed here that text not only reflects or represents social structure and 

activity, but it is also "a mode of action, one form in which people may act upon the 

world and especially upon each other." 192 Returning to a point made at the outset of this 

191 Cf. Halliday and Hasan. Cohesion. 2; Martin, English Text, 381-82; Eggins, Introduction, 24. 
192 Fairclough. Discourse and Social Change, 63: Fairclough, Analysing Discourse, 26--28. Cf. 

Halliday, Social Semiotic. 122: "'The text is the linguistic form of social interaction." Cf. Goatly. Critical 
Reading and Writing. 147 on "subject positions." 
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chapter, text in sociological terms is the primary instrument of socialization and 

resocialization. A key property of text-that is, what distinguishes text from non-text-is 

texture. Texture is created when language users connect parts of text together (cohesion) 

and connect texts to their situational and cultural contexts (coherence). 193 When instances 

of language do not exhibit texture, readers and/or hearers cannot readily grasp meaning. 

Cohesion 

Cohesion is a textual phenomenon; it refers to how a text "hangs together" by means of 

various cohesive resources. 194 Halliday and Hasan explain it as follows: 

Cohesion occurs where the INTERPRETATION of some element in the discourse 
is dependent on that of another. The one PRESUPPOSES the other, in the sense 
that it cannot be effectively decoded except by recourse to it. When this happens, 
a relation of cohesion is set up, and the two elements, the presupposing and the 
presupposed, are thereby at least potentially integrated into a text. 195 

There are a number of linguistic resources that make texts hang together. One of these 

resources is reference. Reference refers to the way a writer or speaker introduces and 

196 Forsubsequently tracks participants (i.e., people, places, and things) in a text. 

example, reference chains such as person deixis indicate who are the major human 

participants in a text, as well as their relative importance for the text's meaning-they 

help answer the question, "Who is this text about?" 197 

Another cohesive resource is lexical cohesion. This resource refers to how a 

writer uses lexical items (nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs) and event sequences (i.e., 

193 Cf. Halliday and Hasan. Cohesion. 1-2; Eggins. Introduction. 23-24. Fairclough (Ana~vsing 
Discourse. 27) refers to this process as texturing. 

194 Thompson. Introducing Functional Grammar. 179. 
195 Halliday and Hasan. Cohesion. 4 (emphasis by capitalization theirs). 
196 Cf. Reed. "Cohesiveness of Discourse." 36-38; Eggins. Introduction, 33-42: Martin and Rose. 

Working with Discourse. 155-85. 
197 Eggins. Introduction. 38. 
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chains of clauses and sentences) to relate the text to a certain subject or topic (i.e., 

field). 198 Lexical cohesion often occurs through taxonomic relations such as 

classification (co-hyponomy, class/sub-class, contrast, similarity [synonymy, repetition]) 

or composition (meronymy, co-meronymy). 199 Texts also exhibit lexical relations through 

expectancy relations (relationships between nominal elements and verbal elements [e.g., 

yewpyos-/w6atpe1 (vinedresserlhe prunes: John 15: 1-2)]).200 These kinds of cohesion 

help answer the question, "What is this text about?" 201 

A third cohesive resource is corijunction. This resource refers to how writers 

create and express logical relations between parts of text. 202 Conjunction is an important 

resource that helps "to create that semantic unity that characterizes unproblematic 

text,''203 by helping the reader see how the propositions and proposals of a text are linked 

together. 204 These kinds of cohesion help answer the question, "How do the meanings of 

this text fit together to create a 'composite' textual meaning?" 

Coherence 

Coherence has to do with the way text is connected to context. Whereas cohesion is a 

textual phenomenon, coherence is, as Thompson notes, a mental phenomenon that takes 

place in the minds of the writer and readers as they formulate connections between the 

198 Eggins. Introduction. 42. 

199 See Eggins. Introduction. 42--43. 

200 Eggins. Introduction, 43--44. 

201 Cf. Reed. ··Cohesiveness of Discourse:· 42--43: Westfall, Hebrews, 30-3 I. 39-55. Martin and 


Rose (Working with Discourse, 73-114) treat lexical cohesion under the rubric of!deation. 
202 Eggins, Introduction, 47. Martin and Rose (Working with Discourse. 115-54) treat conjunction 

on its own. 
203 Eggins. Introduction, 47. 
204 Because of this. as will be shown in the next chapter under ENGAGEMENT, conjunction figures 

prominently in writers· engagement strategies. 
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text itself and the situational and cultural contexts in which it was produced. 205 Because 

there are two levels of context (register [situation] and genre [culture]), coherence may be 

discussed in terms of registerial coherence and generic coherence. 206 

A text exhibits registerial coherence when one can identify the situation in which 

all the clauses of the text could occur. 207 More technically, a text has registerial 

coherence when one can correlate the ideational meanings of a text with a particular field, 

the interpersonal meanings of a text with a particular tenor, and the textual meanings of a 

text with a particular mode. This is often a challenging exercise for interpreters of biblical 

texts. Ascertaining what these texts originally meant or could have been taken to mean in 

their original contexts requires knowledge of both the situation that prompted them as 

well as the social and cultural milieu in which they were produced. 208 Historical and 

sociocultural distance, incomplete or lacking evidence, and the unilateral perspective of 

extant texts all present formidable challenges. 209 These gaps in the evidence, for whatever 

reason they may exist, force interpreters to reconstruct abductively210 a context of 

situation that could have plausibly precipitated the textual evidence. This reconstructed 

context is then used to re-interpret the text itself. It is out of the interplay between the 

205 Thompson. Introducing Functional Grammar. 179. 
206 These apposite terms are from Eggins. Introduction. 29. 
207 Eggins. Introduction. 29. 
208 Elliott. What Is Social-Scientific Criticism. 50. 
209 These are fundamental issues in hermeneutical/exegetical discussions. Cf. e.g., Porter and 

Clarke. "What is Exegesis." 11-13: Hayes and Holladay, Biblical Exegesis. 5-12; Klein. Blomberg. and 
Hubbard. Biblical Interpretation. 12-16. 

210 I.e.. ··a process oflogic of the discovery procedure of working from evidence to hypothesis. 
involving a back-and-forth movement of suggestion checking'' (Woodson, Handbook ofModern Rhetorical 
Terms, 1 [quoted in Elliott. What Is Social-Scientific Criticism. 48]) from the available textual evidence to 
the most plausible description of the context that produced it. This is also called "retroduction." Cf. Peirce. 
·'Laws ofNature." 320: Elliott. What Is Social-Scientific Criticism. 48-49: Dvorak, "Social-Scientific 
Criticism." 262--63. 
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textual data and further analysis of the interpreter, that one hopes to gain greater insight 

into both the context of situation and the content of the letter. 211 Nevertheless, the results 

of this necessarily circular process can only be taken as provisional and subject to 

change. "What is to be avoided is simply reading pre-conceived ideas into the data, and 

finding 'confirmation' of one's hypotheses in them."212 

A text exhibits generic coherence when one can "identify a unified purpose 

motivating the language (for example, it tells a story or accomplishes a transaction), 

usually expressed through a predictable generic or schematic structure."213 For example, 

Stowers classifies Philemon as a letter of mediation or recommendation. 214 This social 

action may be identified as a genre because of the "typical" components, in this case the 

"habitualized" uses of language, used to accomplish the task of recommending someone. 

Stowers, drawing upon Kim, suggests that recommendations included (but were not 

limited to) the following components: identifying the one who was being recommended; 

providing some background or reason as to why the person was being recommended and 

should be received by the addressee; and the recommendation proper, which in the 

ancient world was often cast in terms of the recommender offering "gratitude'' in 

exchange for granting "favor" upon the one being recommended. 215 Even among fairly 

straightforward genres as recommendations, some amount of genre hybridity exists. For 

example, Demetrius notes that commendations may include "mixing in praise" for the 

211 Porter. ··Exegesis of the Pauline Letters." 515. Cf. Barclay, "Mirror-Reading," 77. 

212 Porter. "Exegesis of the Pauline Letters." 515. 

213 Eggins. Introduction, 29. 

214 Stowers. Letter Writing. 155. 

215 Stowers. Letter IYriting. 153-54. 
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one being commended; praise is, itself, a genre, but it is not the primary, overarching 

. I f d . ~ 16purpose m a etter o recommen attan.­

Conclusion 

The goal ofthis chapter has been to lay the theoretical foundation upon which a model of 

discourse analysis may be constructed. The key element of this foundation is the 

systemic-functional notion of language as social semiotic, that people put language to use 

for purposes of social interaction. Meanings made with language cannot be viewed as 

only reflecting or representing social structure and activity, though this is certainly one 

function of language; rather, meanings made with language are intended to be exchanged 

with others as a means of acting upon them to achieve some social goal. This point of 

view is well summarized by the following words of Malina, which serve as a fitting 

conclusion to this chapter: 

Language here takes on the nuance of a verb, "to language." To language is to 
mean; to language is what a speaker/writer and/or hearer/reader can do. To 
language is a social activity, a form of social interaction much like buying and 
selling, marrying and bearing children, or ruling and being ruled. To language is 
to interact socially according to cultural rules and meanings. 217 

216 Stowers. Letter ftriting. 154 (see also pp. 77-90). 
217 Malina, Christian Origins. 9. 



Chapter 2 


''What's Your Take?" 

A Model for Analyzing Intersubjective Stance in Written Discourse 


Introduction 

As noted in the previous chapter, in order to determine the values with which Paul 

wanted his readers to align themselves as well as those values he wanted them to eschew, 

it is necessary to adopt a methodology that is capable of analyzing and describing the 

linguistic features that are realized in text as the semantics of persuasion or convincing 

gets encoded. This kind of analysis has typically fallen to practitioners of rhetorical 

criticism. 1 The problem with traditional or classical rhetorical criticism-both the Betz 

and Kennedy schools-is that it paints with too coarse a brush. The major concerns of 

traditional rhetorical methodology is to determine the species of a text (or its parts) (i.e., 

deliberative, epideictic, judicial), to analyze the steps in the process of composing the text 

(i.e., invention, arrangement, style, memory, and delivery), and to identifY the use of 

rhetorical devices (e.g., rhetorical questions) in text.2 Although there are a number of 

valuable theoretical principles undergirding this approach (e.g., its view of texts as forms 

of activity that have an effect on their readers),3 it falls short primarily because it is based 

on the ancient rhetorical handbooks and not on linguistic theory. Even the "new rhetoric" 

of Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, which moves away from ancient rhetorical theory to 

offer a theory of argumentation, fails to address aptly how people use language to realize 

1 Cf. Wuellner ... Where is Rhetorical Criticism Taking UsT 450-54. 

2 Cf. Tull. ··Rhetorical Criticism and Intertextualit)':· 156-57. 

3 Wuellner, .. Where is Rhetorical Criticism Taking UsT 453. 
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the semantics of persuasion and/or convincing.'"' Although both classical and new 

rhetorical models may help interpreters determine that a text is intended to be persuasive 

or convincing, because these models are not grounded in linguistic theory they lack the 

heuristic capacity to explain why and/or how a text may be persuasive or convincing. For 

this reason, models based on classical and new theories of rhetoric are culled in favor of a 

theory that is firmly grounded in the SFL paradigm known as Appraisal Theory. 
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Figure 2.1 An overview of APPRAISAL network5 

Appraisal Theory is concerned with the linguistic resources people use to take up 

positive or negative stances as they negotiate points of view and value positions with 

others sharing their social system. These linguistic resources are presented in this chapter 

as a semiotic system (Figure 2.1 )-more precisely, a system consisting of a number of 

subsystems-from which language users make selections in order to exchange with 

others the meanings they wish to make. Each axis of this system corresponds to a 

4 See the literature reviev~ in the appendix to this study where a number of works utilizing models 
from classical rhetoric and nevv rhetoric are critiqued. 

5 Cf Martin and White. Language of£'valuation. 34-38. This is not a complete network: it is 
intended as an ov,erview on!). 
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particular subsystem (i.e., ATTITUDE, ENGAGEMENT, GRADUA TION);
6 these subsystems are 

discussed in further detail in the following sections. The APPRAISAL system and its 

subsystems constitute the model to be used to analyze the intersubjective stance of the 

apostle Paul in 1 Cor 1-4 in the chapters to follow. 

Modeling APPRAISAL 

The System of ATTl TUDE 

The first subsystem of APPRAISAL is ATTITUDE. Broadly speaking, ATTITUDE consists of 

the resources for construing feelings in text. These feelings constitute the semantic 

regions that are traditionally covered under the headings of emotion, ethics, and 

aesthetics. 7 Because it is rooted in SFL, Appraisal Theory classifies these kinds of 

attitude in terms of systems of opposition.8 Thus, ATTITUDE is subdivided into three 

further semiotic subsystems:9 

• 	 AFFECT (emotion) includes the resources by which a writer encodes their 
emotional disposition with regard to people, things, processes, or states of 
affair 

• 	 JUDGMENT (ethics) includes the resources by which a writer makes 
assessments of human behavior, often making reference to behavioral rules or 
norms 

• 	 APPRECIATION (aesthetics) includes the resources by which a writer makes 
assessments of form, appearance, composition, impact, significance, and value 
of human and natural artifacts, as well as individuals or groups of people 
(excluding human behavior) by reference to aesthetics or other systems of 
social value 10 

6 Throughout this work. system (and subs) stem) names are inscribed in small caps. Terms within a 
system use lowercase letters. 

7 Martin and White. Language of Evaluation. 42; White. ""Attitude/ Affect."" 4. 

8 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 46. 

9 Cf. Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 42--45; White. ""Attitude/Affect."" 4. 

10 The reason for including APPRECIATION in the model may not be readily transparent. If one 
understands. as Malina (Christian Origins. 50) points out. that aesthetic achievements are often used as 
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Realization Schemes 

Since the resources for making attitudinal meanings are modeled as discourse semantic 

systems, their realizations tend to diversify across a range of lexicogrammatical structures 

as qualities, processes, comments, and metaphors. 11 The following list illustrates the 

kinds of lexicogrammatical realizations of ATTITUDE that are fairly typical in the Greek of 

the New Testament (this list is not meant to be exhaustive): 12 

• 	 attitudinallexis 

o "Hv OE 8uuowaxwv Tupio15 Kal 2Iowvioi5 (But [Herod] was angry 
with [the people of] Tyre and Sidon; Acts 12:20) 

• 	 modification of participants (e.g., attribution, predication) by means of 
adjectival elements (including adjectival participles and attributive uses of the 
Genitive case 13

) 

o 	 Attribution: au El 6 Vl05 IJOU 6 ayCXTTUTOS" (You are my beloved son; 
Luke 3:22)-positive affect as attributed quality 

0 	 Predication: El5 EOTIV 6 aya8os (One is good; Matt 19: 17}---a 
positive judgment as predicated quality 

• 	 modification of processes by means of circumstantial elements (including 
adverbs, adverbial participles, and prepositional phrases) 

o 	 Adverbial Participles ofManner: wl Evpwv 'miTI8fJOIV err! TOU5 
WIJOV5 CXt.ITOU xaipwv (And having found [the lost sheep] he places it 
upon his shoulders f"!!}_oicing; Luke 15:5) 

o 	 Prepositional Phrases: KCXl a\.JTol rrpooKvv~oavTE5 ai.JTov 
UTTEOTpE"4JCXV E't5 'IEpouoaA~IJ b!ETCx xapos biEYOAUS (And after 
worshiping him they returned to Jerusalem with great joy; 14 Luke 
24:52) 

""weapons ofjustification and legitimation·· for various ideologies and value positions. then evaluations of 
those aesthetic achievements become important indicators of stance. 

11 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 45: White. ··Beyond Modality and Hedging."" 260. 

lc Cf. Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 45-46; White, "Attitude/Affect."' 4. 
13 On attributive Genitive. see esp. Porter. .. Adjectival Attributive Genitive." 3-17. 
14 Or. "exceedingly joyfully ... 
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• 	 behavioral and mental processes that express attitude 15 

o 	 Behavioral: eoaKpvoev 6 'IT]OOV5 (Jesus wept; John 11 :35) 

o 	 Mental: Map8a Map8a, !.1Epl!.lvci5 Kat 8opu§asu mptrrot.Aa 
(Martha, Martha. you worry and are troubled about many things; 
Luke 10:41) 

• 	 grammatical metaphor (nominalized realizations of qualities and processes)16 

0 	 naycmn IJOKpo8VI-Hol, XPTJOTEUETOI nayarrn (Love is patient, love 
is kind; 1 Cor 13:4)-the affective process ayarraw (loving) is 
nominalized and, thus, may be modified by predication 

o 	 rrcioav xapav ~y~oao8e (Consider it the all}_gj;_; Jas 1 :2}--­
nominalized quality modified by attribution 

• 	 lexical metaphor 17 

o 	 Kat ~YOVIJOI oKu§aAa, 'iva XptoTov Kepo~ow (/consider [all things 
that might have brought me gain} as g:<crement18 so that I might gain 
Christ; Phil 3:8)-negative appreciation 

The Rhetorical Effects of ATTITLIDE 

One obvious reason writers make selections from ATTITUDE is to indicate the kinds of 

emotional responses either they themselves or others experience with regard to various 

phenomena. However, Appraisal Theory suggests the rhetorical or instrumental 19 effects 

of these selections may create solidarity and/or align readers· stances with regard to 

15 Behavioral processes relate to specifically human physiological processes (i.e .. behavioral 
surges) such as laugh (yEAaw). weep'cry (KAO:tw). sigh (oTEvasw). Mental processes include perception 
(processes of seeing. hearing. etc.). cognition (processes of deciding. knowing. understanding). and most 
significant for attitudinal analysis. emotion (processes of feeling) and desideration (processes of wanting). 
Examples of the latter variety include love (exyarraw). hate (i.!IOEW).Iongfor (em8v~iw). hope (e/-rrisw). 

16 In addition to Halliday. IFG". 626-58. and Martin. English Text. 406-17. see esp. Ravelli. 
"Grammatical Metaphor:· 133-47. 

17 See esp. Simon-Vandenbergen. "Lexical Metaphor and Interpersonal Meaning." 223-55: Hood 
and Martin. "Invoking Attitude:· 745-46. 

18 Cf. Lang. "oKu~a/-ov:· 7:445-47: Packer. "oKv!3aAov." 1:480: Silva. Philippians. 180: 
O'Brien. Epistle to the Philippians. 390: Hawthorne. Philippians. 192: Spicq. TLNT. 3:265: "to convey the 
crudity of the Greek ... : 'It's all crap'" (c'est de Ia crotte). 

19 C[ Gill and Whedbee. "Rhetoric:· 157. 

http:mptrrot.Aa
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certain phenomena.20 The rhetorical effects produced by instances of ATTITUDE in text 

vary slightly depending on whether the source of the evaluation is the writer (authorial or 

"first person" evaluation) or some other participant (non~authorial or "second" or "third 

person" evaluation). 21 For example, consider the following text excerpts: 

vuv xalpw 'ev Tol5 rra6~~JaOtv urrEp UIJWV (Now, I rejoice in the sufferings on 
your behalf Col I :24) 

j.l\0El5 TCX 'i;pya TWV NtKOAaiTWV aKayw j.l\OW (You hate the deeds ofthe 
Nicolaitans. which I also hate; Rev 2:6) 

i\rrev T\5 'e~ a\nwv"t0\05 atJTWV rrpo<j>~TT]5' KpRTE5 ael ~EUOTat, KaKCx 
6TlPla, yaoTEpE5 apya(. ~ ~JapTup'ta allTT) EOTlV aAT)6~5 (One from among 
their own prophets said, "Cretans are always liars. evil beasts, lazy gluttons. " 
This testimony is true; Titus I: 12) 

oval Uj.llV, OCTJYOl TV<j>Aol ... j.lwpol Kal TV<j>Aol (Woe to you, blind guides . .. 
foolish and blind ones; Matt 23:16, 17) 

The first excerpt (Col 1:24) is an example of authorial evaluation where, by a 

selection from the system of AFFECT (i.e., Xatpw), Paul indicates that the phenomenon of 

his suffering on behalf of the readers triggers within him feelings ofjoy, which are 

manifested in the act of rejoicing.22 Paul assumes responsibility for expressing his 

feelings ofjoy;23 not surprisingly, then, the textual realization of first-person affective 

evaluation is the first-person singular verb xalpw (/ rejoice).24 First-person attitudinal 

evaluations like this are the most subjective of attitudinal realizations. By their use, 

2°Cf. White. "Attitude/ Affect." 5. 
21 Cf. White ("Attitude/Affect." 5-8) discusses authorial and non-authorial evaluation as part of 

AFFECT; however. as is shown here. any attitudinal evaluation (AFFECT. JUDGMENT. APPRECIATION) may be 
authorial or non-authorial. 

22 Joy in the face of suffering is a common Pauline theme (cf. Dunn, Colossians and Philemon. 
114). 

23 Cf. O'Brien. Colossians. Philemon. 75. 
24 This is not the only way to realize authorial. first-person attitude. They can also be realized 

through the use of personal pronouns. 

http:rejoice).24
http:rejoicing.22
http:evaluation).21
http:phenomena.20
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writers directly inscribe, and thus foreground, their subjective presence in the 

communicative process. Rhetorically. this functions as an invitation for the readers to 

share the same emotional response thereby attempting to establish an interpersonal 

rapport and bond with the readers to the extent that the readers will agree with or at least 

understand and perhaps sympathize with the writer. 25 If the readers accept the invitation 

by means of compliant reading (or even tactical reading), then solidarity between the 

writer and reader will have been achieved.26 

The second excerpt (Rev 2:6) provides an example of non-authorial, second-

person positive judgment followed upon immediately by an authorial, first-person 

negative judgment. In this text there is a twist of irony in the evaluation in that a term that 

typically carries negative emotive connotations (~toliw, I hate) is used in the realization 

ofpositive judgment. At Rev 2:4 Jesus (in John's vision) has negatively judged the 

church at Ephesus for having abandoned their first love (T~V aycXTTT]V OOU T~V TTpWTT]V 

a4>~KE5 ). Here, however, he returns to a positive judgment by noting their hate for the 

deeds of the Nicolaitans, which is only positive because he, too, hates their deeds (first­

person negative judgment).27 Thus, after having reprimanded them, Jesus capitalizes on 

the rhetorical effects of positively judging their behavior in order to rebuild some level of 

solidarity with the church at Ephesus. 

2
' See esp. White. ··Attitude/ Affect."" 5. 

26 On compliant. tactical. and resistant reading. see Martin and White, Language ofEvaluation. 
206-7: Martin. ··Reading Positions/Positioning Readers:· 27-37. 

27 In this instance. the line between appreciation and judgment is unclear. I have interpreted this 
text as an instance of judgment because it appears that what is negatively judged here is the behavior of the 
Nicolaitans (i.e .. that they do certain deeds) and not necessarily some ··product"' or ..result"" of their actions 
or even the deeds themselves. However. this is not clear in the text and is open to an alternative 
interpretation. 

http:judgment).27
http:achieved.26
http:writer.25
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The third excerpt (Titus I :!2) is a clear example of third-person evaluation. In this 

excerpt, Paul cites28 a Cretan prophet as a means of providing a negative evaluation-

more specifically. a negative judgment-of Cretan people,29 especially "'those of the 

circumcision group" ( cf. Titus I: 1 0). On the heels of this evaluation is one of Paul's own 

(This testimony is true) with which he positively appreciates the prophet's negative 

judgment, thereby taking up the prophet's stance in support of his own value position. 

These evaluations, both positive and negative, help Paul achieve two goals in this chunk 

of the letter to Titus. First, he is able to communicate to Titus that troublesome characters 

such as are described in I : 1 0-11 are to be expected in Crete, as one of the Cretans has 

'"admitted."30 Second, because troublesome characters are to be expected, it is all the 

more necessary for Titus to '"silence'' ( cf. I: II) and "'rebuke'' them "so that they might 

become sound in the faith" (I: 13)-that is, that they might accept the same value position 

that Paul himself (and presumably Titus) maintains.31 

The last excerpt from Matt 23:16 and 17 presents an interesting interpretive 

challenge. At one level, the text may be interpreted as first-person evaluation of 

28 See below on the use of Attribution as part of the system of ENGAGEMENT. 

29 Cf. the discussion in Dibelius and Conzelmann. Pastoral Epistles. 136-37: Kelly. Pastoral 
Epistles. 235-36: Lea and Griffin. 1. 2 Timotl~v. Titus. 289-90. 

3°Knight (Pastoral Epistles. 299) is most likely correct in saying that Paul is not necessarily 
making an ..ethnic slur" here: rather. he is ..accurately observing. as the Cretans themselves and others did. 
how the sin that affects the whole human race comes to particular expression in this group:· Cf. also 
Mounce. Pastoral Epistles. 397-99. Thiselton. however. argues that ..the writer of Titus I: 12. 13 is well 
av. arc that placing the proposition ·Cretans are always liars· in the mouth of a Cretan transforms the status 
of the proposition into one which does not assert a contingent state ofaffairs about Cretans It functions. in 
effect, as meta-language. asserting a proposition which prima facie entails its own denial by logical 
necessi(v. The additional comment 'This testimony is true· is not a sign that the writer (or editor) is 
oblivious to the nature of the paradox: it is more likely to have been intended as a light touch underlining 
the absurdity of a regress ad infinitum·· (..Logical Role of the Liar:· 207). He argues that for the writer to 
assert .. this testimony is true·· with regard to the proposition of a self-confessed habitual liar logically 
cannot have any truth value ( .. Logical Role of the Liar:· 208). 

31 It is likely that Paul means something like .. that they might have a correct understanding of the 
teachings they have received:· See Knight. Pastoral Epistles. 300. Cf. Mounce. Pastoral Epistles. 400. 

http:maintains.31
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judgment. It is clear from context that it is Jesus who negatively judges the Pharisees for 

their actions (or lack thereof) and assumes responsibility for those judgments. However, 

this excerpt appears as part of a larger narrative text. Certainly, as Labov and Waletsky 

have pointed out, evaluations occurring in narratives function to make the story relevant 

for its readers by constantly warding off the question '"So what?"32 This means, however, 

that the writer of the narrative text assumes at least some responsibility for the judgments 

included in the story. By doing so, perhaps with his own judgments in mind, the author 

may be making an evaluation through the text by means of evaluation in the text.33 Thus, 

responsibility for the judgments in the excerpted example that are portrayed as having 

been uttered by Jesus are at the very least shared by both the writer of the gospel account 

and Jesus. In this case, at the discourse level of the narrative the judgments may be 

interpreted as third-person evaluations, whereby the author makes an evaluation through 

the voice of another. 

AFFECT 

In Appraisal Theory, AFFECT is categorized typologically based on six criteria or 

variab\es. 34 The first of these considers whether the feelings are construed as positive 

(feelings that are enjoyable to experience such as happy) or negative (feelings best to be 

avoided such as sad) within a text's context of culture.35 

3
" The other function is referential. that is narratives provide information to an audience. See 

Labov and Waletsk_y. "Narrative Analysis:· 33: Cortazzi and Jin. "Evaluating Evaluation in Narrative." 
I05. Cf. also Eggins. Introduction. 70---72. 

33 Cf. Cortazzi and Jin. "Evaluating Evaluation in Narrative... 116-18. Cf Mey. "Literar) 
Pragmatics.'' 787-97. Cf. also Osborne. Hermeneutical Spiral. 204-6; Tate. "Point of Vie\\... 268-69. 

34 Cf. Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 46-52. See also Martin and Rose. lt'orking with 
Discourse. 64-7: Martin. "Beyond Exchange.'' 149-52 

35 Appraisal Theory is not concerned with the value that a particular psychological framework 
might place on one or another emotion (cf. "It's probably productive that you're feeling sad because it is a 

http:culture.35
http:variab\es.34
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• 	 Positive AFFECT: xapnn EV EKElV\] TQ ~IJEP~ Kal OKtpTDOaTE (Rejoice in 
that day and be extremely joyful;36 Luke 6:23) 

• 	 Negative AFFECT: oEvn rrpo5 iJE rravn5 ol KomwvTE'l Kat m¢opTtOIJEVOt 
(Come to me all who are weary and heavy-laden: Matt II :28) 

The second criterion has to do with whether the feelings are realized as a surge of 

emotion "involving some paralinguistic or extralinguistic manifestation" or as a "more 

internally experienced ... emotive state or ongoing mental process."37 

Lexicogrammatically, this distinction is maintained in the difference between behavioral 

processes and mental processes. 

• 	 Behavioral response: a!Jnv a!Jnv AEyw v!J(v OTt KAOVOETE Kal 8pnvnonE 
VIJEl5 (Truly truly I say to you that you will weep and you will wail;38 John 
16:20) 

• 	 Mental process: Tov oe ¢6~ov atJTwv 11n ¢oBn8nn IJTJOE TapaxSnn (You 
ought notf?ar them or be afraid; I Pet 3: I4) 

The third criterion opposes directed and undirected feelings. Directed feelings are 

those that are directed toward or reacting to some specific (typically conscious) external 

agent. Undirected feelings are those that are construed as general ongoing moods or 

emotional states.39 Directed feelings are realized grammatically as affective mental 

processes, whereas undirected feelings are typically realized in terms of relational 

sign that. .. ··) (Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 46). See also Martin and Rose. Working with 
Discourse. 64. 

36 On oKlpTaw. cf. LN 25.134. 

37 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 47. 

38 
8pfjVTJOETE is often glossed "mourn" or "lament" in English versions (e.g .. NIV. NRSV. 

NASV). hut in Jesus· cultural context. the term like!; referred to auditory wailing. which would be 
classilied as an emotional surge. Cf. Bernard. John. 2:514: Carson. John. 543-44. 

39 Martin and White (Language ofEvaluation. 47) suggest that the latter feelings are the kind for 
which one might ask "Why arc you feeling that v.ayT and receive the answer. '"l"m not sure." 

http:states.39
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states.40 Passive mental processes of the "please" type fall between these poles, especially 

where the triggering phenomenon is implicit (e.g .. He is pleased). 41 

• 	 Directed: 010 rrpoowx81oa TD yevec;X TatJTn (Therefore, I was~ at that 
generation; Heb 3:1 0) 

• 	 Directed or Undirected: euooKnoev 6 rraT~p VIJWV oouvm VIJtV T~v 
~amf.e'1av (Your father was pleased to give the kingdom to you: Luke 12:32) 

• 	 Undirected: Eyw yap 'Ej.la8ov 'ev 015 e\jJI avTapKU5 i\vm (I have learned to 
be content in whatever circumstances: Phil 4: II) 

Criterion four accounts for how the feelings are graded along a cline from lower 

intensity to higher intensity. The values low, median, and high are not to be taken as 

discrete values: rather, they represent points along an evenly scaled cline. This criterion 

exemplifies how the system of GRADUATION (discussed below) cuts across ATTITUDE. 

The following sample realizations are tentatively placed42 along a cline based on senses 

given in the Louw and Nida lexicon (cf. domain 88) for the underscored lexical items: 

• 	 low intensity: QQ.:ffi43 yap cwopos- OIKaiOOUVT)V 8eou OUK Epyal;nm (For 
human anger does not produce the justice God requires; Jas I :20)44 

• 	 medium intensity: Kat ETIA~o8T)oav rravns- 8uuou45 ev TD ouvaywyfl (And 
all that were in the synagogue were filled with ./i!JJ!_; Luke 4:28) 

40 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 47; Martin and Rose. Working with Discourse. 65. 
41 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 47. 
4c Tentativeness here is due to the understanding that other contextual factors-e.g.. the addition 

of an intensifier such as t.iav-may change the level of graduation. 
43 LN 88.173: "a relative state ofanger-·anger. fury."' 
44 On glossing O!KCXIOOIJVrJV as justice rather than righteousness. cf. Brown ("O!KCXIOOUVfJ ... 369­

70): "The situation [of James] is one in which the rich could be indifferent to the starving and the ill-clad. 
content with their 0\Vn spiritual it) (Jas 2:14-18: 3:13 ff.: cf. 5: I fO. and in which church members saw no 
inconsistency between their spirituality and gossip and slander (Jas 3: I ff.. II ff.)"-i.e .. basic injustice. 
reminiscent of that described in Isaiah (e.g .. !sa 33:14-16: 56: I). Cf. the discussion in Oswalt. Isaiah. 51­
55: Oswalt. Isaiah 1-39. II 0. However. cf. Nystrom. James. 91-92 and Moo. James. 84. 

45 LN 88.178: "a state of intense anger. with the implication of passionate outbursts-'anger. fury. 
wrath. rage .... 

http:pleased).41
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• 	 high intensity: atiTOl OE EITA~08T)oav avo'tas-46 (But they were filled with 
extreme rage; Luke 6:11) 

The fifth criterion in the typology considers whether the feelings are based on 

intention with regard to some potential stimulus or trigger, as opposed to reaction to 

some actual trigger.47 The difference between the third and fifth criteria is slight: whereas 

the third variable simply classifies on the basis of whether the emotion is a surge of 

behavior or a mental state, the fifth variable classifies on the basis of whether or not the 

emotion is a reaction to a realis stimulus (e.g., The boy hated being sick, where "being 

sick" is a real is state of affairs that triggered hate) or an irrealis stimulus (e.g., The young 

mother shuddered at the thought her child being kidnapped, where the child being 

kidnapped is an irrealis state of affairs that nevertheless caused an emotive response). 

• 	 irrealis trigger: ¢o§ouwevo't TE 1-1~ rrou KaTa Tpaxels- Torrous- eKrrEowiJEV 
(Fearir~g that we might be run aground somewhere on the rocks; Acts 27:29) 

• 	 realis trigger: l!lQttS Ta Epya TWV NtKOAatTwv (You hate the deeds ofthe 
Nicolaitans; Rev 2:6) 

The final criterion in the typology of AFFECT divides emotions into three principal 

categories based on (un)happiness, (in)security, and (dis)satisfaction.48 The set of 

meanings categorized as (un)happiness includes ''moods of feeling happy or sad, and the 

possibility of directing these feelings at a Trigger by liking or disliking if' (Table 2.1 ).49 

46 LN 88.183: ··a state of such extreme anger as to suggest an incapacity to use one· s mind­
'.extreme fury. great rage:·· 

47 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 48. 
48 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 49-52: Martin and Rose. Working with Discourse. 

66-67. 
49 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 49. 

http:dis)satisfaction.48
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(UN)IIAPPINESS . .............. 
·"';,· 

-··:"" _..... ·, 

unhappiness 
mise1y (mood "in me") 

antipathy (mood 
directed "at you'') 

KAa'tw (weep) 
8pT]VEW (waif) 

oi:pw (beat) 
~puxw TOV5 oo6vTa5 (gnash 
teeth) 

AVTTT] (sad) 
aywv'ta (sorrowfiif) 

l.llOEW (hate) 
~&Avcrcro!Jat (detest) 

happiness 
cheer (mood "in me") 

affection (mood 
directed "at you") 

yEACxw (laugh5u) 
xa't pw (rejoice) 

¢tAEw (kiss) 
E:vayKaAtf;o!Jal (embrace) 

EVOOKEw (be pleased) 
IJOKOplOIJ05 (happy) 

ayarraw (love) 
rrAaTuvw T~v Kapotav (show 
rffo . sJ)a ectzon 

Table 2.1 AFFECT-(Un)Happmess 

The set of meanings grouped under (in)security are concerned with eco- and 

psycho-social feelings of well-being such as fear, anxiety, confidence, and trust with 

regard to a person's world and any others with whom they share it (Table 2.2). 52 Feelings 

in this category are tuned to protection from the outside world or competing groups 

and/or individuals. 53 

'
0 Of course. not all laughter indicates cheer: in fact. this same lexical item may be used in 

contexts where laughing is used to ridicule or shame another (cf. LN 25.135). 
51 Lit. ··to broaden one's hearC-an idiom meaning to show compassion. See 2 Cor 6: I I (cf. LN 

25.53). 
52 Martin and White. Language ({{Evaluation. 49. 

53 Cf. the similar suggestion made b) Martin and White (Language ofEvaluation. 49) that ··in 
stereotypically gendered communities the feelings [in this category] are associated with ·mothering' in the 
home-tuned to protection from the \\Orld outside (or not)."' 
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(IN)SEClJltlTY 
insecurity 
disquiet 

surprise 

security 
COI?fidence 

trust 

~raJResponse 

TPEIJW (tremble) 
, ' 54

ouat (woe! ) 

Ea (ah!55 
) 

ova (Aha!56
) 

rrappT]ota/;oiJat (speak 
boldl/7

) 

~ wpota EOTtv IJETa 
(conjide 58

) 


rrapaTt8EIJat (entrust) ,

\ f ' I ' TT]V IJEpliJVOV E1Tlpt1TTW E1Tl 

(cast cares upon60
) 

>> 

' • II 

IJEPliJVcXW (be anxious) 
ouvEXOIJat (be distressed) 

8au1Jai;w (be surprised) 
8poEOIJat (be startled) 

m't8w T~V Kapo'tav (be 
co'!fident) 
ao8EVEta (timi~9) 

moTEvw (believe) 
urroTaoow (submit) 

Table 2.2 AFFECT-(ln)Security 

(Dis)satisfaction has to do with feelings of achievement and frustration with 

regard to social activities in which people are actively or passively involved (Table 2.3). 61 

According to Martin and White. directed emotions in this category key on how active a 

role one is playing in the activity triggering the emotional reaction.62 For example, as a 

participant in some activity one's (dis)satisfaction depends upon a number of factors, 

including especially whether or not their goal is being accomplished or frustrated (cf. 

e.g., Col 1 :24). Similarly, (dis)satisfaction as a spectator also depends upon a number of 

' 
4 

An inter:jection expressing displeasure. 

55 An exclamatory particle (often left untranslated) that indicates surprise. Cf. LN 88.191. 


56 An interjection expressing surprise or astonishment. 


57 Hahn. S!Dl'1TT. 2:734-37. See also Sampley. "Paul and Frank Speech." 293-318. 


58 An idiom (lit. "the heart is \\-ith") v.hich in certain contexts can bear the sense of"confide" (cf. 

Judg 16:15 LXX). 

' 
9 Cf. I Cor 2:3: LN 25.269. 

6°Cf. LN 25.250. 

61 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 50. 

62 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 50. 

http:reaction.62
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factors; one key feature is whether or not one is pleased by the motives and actions of 

others doing the action (cf. e.g., Acts 20:37-38). 

·~ACDON 
dissatisfaction 
ennui 

displeasure 

Belutvioral­

KaTa¢!opo1Jat VTTVc..;J (become 
sleep/3 

) 

axav~5 (yawn64 
) 

EIJ~pt iJcXOIJa 1 (scold) 
rrpooamtAEOIJOl (threaten) 

-~- ~-

' ~ ~ 65
KaiJVW TlJ Y.,uxn (be weary ) 
a8UIJEW (be discouraged) 

opytSOIJat (be ang1y) 
rrpoooxe'rsw (be irritated) 

satisfaction 
interest OTTJp'r(;w To rrp6owrrov 

(decide jirml/6 
) 

£n£xw (pay attention) 

¢povEw (keep thinking 
abour) 
KaTaxpaoiJat (be fit!ly 
involve~8) 

pleasure arrocS'towiJt (give a rewar~ 9) 
8£~tat; 8t86vm (to shake 
hand/0 

) 

xopTasw (be satisfied) 
KopEVVUIJl (be content) 

Table 2.3 AFFECT-(Dis)Satisfaction 

The purpose of this section has been to demonstrate in a very general manner the 

ways in which human emotions get encoded in text and the kinds of meanings they may 

exhibit. Several things must be mentioned as it is brought to a close. First, the sample 

lexical items provided in the tables in this section were simply intended to provide very 

basic illustrations of the range of meanings involved with the encoding of emotions. 

Second, the choice of one lexical item over another in this realm always involves grading 

63 Cf. Acts 20:9: LN 23.66. 

64 Cf. Wis 19:17. 

65 Cf. LN 25.291. 

66 Cf. LN 30.80. 

67 Cf. LN 30.20. 

68 Cf. I Cor 7:31 (NIV: ··engrossed""): LN 41.6. 

69 Cf. LN 38.16: Matt 6:6. 

70 An idiom referring to making an agreement. often involving the actual shaking of hands. Cf. LN 


34.42. 
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the depth offeeling71 -something not clearly exemplified in the illustrations. The issue 

of graduation will be covered in more detail below. Finally, it bears repeating that the 

lexical illustrations provided in this section were given without any detailed context. 

Thus, one should not view the lexical items as if they are "locked in" to the categories in 

which they appear. For example, KaTa¢E:po1Jat VTTV0.,) (become sleepy) likely does not 

always indicate boredom. Eutychus (Acts 20:9) may have become sleepy because he had 

worked a full day of hard labor and not because he was disinterested in Paul's teaching 

(though apparently Paul did talk for a long time [otaAEYOIJEVOU TOV nauAou 'ml 

rrMiov]). Context is vital for interpreting these kinds of locutions. 

JtiDGMENT 

As mentioned above, JUDGMENT is that region of meaning where attitudes with regard to 

others' or one's own behavior or character are construed.72 Generally speaking, selections 

from JUDGMENT are of two main types, those oriented toward social esteem and those 

oriented toward social sanction.73 

Judgments of esteem have to do with ·normality' (how unusual someone is), 
'capacity' (how capable they are), and 'tenacity' (how resolute they are); 
judgments of sanction have to do with 'veracity' (how truthful someone is) and 
'propriety' (how ethical someone is). 74 

Realizations of JUDGMENT follow the basic patterns of ATTITUDE in general as noted 

above. For example, judgments may be inscribed via participant modification by 

attribution (e.g., 6 OIKatOS" Kp1T~5 [the righteous judge; 2 Tim 4:8]) or predication (e.g., 

71 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 50. 
72 An example of self-directed judgment may be found at I Tim I: 15. 16. Another possible 

example is Rom 7:14-25. but see Porter. Idioms. 76 for reasons why this text may not be as clear an 
example as one might think. 

73 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 52; Martin and Rose. Working with Discourse. 67­
68; Martin ...Beyond E;.,.change:· 155-57. 

74 
Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 52. 

http:sanction.73
http:construed.72
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'i:Tt yap oapKtKot 'wTE [for you are still.fleshly; I Cor 3:3]); or by means of certain 

behavioral processes (e.g., OUK nouvn8noav e'toeA.Se!v at' cXTilOTtav [they were not able 

to enter because o.ftheir unbelief, Heb 3: 19). Table 2.4 provides a number of examples of 

lexical realizations ofjudgments of esteem; Table 2.5 provides examples ofjudgments of 

sanction (neither list is intended to be exhaustive). Similar to affect, judgments of esteem 

and sanction may be either positive (behaviors and traits that are admired or praised) or 

negative (behaviors and traits that are criticized or condemned) depending upon 

contextual circumstances and the value position(s) of the appraiser or the appraiser's 

group. 75 Additionally, accounting for context is vital when interpreting instances of 

JUDGMENT. There are instances in which a lexical item that at face value denotes negative 

judgment functions in its context to inscribe positive judgment and vice versa. For 

example, the adjective moTC)5 may serve as a judgment of esteem in some contexts, as in 

I Cor I :9, where God is said to be trustworthy-a character judgment based on God's 

prior activity and a certain ideological/theological interpretation of God.76 However, in 

other contexts the same adjective may inscribe an appreciation (see below), as in I Tim 

1:15, where a bit of discourse (a ''saying" or "message" [A.oyo5]) is appreciated for its 

trustworthiness.77 

75 Cf e.g.. Acts 5:28. where the Sanhedrin (through the mouth of the high priest) criticized Peter 
and John for not complying with the ··strict orders·· they had previously issued in which they proscribed 
preaching and teaching about Jesus-a negative judgment of sanction with regard to propriety. However. 
5:29-32. 41-42 indicate that Peter and John considered the sanction to be a positive judgment of esteem 
regarding their tenacity. Cf. Witherington. Acts. 231-32:Gaertner. Acts. 112-16. 

76 Cf. Barrett. First Epistle. 40: Oster. 1 Corinthians. 48-49. 
77 Cf. Dibelius and Conzelmann. Pastoral Epistles. 28-29; Mounce. Pastoral Epistles. 56--57: 

Quinn and Wacker. First and Second Letters to Timotlzv. 132-33. 
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SOCIAL.ES'IldR ·.. 
normality 
(how special?) 

~CJ11iti8· (Admire) 
oo~al_;w (pass. glorified, 
honored) 
1JOKcXpl05 (blessed, 
honored78 

) 

•-, ~~ ' 

~Criticize}L' 

ava8qm (cursed) 
CxVO~lOS (unworthy) 

capacity 
(how capable?) 

cSuvaT05 (able) 
TEAEl05 (mature) 

Cx0UVOT05 (incapable) 
v~ TTl 05 (immature) 

tenacity 
(how dependable?) 

man5s (jaithfiil, trustworthy) 
IJOKpo8UIJEW (exhibit 
patience) 

cmlOTOS (urifaithfid. 
untrustworthy) 
OKATJpOTpOXTJAOl (stubborn) 

Table 2.4 JUDGMENT-Social Esteem 

veracity aAT]8~5 (truthful) urroKpl T~S (hypocrite, 
pretender) 

(how honest?) a\jlcuo~s (truthful) \jJEUOTT)S (liar) 

propriety apET~ (goodness, moral) OOAl05 (deceiiful) 
(how ethical?) averrlATJIJTTT05 (above TTAEOVEKTTJS (greedy) 

reproach) 

Table 2.5 JUDGMENT-Social Sanction 

Finally, it is significant to note that although judgments are, indeed, subjective, 

they are less explicitly subjective than the emotional states construed by AFFECT. This is 

seen in the fact that AFFECT construes evaluations as some kind of emotional response or 

state of some human individual or group, but JUDGMENT construes evaluations as though 

they are qualities of the phenomenon being evaluated.79 Note for example the difference 

in the evaluations realized in the following clause: 1/.apov yap OOTT)V ayarr~ 0 8eos 

78 Hanson ("How Honorable! How Shameful!" 81-111) argues convincingly that ~aKap105 is not 
an expression of a positive human emotion (affect). but instead shares the same semantic domain as 
Tl~awfTIWJ. 

79 White. "Attitude/ Appreciation ... I. 

http:evaluated.79
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(God loves a cheerful giver; 2 Cor 9:7).80 The affective value of''loving" in this clause is 

attributed to God; it is God's subjective attitude toward the giver. By contrast, the 

affective value of ""cheerfulness" is attributed to the giver as if cheerfulness is a property 

of the giver being appraised. Cheerfulness in this text is neither presented as an explicit 

subjective attitude of God, nor as an explicit subjective attitude of the giver. Instead, it is 

an inexplicit appraisal made by the writer and is, therefore, Jess ""personal'' and 

subjective. 

APPRECIATION 

APPRECIATION is concerned with what has traditionally been considered a subcategory of 

aesthetics. 81 Positive and negative assessments of objects, artifacts, processes, states of 

affair, ideas, relationships, and the like are categorized as APPRECIATION. Human 

participants may also be appreciated (as opposed to judged), but only in instances where 

the evaluation does not focus upon rightness (morality) or wrongness (immorality) of 

their behavior. 8~ For example, E~ETaoan TIS" ... &gtbs- EOTtv (Search for someone who 

is worthy; Matt 10:11) is an appreciation of a person (albeit indefinite) that is not directly 

tied to behavior. 83 However, os- ou AaJ.l~OVEt T<)v oTaupov avTou Kal OKOAou8EI 

80 '1!-apov may be glossed generous or liberal (cf. Furnish. II Corinthians. 447: but. cf. Martin. 2 
Corinthians. 290). 

81 White. ""Attitude/ Appreciation:· I. 
82 White. ··Attitude/Appreciation."' I. 
83 It should be noted that worthiness in the ancient circum-Mediterranean world is directly related 

to honor. and honor rna: be achieved on the basis of behavior (it may also be ascribed on the basis of birth) 
(cf deSilva. Honor, Patronage. Kinship & Purity. 28-29: Neyrey. Honor and Shame. 15-27). That said. in 
the case of Matt I 0: II. there is no explicit mention of behavior with regard to the one to be deemed wortl~v 
(i.e. honorable). 

http:behavior.83
http:aesthetics.81
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orrtaw IJOU, ouK 'i:aTtV IJOU a~ \OS' (Whoever does not take up their cross andfollow me 

is not worthy ofme; Matt I 0:3 8) is a judgment based on behavior. 84 

APPRECIATION is divided into three broad categories: reaction is concerned with 

the impact of an object, entity, or text/process on our attention and its attitudinal impact; 

composition is concerned with perceptions of order and/or balance and detail in an object, 

entity, or text/process: and valuation is concerned with considered opinions regarding the 

social significance of an object, entity, or text/process. 85 For illustrative purposes, a 

number of lexical realizations of APPRECIATION are presented in Table 2.6. As with 

JUDGMENT, APPRECIATION is oriented more toward the appraised than toward a subjective 

appraiser: values of appraisal are presented as properties of that which is appraised rather 

than to some human subject who gives the appraisal. 86 For this reason, appreciations are 

relatively less explicitly subjective than affective evaluations. 

Positive N . 
reaction rrpoa¢tA~5 (lovely) purro:p65 (filthy) 

aaTEt05 (beautiful) cXCX~IJWV (ugly) 

composition op8os- (straight) CKOAI05 (crooked) 
aoof..o5 (pure) ~o:pv5 (difficult) 

value a~105 (worthy) 
XP~CIIJ05 (useful) 

ava~\05 (unworthy) 
axpet05 (useless) 

Table 2.6 Examples of APPRECIATION 

84 Jesus· teaching in this context (cf Matt 10:34-38) is concerned primarily 'A-ith 
loyalty/allegiance ( cf France. ,\fatthew. 406-11: on loyalty/allegiance. cf. Malina. '"Faith/Faithfulness ... 
72-75). 

85 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 56; Martin. ··Beyond Exchange:· 159-60; 
Bednarek. Emotion Talk. 15. 

86 White. ··Attitude/Appreciation:· I. 
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Inscribed versus Evoked and Provoked Attitudes 

Before concluding this discussion of ATTITUDE, an additional, somewhat complicating 

issue must be discussed. To this point the model for ATTITUDE has only accounted for 

attitudinal evaluations that are directly inscribed in text either through the use of 

attitudinal lexis or various grammatical structures. However, attitudinal evaluations may 

be construed in seemingly incongruous ways. 87 Of interest here is the ability of a writer to 

evoke or provoke attitudinal response(s) in the reader-at least potentiall/8-by 

employing "attitudinal tokens" rather than directly inscribing attitude via the kinds of 

locutions discussed above.89 According to White, attitudinal tokens are "formulations 

where there is no single item which, of itself and independently of its current co-text, 

carries a specific positive or negative value. Rather the positive/negative viewpoint is 

activated via various mechanisms of association and implication."90 Evocation can occur 

when experiential ("informational") material is selected and brought to focus in a context 

where it may trigger an attitudinal reaction by way of inference; provocation can occur by 

means of locutions that are evaluative, but not of an explicitly positive or negative type. 91 

The difference between evoked and provoked attitudinal evaluations is sometimes 

difficult to perceive. 

87 This is similar to instances where assertions (Indicative Mood) are interpreted as directives 
(Imperative Mood). E.g .. Jesus· statement from the cross. ··1 am thirsty·· (John 19:28-29). appears to have 
been interpreted as "I want a drink:· ..Give me a drink:· or "May I have a drink?"" 

88 This. of course. depends upon a number of factors including genre. register. deixis. reference. 
and. not least. the abilit; of the reader both to "pick up .. on what is being meant and to choose a reading 
position (compliant. tactical. or resistant). See Yule. Study ofLanguage. 127-38; Martin ...Reading 
Positions/Positioning Readers:· 31-33: Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 62---63. 

89 Cf. White. ··Evaluative Semantics ... 39-40: Martin...Reading Positions/Positioning Readers:· 
31-33. 

90 White...Evaluative Semantics:· 39. 
91 White. ··Evaluative Semantics:· 40. 

http:above.89
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Two texts are presented here as examples of evocation and provocation. First, as 

an example of a text that likely evokes an evaluation, one may consider Acts 13: 1-3: 

'i' Hoav OE EV 'AvTtOXE'tq KaTCX T~V ouaav 
1

EKKAT]o'tav rrpo¢~Tal Kat 
otoaoKaAot oTE Bapva~Cis Kat :Lu~Ewv 6 KaAov~Evos N'tyEp Ka't /\ovKtos 6 
KvpT]valos, Mava~v TE' Hpu?oou Tov Tnpaapxou ovVTpo¢os Kat :Lauf.os. 
AElTOVpyovvTC.UV OE avTC3v T~ Kvp'tU? Kat VT]OTEVOVTC.UV ?tmv TO TTVEU~a TO 
aytov, 'A¢optoaTE 0~ ~Ol TOV Bapva~av Kat :LavAov e'ts TO 'Epyov 0 
rrpooKEKAT]~al auTovs. TOTE VT]OTEUOaVTE5 Kat rrpoow!;a~EVOl Kat ETT!8EVTE5 
TCX5 XEtpas aun)is cmEAuoav. 

Now in Antioch, in the church that was there, there were prophets and teachers: 
Barnabas: Simeon, the one called Niger; Lucias the Cyrene; Manean, who had 
been raised with Herod the Tetrarch; and Saul. While they were worshiping the 
Lord and fasting, the Holy Spirit said, "Appoint for me, then, Barnabas and Saul 
to the work to which I have called them." Then, after fasting and praying and 
laying their hands on them, they sent them. 

There are no instances of directly inscribed affect, judgment, or appreciation in this text. 

It is a text in which ideational meaning is foregrounded; it is focused on providing 

information. Yet the information in this text is designed to evoke an attitude, likely 

positive, in the reader. Consider the following representations in the text: 

• 	 Not only does the text emphasize that the church in Antioch had prophets and 
teachers, but it goes on to list a number of them by name, and one may 
presume from this level of specificity that those listed were respected at least 
by those in Antioch, if not also by Luke's addressees 

• 	 The text represents these prophets and teachers (or perhaps a broader group) 
as being involved in activities appropriate to their role, namely worshiping the 
Lord and fasting 

• 	 The Holy Spirit is represented as speaking (presumably) to these prophets and 
teachers, a "'fact'' that may indicate the writer's positive evaluation the 
Antioch assembly 

• 	 The prophets and teachers (1) appear to recognize that it was, indeed, the Holy 
Spirit that spoke, thus they (2) obeyed the command they were given-"facts" 
that further represent the prophets and teachers as being involved in activities 
appropriate to their role. 

http:VT]OTEVOVTC.UV
http:AElTOVpyovvTC.UV
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Although this text foregrounds ideational meaning, it is likely to evoke positive 

attitudinal evaluations of the participants in the text and their behavior. Additionally, this 

sets the reader up for what comes in subsequent text, in particular that in spite of the 

challenges and difficulties that Barnabas and Saul would face on their "mission" as well 

as the concomitant pain and suffering their message would cause those who would 

believe it, the two men, their teaching, and their deeds are ultimately presented as 

praiseworthy because of the (potentially) attitudinally positive connection to obedience to 

the Spirit's command.92 

An example of a text that is likely to provoke an attitudinal evaluation, one may 

consider Matt 2:16: 

TOTE' Hp~OT]S" 't owv OTt 'Evma'txsn VITO TWV IJOYWV E8UIJW8T] Xt av' KaI 
cmooTE't:\as- avEiAEV TTOVTOS" TOVS" rraloas- TOVS" 'Ev Bn8AEEIJ Kal 'Ev TTOOI TOtS" 

op'tots- atnRs OTTO OIETOUS" Kat KaTWTEpw ... 


Then Herod, perceiving that he had been deceived by the Magoi, became 

extremely angry, so having commissioned (emissaries) he killed all the children 
who were in Bethlehem and its vicinity who were two years old and younger ... 

Here again is a text that foregrounds ideational meaning, but there are a few distinctive 

features that may cause it not simply to evoke, but to provoke an attitudinal response, and 

that response will likely be a negative judgment of Herod. Here are several features one 

must account for: 

• 	 Although Herod is not the only participant in these two clauses (others are 
the Mago;, the children, and possibly, though not explicitly, emissaries 
sent out by Herod), he is foregrounded93 over the others because ( 1) things 
are done/happen to him (e.g., he is deceived ['Evma'tx8n]: he becomes 

92 While one might argue that the attitudinal reading naturalized by this text is positive. it is. of 
course. possible that readers (both then and now) may. given their 0\vn value positions (e.g .. perhaps a 
disbelief that the Hoi) Spirit spoke). have a negative reaction to the text. 

93 Although the Afagoi are represented as the Agents who deceived Herod. the passive structure 
puts them in a less focal position. On this. see Porter. Idioms, 64: Trevv ...Theor) and Ideology:· 98. Cf. 
Halliday, .. Language Structure and Language Function:· 173-95. 

http:command.92
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angry [E8VIJW8T]]) and (2) he is the only participant represented as Actor of 
a material process (avel AEV) 

• 	 The attitudinal process ''becoming angry" realizes negative affect 
(unhappiness), the negative prosody of which "radiates" both 
prospectively and retrospectively to give this text a negative tone/mood94 

• 	 The material process "killing'' is a surge of behavior manifesting negative 
AFFECT (unhappiness), the trigger of which is said to be Herod's 
perception that the Magoi had deceived him 

• 	 Herod's anger is accentuated in at least two ways: (I) by using an 
intensifier (Atav) to amplify (the representation of) the force of Herod's 
anger (see below on GRADUATION), and (2) by describing the scope of 
Herod's killing as including all children95 two years old and younger 
living in Bethlehem and vicinity 

Each of these features contributes to the sense that Herod's actions in this instance were 

capricious, emotionally driven, and unjustified. Thus, the reading position naturalized by 

this text is one of negative judgment and, in fact, this text is more likely to provoke a 

negative attitude toward Herod and his behavior. 96 The quotation of Jer 31: I 5 

immediately following this text (Matt 2: I 8) supplies further negative appraisal of Herod's 

action (albeit from a third party's voice and not directly that of the narrator) and 

continues the negative prosody. 

94 On the prosodic nature of evaluation. see Halliday. ··Modes of Meaning." 206: Martin. English 
Text. 10-13: Martin...Analysing Genre:· 16-17; Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation, 17-23; 
Martin and Rose. Working with Discourse. 59-63. On the radiating prosody of evaluation. see Hood. 
"Persuasive Power of Prosodies:· 37-49. 

9 
' TNIV/NIV and NLT gloss rraloas as boys. Although the term is masculine gender. there is no 

one-to-one equivalence between the grammatical gender of a term and natural gender (male/female): in 
fact. this term ( rraloas) could be used of either girls or boys. It is likely the TNIV /NIV and NL T assume 
the reference is to males because (a) Herod's purpose is to eliminate a ..king.. and (b) the underlying 
analogy with Pharoah suggests males are targeted (cf France. Matthew. 82 n. 2; Gundry. Afatthew. 34-35). 
That said. it is possible (probable?) that in his anger Herod ordered all children. both males and females 
under the age of two. to be killed. Moreover. would Herod's lackeys have even taken the time to check the 
sex of each child before dispatching her/him? 

96 That Herod and his behavior could trigger negative judgment would not be out of the question 
given what is known about his character. Cf France...Herod and the Children of Bethlehem ... 114-16. 
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The distinction between directly inscribed and indirectly evoked/provoked 

attitudes can present interpreters with a significant challenge. In texts where the writer 

chooses to inscribe emotions, judgments, and appreciations, the reading position of the 

text is more clearly naturalized, and generally speaking it would take an intentional act of 

resistant reading not to comply with the naturalized reading. However, in cases like those 

exemplified above, interpreters must heighten their awareness as they search for clues as 

to how the writer wants the reader to interpret the text. A further challenge arises due to 

the historical and cultural distance and situational differences that stand between the 

ancient readers of the New Testament documents and contemporary interpreters. Lacking 

full knowledge of the cultural and contextual situations lying behind these texts opens the 

door for eisegesis and misinterpretation. These challenges, however, do not negate the 

importance of asking of a text the kinds of pragmatic questions exemplified in the present 

model. 

Summary of ATTITllDE 

ATTITUDE and its subsystems provide the framework in the APPRAISAL system for 

mapping feelings as they are construed in text. The kinds of feelings accounted for 

include those of emotion (AFFECT), those concerning ethics (JUDGMENT), and those 

concerning aesthetics (APPRECIAnoN). Figure 2.2 provides a visual overview of 

ATTITUDE. 
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AFFECT1 HAPPINESS 

SECURITY 

SATISFACTION 

_Inormal1ty 

cSTEEMLcapac1ty 

JUDGMENT{ tenaCity 

veracity 

SANCTION
ATIITUDE~ { 

propnety 

reaction 

APPRECIATIO composition 

valuat1on 

msmbed 

provoke
{ 

mvoked 
{ 

evoke 
pOSitive 

-{
negative 

Figure 2.2 The ATTITUDE Network 

The System of ENGAGEMENT 

In this section, attention is turned to the second major portion of the Appraisal model, 

namely the system of ENGAGEMENT. As described in the previous chapter, the framework 

of engagement resources presented here presumes that all texts--even those that are 

monoglossic or ""single-voiced,'' such as law codes-are produced and/or interpreted 

against the heteroglossic backdrop of other "voices" on the same theme, ''a background 

made up of contradictory opinions, points of view and value judgments ... pregnant with 

responses and objections. ,m Language users may respond to these alternative voices in 

one of two ways. First, they may produce monoglossic texts. Quite often monoglossic 

97 Bakhtin. "Discourse in the Novel."" 281. Cf. Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 92-95. 
Lemke. Textual Politics. 22-25. 
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texts give the impression that no alternative proposition(s)-no alternative voices or 

opinions--exist with respect to the issue taken up by the language user. For example, the 

proposition TT05 0 j.llOWV n)v a8eA¢ov CXtJTOU av8pu.moKTOV05 EOT!V (everyone who 

hates his/her brother or sister is a murderer [1 John 3: 15]) is a categorical assertion that 

presents a proposition as a given, as presupposed or taken for granted.98 Locutions such 

as these neither recognize nor engage with any other voice or opinion regarding the 

proposition(s) being advanced.99 However, there are instances in which a proposition is 

monoglossically declared, but that is not taken for granted: rather, it is asserted as a point 

to be discussed or debated. 10°For example, at 1 Cor 3:19 Paul categorically asserts~ yap 

oo¢'tcx TOV KOOjJOV TOtJTou j.lwp'tcx rrcxpa Tu.? Sec..? EOTtv (jar the wisdom ofthis world is 

foolishness to God). That Paul goes on to support this proposition with back-to-hack 

Scripture quotations construes it as "very much at issue and the focus of a debate." 101 It 

construes a readership that does not necessarily share Paul's point of view and, thus, 

needs to be convinced of it. 

Second, language users may engage in dialogue with these other "voices," 

presenting themselves as in varying degrees standing with them or against them, as 

neutral, or as not yet having taken a stance toward them. 102 The framework of 

ENGAGEMENT, which has heterogloss as its entry condition, systemically organizes the 

linguistic features used to achieve such positioning (cf. Figure 2.3). These resources are 

98 Note the subsequent clause that builds on this proposition: and you kno"' that eve!J' murderer 
does not have eternal life abiding in them. 

99 Cf Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 99. 

10°Cf Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 101. 

101 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. I 02. 
101 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 93. 

http:advanced.99
http:granted.98
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divided into two broad functional categories according to whether they are "dialogically 

contractive" or ""dialogically expansive," a distinction that "turns on the degree to which 

an utterance ... actively makes allowances for alternative positions and voices (dialogic 

expansion), or, alternatively, acts to challenge, fend off or restrict the scope of such 

(dialogic contraction)."103 It is extremely important to bear in mind that the framework 

presented here is oriented toward contextual meanings and rhetorical effects rather than 

toward grammatical forms. Consequently, 

it brings together a lexically and grammatically diverse selection of locutions on 
the basis that they all operate to locate the writer/speaker with respect to the value 
positions being referenced in the text and with respect to, in Bakhtin's terms. the 
backdrop of alternative opinions, points of view and value judgments against 
which all texts operate. 104 

contract 

expand 

Figure 2.3 An Overview of HETEROGLOSS 

Dialogic Contraction 

In overtly heteroglossic contexts, language users may contract the dialogic space (i.e., 

restrict alternative "voices") in two basic ways: either through proclamation or through 

disclamation. Proclamation contracts dialogue by construing the authorial voice as setting 

itself against, suppressing, or ruling out any alternative positions offered by other 

voices. 105 Disclamation on the other hand restricts other voices by construing the 

authorial voice as disagreeing with, denying, or rejecting outright any alternative voices 

103 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation, I 02. 


104 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation, 94. 


105 Martin and White, Language ofEvaluation, I I 7; White, '"Appraisal." 17. 
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that may be represented in a text. 106 Proclamation and disclamation each have a variety of 

means by which they may be realized, each of which will be discussed briefly here. 

Proclaim: Concur 

Concurrence involves formulations that overtly signal that a writer stands in agreement 

with or has the same knowledge as some projected dialogic partner, typically the putative 

addressee. 107 These formulations are realized by locutions such as conjunctive adverbs, 

emphatic particles and/or conjuncts, and certain kinds of rhetorical or "leading" 

questions. 108 Rhetorically, concurrence contracts dialogue by representing certain shared 

values or beliefs as widely accepted in their communicative context and, thus, rendering 

moot any alternative value positions or beliefs in the ongoing colloquy.109 Heb 3:15-16 

provides an interesting example: 

EV Tc,? f..eyw8at · a~!Jepov Eav T~5 <?c.uv~5 a\JTou aKO\JOTJTE, ll~ aKATJpUVTJTE 
Ta5 Kap0ICX5 VIJWV W5 EV Tc,? rrapamKpaa!Ju?. TIVE5 yap aKOUOCXVTE5 
rraperr'tKpavav; aAA' ou TTcXVTE5 o\ 'e~EASOVTE5 'e~ A'tyUTTTOV eta Mc.uuOEC.U5; 

As was just quoted, "Today if you hear his voice, do not harden your hearts as in 
the rebellion." For who rebelled even though they heard? Was it not, indeed, all 
those who came out of Egypt through Moses? 

In the co-text just prior to this excerpt, the writer quotes a passage of Scripture (Ps 95:7­

II) that poetically recounts an event from the history of a people group to which, in all 

likelihood, both the writer and readers belonged. This has the effect of creating a 

communicative context in which the writer and readers share the same knowledge. Thus, 

106 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 117; White. ··Appraisal."" 17. 
107 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 122. 
108 Martin and White. Language o.fEvaluation. 123: Goatl_y. Critical Reading and Writing. 89. 

Wuellner, in addressing the function of rhetorical questions in I Cor (see "'Paul as Pastor.'" 49-77, here 51). 
suggested that a time would come \~hen ··socio-linguistics and language as social semiotic""-from ~hich 
the model offered here extends-would affect the scope of rhetorical criticism. See also ··Entertain"" belo\\ 
on ""expository"" or open-ended questions. 

109 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 124. 

http:Mc.uuOEC.U5
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in the text excerpt cited here, which restates the portion of the citation from which the 

writer wishes to make a point, 110 the writer employs a so-called rhetorical question 111 

that, because the answer is so ''obvious,"112 construes the addresser and addressees as 

being completely in alignment. Moreover, the question itself uses the conjunction a"A"Aa, 

not in its more typical role as a contrastive conjunction, but as an emphatic particle 

(indeed)-another realization of concurrence. 113 

Proclaim: Endorse 

Endorsement refers to formulations by which an author construes some externally 

sourced proposition as ''correct, valid, undeniable, or otherwise maximally 

warrantable," 114 as well as authoritative and relevant to the context of situation. By 

construing externally-sourced texts as insuperable, writers are able to contract dialogic 

space and functionally disallow alternative voices. One way endorsement is realized in 

the New Testament is through quotation. 115 The source of the quotation, which may or 

may not be explicitly stated, may be a person, deity, or some other text. Occasionally, 

greater weight is added to the endorsement through either positive judgment of the source 

(if personal) for making the proposition or through positive appreciation of the quotation 

11°Cf. Lane. Hebrews 1-8. 88. 
111 Cf Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 123. where these kinds of questions are 

referred to as ·'leading questions'" (cf. ··expository'" or open ended questions [Language ofEvaluation. 
110]). 

112 Here. because of the negative particle ou. a positive answer is expected. Cf. Porter. Idioms. 
278-79. 

113 On the use of cXAAa as an emphatic particle. cf. Porter. Idioms. 205--6; Wallace. Greek 
Grammar. 673: BDF ~ 448. 

114 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 126. Compare endorsement. which is dialogically 
contractive. v.ith attribution (below). which is dialogically expansive. 

115 On issues surrounding Scripture quotation in the Nev. Testament. cf Porter. '"Brief Comment." 
79-96: Porter. '"Further Comments:· 98-113: Stanley. "Rhetoric of Quotations... 44-58: Stanley ...Paul"s 
·use' of Scripture:· 125-55; Stanley. '"Pearls Before Swine:· 124-44; Stamps. "Use ofthe Old Testament:· 
9-37. 
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itself. Lexicogrammatically, endorsement entails the use of verbal or mental processes (or 

their nominalized forms) attributed to an external source. If the source or the quotation 

itself is positively evaluated, then the locutions of positive judgment or positive 

appreciation as described above will occur as part of the instance. 

By way of example, Mark 7:6--7 records Jesus' rejoinder to an accusation made 

by the Pharisees that his disciples were sinners (which is tantamount to an attack on his 

own honor), 116 because they had deviated from the tradition of the elders by not washing 

their hands prior to eating. 117 A significant point of the riposte includes a strong 

endorsement through a quotation: 

wl.ws- 'mpo¢nnuoEv 'Hoa-ia5 mpl VIJWV Twv urroKptTwv, w5 yE:yparrTm 
oTt ouT05 ol.ao5 nii5 xe'tf.m'tv IJE Tt1J9, ~ 8e wpota atnwv rr6ppw cmEXEt 
arr 'ej.lou· IJOTTJV 86 oe~ovTa't IJE 81oaoKovn5 o1oaowA1a5 eVTaAIJaTa 
avepwrrwv 

Isaiah rightly prophesied about you hypocrites, as it is written, "This people 
honors me with their lips, but their hearts are far from me; they worship me in 
vain by teaching human precepts as doctrine. 

In this instance, Isaiah, a prophet of great significance and figure of authority, is 

explicitly identified as the source of the quotation. 118 The endorsement of the quoted text 

is given prominence in many ways. The quotation is construed as something more than a 

simple saying; it is called prophecy, which implies that although the text was produced at 

a prior time in a different context, it was in some way uttered to describe the Pharisees 

116 The question asked by the Pharisees (v. 5) must not be read as a simple request for information. 
It is, rather, an "ambiguous affront" (an insult put forward ··accidentally on purpose'" [Malina. ,\'ew 

Testament World. 40]) aimed at Jesus. though it appears in the form of a question about the behm ior of 
Jesus· disciples (eta T't ou mptlraToumv o\ 1-1a8nTa'1 oou KaTa T~v rrapaooo1v Twv rrpw~UTEpwv, 
CxAAcX KO\Vals- xepolv E:o8'toumv TOV apTov;). 

117 Cf. Martin. Mark. 219-20: Tuckett. ··Mark."' I 02-3: France. Mark. 276--79: France. Jesus and 
the Old Testament. 68-69: Neyrey. "Purity in Mark's Gospel." 

118 On the importance of Isaiah in Mark's gospeL see Marcus. Mark 1-8. 139-40: Marcus. "Mark 
and Isaiah." 
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whom Jesus was addressing. Further, Isaiah was judged positively for having made the 

prophecy (KO:Aws- 'crrpo¢~nuaEv). Still further, the words of the prophecy were 

significant enough to be codified in the sacred Scriptures (ws- yeyparnat). The 

rhetorical effect of this endorsement is to enervate not only the attack on Jesus' honor 

but, more importantly, of the value position(s) upon which the attack was based. 

Proclaim: Pronounce 

In Appraisal Theory, pronouncements are formulations that involve "authorial emphases 

or explicit interventions or interpretations."119 These emphases and interventions imply 

some level of resistance or contrary pressure (e.g., doubt or challenge) against which the 

writer asserts their own voice. 120 By using pronouncements, a writer "raises their voice," 

so to speak, in order to be heard above the other voices constituting the heteroglossic 

background of the utterance. The rhetorical impact of pronouncements varies depending 

upon whom they confront. If the pronouncement confronts the addressee, solidarity is 

threatened since the writer overtly presents himself as opposed to the value position of 

the addressee. 121 When this occurs, it is not uncommon for the writer to employ some 

further dialogic strategy in order to save face and maintain solidarity. Alternatively, when 

a writer confronts a third party on behalf of the addressees, writer-reader solidarity is 

built and/or strengthened. 122 

A clear example of pronouncement occurs at Gal 5:2-3 where Paul writes: 

'ioElyw navAQS' Aeyc.u uulv OTI 'cav mptTEIJVfj08E, XplOTOS" UIJOS" OUOEV 
w¢EA~OEI. J.laPTVPOblat OE TTcXAIV TTOVTl av8pwrr~ mplTEIJVOIJEV~ OTt 

119 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation, 127. 

1
'-

0 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 128. 


1 
'-

1 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 130. 


m Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation, 130. 
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Behold, I Paul tell you: if you are circumcised, Christ will be of no benefit to you. 
But I insist123 again to every person who receives circumcision that he is obliged 
to obey the whole law. 

Authorial interpolation is manifestly evident in these clauses via the locutions Behold, I 

Paul tell you and I insist. That these pronouncements occur virtually back-to-back adds to 

their force (see below on GRADUATION). The first pronouncement is clearly directed 

toward the readers as indicated by the explicit second person personal pronouns (t'I.Itv and 

UIJ05) in both the protasis and apodosis of the conditional construction, as well as the 

second person personal ending of mptT£1JVT]08E in the protasis. Focus shifts in the 

second pronouncement from second person ("you") to third person ("every person"), 

which has the potential effect of lessening the threat to solidarity. At this point, 

discussion turns from dialogic contraction by way of proclamation to dialogic contraction 

by way of disclamation. 

Disclaim: Deny 

Disclamations are formulations whereby a language user invokes other utterances or 

alternative positions only to explicitly reject, replace, or show them to be 

unsustainable. 124 As might be expected, key clues for interpreting disclamation include 

negative polarity and/or the use of negatively charged lexis. As with proclamation, 

disclamation may be realized by means of multiple locutions, one ofwhich is denial. 

First John 2:27 provides a straightforward example of denial: ou XPEto:v 'ioxnE 

"tvo: TIS" otoaoKn \was- (You do not have any need that anyone should teach you). The 

123 On this meaning for J.!OpTvpoJ.!al. cf. LN 33.19: ANLEX s.v.; Eph 4:17: I Thess 2: 12; 

Longenecker. Galatians. 226. 


124 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 118. 
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writer of 1 John perceived that the readers were in danger of being deceived ( cf. 2:26) 

into thinking they were in need of additional teaching. 125 The writer invokes the point of 

view that the readers do need someone to instruct them and utilizes negative polarity to 

deny it. 

A second example of denial is from Acts 23:9: ouoE:v KaKov n)p'loKOJ.lEV 'Ev Tu;J 

av6pwTTC'? TOtJTc..;> (We .find nothing wrong with this person). Here, too, negative polarity 

is called upon to formulate the denial. The co-text spells out the context of situation: Paul 

is given a hearing before the Sanhedrin (requested by the Roman commander [cf. Acts 

22:30]) regarding the teaching that had previously incited a mob in Jerusalem (cf. Acts 

21 :27-36). Realizing the council was made up of both Sadducees and Pharisees, Paul 

claimed that he was under investigation because of his belief and hope in the resurrection 

(cf. Acts 23:6). This incited an argument126 among the council members, and the 

Pharisees, who believed in resurrection of the dead, uttered the denial that they could find 

nothing wrong with Paul that warranted any discipline-a denial of the alternative view 

(presumably held by the Sadducees, who did not believe in resurrection of the dead) that 

discipline, perhaps even corporal punishment, of Paul was warranted. 

Disclaim: Counter 

As noted, disclamations are formulations in which alternative voices or views are 

invoked in order to be rejected or replaced. The most congruent realizations in which 

propositions are replaced or supplanted are concession/counter formulations. 

125 Cf. Kruse. Letters ofJohn. 97-J 09: Brown. Epistles ofJohn. 359. 
126 Cf. Witherington. Acts. 690-91. Johnson (Acts ofthe Apostles. 400): ..At one level. Luke 

portra) s this as a clever rhetorical ploy: Paul sees a way of dividing the assembly and thus extricating 
himself. But it is also a way of exposing to the reader for the first time the most fundamental issue di" iding 
Paul from his opponents. and Messianists from all non-Messianist Jews: the resurrection of Jesus as the 
realization of the hope of Israel... 
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Rhetorically, counters are similar to denials in that "they project on to the addressee 

particular beliefs or expectations or ... particular axiological paradigms"127 by 

supplanting and replacing one proposition with another proposition that would have been 

expected in its place. 128 Lexicogrammatical cues for recognizing these kinds of locutions 

include the concessive use of participles and certain kinds of conjunctions/particles such 

Rom I :22 provides an initial illustration: <jlaaKOVTE5 elvm ao¢o1 EJ.1wpav8T]aav 

(Even though they claim to be the wise ones. they are foolish). Here, the concessive 

participle introduces the proposed claim that ''they" regard themselves as being wise. 

This view is promptly supplanted and replaced by Paul's counter proposition that, in fact, 

. 130 , s:' ' "they are foolish." A second example may be found at 2 Cor 12:11: ovuev yap 

UOTEPTJOO TC3v umpAIOV cmo<JTOAWV e\ Kal OUOEV e\J.ll (For in no way am I inferior to 

the ·super-apostles, ·even though I am nothing). In this example, denies the notion that he 

is "nothing''-a notion that perhaps he held of himself or that he perceived his readers 

held about him 131-by countering with the proposition that he was not inferior to any 

other apostles in any way. 

127 Martin and White. Language of Evaluation. 121. 

128 Cf. Martin and White. Language of Evaluation. 120. 

129 For an overview ofthe concessive use ofparticiples. see Porter. Idioms. 191 and Young. 


Intermediate New Testament Greek. I 85. 
130 The theme of reversal. an important theme in I Cor 1-4. is evident here. Cf. Dunn. Romans 1­

8. 60-61; Moo. Romans. I 08. 
131 Martin. 2 Corinthians. 427: "The irony of calling himself ·nothing· is noteworthy. Paul is 

·nothing' because he admits his weaknesses and confesses that everything he has is from God. But if Paul 
were pressed he would admit that to say he is nothing is equivalent to saying that in Christ's power he is 
everything and more. He is more than the opponents that slur him and not any less than the super-apostles:· 
Cf. also Furnish. II Corinthians. 555. 
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Dialogic Expansion 

Standing opposed to dialogic contraction is dialogic expansion. As described above, 

locutions in this functional category actively make allowances for alternative value 

positions and voices. The model presented here describes two fundamental means by 

which dialogic space may be expanded: Entertain and Attribute. 

Entertain 

Entertain is concerned with those locutions that indicate a writer has created greater or 

lesser degrees of"dialogic space'' for alternative "voices" or value positions (when 

propositions are offered) or alternative action (when proposals are offered), thus 

entertaining those alternatives. 132 This is realized a number of different ways, including 

expository or open questions, 133 verbal Mood, modal adjuncts, modal attributes, 

circumstances of the "in my view" type, evidence/appearance-based postulations of the 

"it seems, it appears, apparently" type, and certain mental verb/attribute projections. 134 

The last of these (viz., realizations via mental verb/attribute projections) needs 

further explanation as well as illustration. First, the term "mental verb" (or mental 

process) needs definition. These are processes of the "I think" or "I suppose'' type (e.g., 

132 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 104. 
133 I.e.. questions that do not assume a specific response (cf. Porter. Idioms. 276-77; Martin and 

White. Language ofEvaluation. I 05: Goatly. Critical Reading and Writing. 89). These kinds of questions 
serve to raise the possibility that some proposition holds or to bring it into play in the communicative 
context (e.g .. wCxVOfJTOI raACITOI, T15 Vj.105 E~cXOKOVEV ... ; [Gal3:1]. which raises the possibility that 
the Galatians had. indeed. succumbed to the evil eye [cf. Elliott. ··Paul. Galatians. and the Evil Eye.'' 262­
73; Wright. '"!layE(a," 2:359: Neyrey. "'Bewitched in Galatia": Eastman. "Evil Eye and the Curse of the 
Law"]). 

114 Cf. Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation, I 04-45. It is important to make clear that 
following Stubbs (Text and Corpus Anal_vsis. 196-229) and Martin and White (Language ofEvaluation. 
95) the term "modality'" throughout this study is extended far beyond modal verbs (which Hellenistic Greek 
did not have [Porter. I 'erbal Aspect, 165]) to include all wordings andformulations by which writers 
modulate their attachment to or detachment from any given proposition. This neither stands in conflict with 
nor is intended to supplant descriptions of verbal Mood that foreground ideational meaning (e.g .. Porter. 
I 'erbal Aspect. 163-77): rather. it intentionally adds an interpersonal perspective (viz .. that of evaluation) 
that has. perhaps. been lacking. Cf. also Fairclough. Discourse and Social Change. 158-62. 
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vo!Jil;w, oodc.u, ~YEOIJat, 8au1Jal;c.u). According to Halliday and Matthiessen, these 

processes function as interpersonal modality metaphors that extend the domain of 

modality to include explicit indications of subjective and objective evaluation rather than 

simply providing ideational or informational content for the communicative context. 135 

The rhetorical effect of interpersonal metaphors ofthis kind is to "upgrade" the 

assessment from group rank so that it extends across the entire clause (or clause nexus if 

the projection includes a content clause). 136 Second, in Greek these projections tend to 

appear in one of two basic constructions, either as a single clause or across a primary-

secondary clause nexus if the mental projection includes a content clause. When the 

projection occurs in a single clause, the Complement to the first-person mental process 

may be an evaluative attribute, an embedded infinitival clause, or both. This clause may 

or may not be followed up by a secondary clause that provides the cause, ground, or 

reason for the writer's evaluation. 

An example of the single-clause construction appears at Phil2:25: O:vayKCX(ov OE 

~YTJOOIJT!V 'E rra¢po01 TOV ... lTEIJ\);at rrpos VIJ05 (I think [it is} necessary to send 

Epaphroditus to you). 137 In this instance, Paul evaluates as necessary the sending of 

Epaphroditus to Philippi; his subjective assessment, realized as a mental process/attribute 

projection (O:vayKCX!ov OE ~YTJOOIJTJV), modalizes the embedded clause that functions as 

135 Halliday and Matthiessen. IFG3
• 626. Cf. Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 21-23. 

105. 
136 Halliday and Matthiessen. IFG3

• 626. 
137 The clause structure. following OpenTe:-..t.org is:\( 'AvayKatov \cJ OE \P ~YTJOCIJ.lTJV I c [[c 

'Erra<jlpOOITOV TOV aoeA<jlov Kai auvepyov Kai avaTpOTIWTTJV J.lOU UJ.lWV OE cXITOOTOAOV Kai 
AeiToupyov T~5 xpe'105 J.JOV \p rr€1.1\jJcXI lA rrpo5 uJ.Jci5]] 11 
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an element of the Complement. 138 This clause is followed upon by a causal clause (2:26) 

that provides the reason for sending him (ErrwS~ ETTt rro8wv ~v mxvTa5 UIJ05 KaI 

acrwovwv, <StoTt ~Kouoan OTt ~o8EVf]OEV [because he has been longingfor all ofyou 

and is distressed because you heard he was sick]). 139 

At Luke 7:43 one finds an example where a primary and secondary clause nexus 

is utilized. After having been anointed with perfume by a "sinful woman" and 

subsequently needing to respond to the thoughts of the Pharisee Simon, Jesus told a 

parable of a moneylender who forgave the debts of two debtors, one of which owed a 

great deal more money than the other (7:40-41 ). 140 Upon concluding the story, Jesus 

asked the Pharisee which (former) debtor would love the creditor more (7:42), to which 

the Pharisee responded urroAaiJ~avw oTt ~TO TTAEiov 'exap'toaTo (I assume the one 

who had much forgiven more) (7:43). Here the mental process urroAaiJ~avw (I 

assume), 141 another explicitly subjective modality metaphor, modalizes the entire content 

clause oTt~ To TTAelov EXap'toaTo (the one who had much forgiven). 

Attribute 

Whereas realizations of Entertain present the writer as the source of an evaluation or 

proposition/proposal, Attribution attends to those formulations whereby a writer separates 

his or her own voice from a proposition by attributing it to some external source. 142 This 

is typically achieved through the grammar of reported speech: framing of propositions via 

138 Grammaticall). O:vayKalov and the secondary embedded clause stand in apposition in which 
the embedded clause further defines the head term O:vayKalov. See OpenText.org word group annotation 
for this clause (http://\\\\\\ .opentext.org/te"ts/NT/Phillv iew/\\ ordgroup-ch2. vO.html#Phil. \\ 832). 

139 Cf. O'Brien. Philippians. 333. 
14°Cf. now Green. Luke. 305-15; Bock. Luke 1·1-9. 50. 689-709. 
141 Cf. LN 31.29; A1\'LEX s.v. Cf. Bock. Luke 1:1--9 50. 700-J. 
142 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. Ill. 

http:OpenText.org
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verbal processes (e.g., Titus I: 12: e"mev T15 'ei; auTC3v 'io1o5 avTC3v rrpo¢~TTJ5 [Some 

prophetfrom among their own said . .. ]), references to mental processes of others, 

whether explicitly specified or not (e.g., John 11:13: 'eKelvol CE 'ecogav OTI mpl TR5 

KOI!J~OEW5 TOV urrvov AEYEI [But they thought that he was talking about ordinary 

sleep]), or nominal izations of these processes. 143 

There are two subcategories within Attribution: acknowledge and distance. As 

these two categories indicate, a writer may dissociate their own voice from a proposition 

for positive or negative purposes. A writer may wish to let another voice they deem to be 

more authoritative than their own "speak for itself," as in, for example, Scripture 

quotations/citations. 144 At other times, a writer may wish to bring a proposition into play, 

but do so in a way that does not necessarily indicate their approval of the value position it 

represents. 145 This is the basic difference between the subcategories acknowledge and 

distance. 

According to Martin and White, acknowledge attends to "those locutions where 

there is no overt indication, at least via the choice of framer, as to where the authorial 

voice stands with respect to the proposition, " 146 and distance "involves formulations in 

which, via the semantics of the framer employed, there is an explicit distancing of the 

143 Thompson and Ye (""Evaluation in the Reporting Verbs."" 369; cf. Charles. ··construction of 
Stance." 493) note that reporting opens an ··evaluative space·· for writer comment. 

144 Cf. Stanley. ""Rhetoric of Quotations:· 56. 
145 Cf. Stanley. ··Rhetoric of Quotations:· 55. Cf. also Martin. ··Negotiating Difference:· 87-92 on 

··scribing·· as a means of introducing voices into a text. One valuable point he makes is that ··quoting 
constructs the projected \Oice as more ·authentic" than reporting. since it fashions \\hat is projected as an 
exact v.ording: reporting on the other hand simply takes responsibility for the gist of the meaning. not the 
wording per se-and in this sense it subsumes the voice of the other to some degree" (87). 

146 Martin and White. Language o.fEvaluation. 112. 
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authorial voice from the attributed material."147 Thus, the distinction appears to depend 

upon the type of framer (i.e., reporting verb) employed by the writer (cf. e.g., they said as 

opposed to they claimed). 148 However, this distinction turns more on context and co-text 

than on the framer itself. While this appears to be the case for English, it is undoubtedly 

true of Greek where. for example, a verb such as AEyEt5 (he says) may indicate either 

acknowledge or distance depending upon the context. 149 

With this caveat in place, examples of both acknowledge and distance can be 

identified in the New Testament when context and co-text are taken into account. For 

example, an instance of acknowledge may be found at 1 Thess 3:6: ApT! i5e EA8ovT05 

aycmT]V UIJWV (But Timothy has now come to us from you and told us the good news 

about your faith and love). This text, as with other acknowledgements, is obviously 

dialogic in that it associates the proposition being advanced (the Thessalonians are 

faithful and loving) with an external voice (in this case. Timothy), thus "'signaling that it 

is individual and contingent and therefore but one of a range of possible dialogic 

options."150 The co-text additionally indicates that the author, Paul, aligns himself with 

this "external" point of view. This is signaled by means of the positive connotation of the 

147 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 113. 
148 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 112-13. 
149 With regard to English. Martin and White (Language ofEvaluation. 113). citing Caldas­

Coulthard. argue that the verb '"claim'' (or its nominalized form ''the claim'") has a distancing effect by 
which the author '"detaches him/herself from responsibility from what is being reported"' (Caldas­
Coulthard. '"On Reporting Reporting."' 295). They emphasize. however. that not all uses of"'claim"' function 
in this way. varying systematically ..under the influence of different co-textual conditions. and across 
registers. genres and discourse domains"' (Language ofEvaluation. 103). The same holds true for AEyw. 
E.g.. Jas 2:14: T't TO Oc\JEAOS' cXOEA¢o't !lOU, EOV rr'toTtV .hlxn TIS EXEIV epya OE ll~ EX\); (What good is it. 
my brothers and sisters. ifsomeone claim§_ to have faith but does not have deeds?). where conte:-..t allows 
the English gloss "'claims"' ( cf. also 2: 18). Cf. Moo. James. 122. 

150 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 113. 
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participle euayyeAtoajJEVOU (bringing the good news), as well as the fact that the 

positive attributes TTlOTlV (jaith) and aycXTTfjV (love) are ascribed to the readers by a 

trustworthy companion of Paul. 151 

Distancing formulations are dialogistically expansive on the same basis as 
acknowledgements. They explicitly ground the proposition in an individualised, 
contingent subjectivity, that of some external source. They go somewhat further 
than acknowledgements in that, in presenting the authorial voice as explicitly 
declining to take responsibility for the proposition, they maximise the space for 
dialogistic alternatives. 152 

An example of distance occurs at Acts II: 12: e"t mv cSe TO rrvevwa !JOt ouveA8elv atJTOt5 

!JfJOEv cStaKp'tvavTa (The Spirit told me to go with them and not to make a distinction 

between them and us [NRSV]). Peter (likely subconsciously) employs distancing 

attribution as part of his self-defense strategy 153 concerning his actions related to 

Cornelius and his household. Although he accepted responsibility for teaching Cornelius 

and his household ( cf. II: 15), by saying the Spirit told him to go, he attributes to the 

Spirit his motivation for his going with the three men from Caesarea to the household of 

Cornelius. Thus, although he does not deny going to and eating with uncircumcised men, 

he distances himself from the potentially damaging effects of such a proposition. 

Confluence of Expansion and Contraction 

There are formulations in which both dialogic expansion and contraction occur and play 

off one another. Conditional constructions are an example of this. These constructions 

1
' 

1 Cf. Green. Thessalonians. 166-68: Wanamaker. Thessalonians. 133-34. 
152 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 114. 
153 That Peter v.as. indeed. defending himself becomes clear when one understands 11:2-3 was an 

accusation of deviance: .. Why did you go to uncircumcised men and eat with them?'" (v. 3) (cf. Malina and 
Pilch. Book o_fActs. 81: on labeling and deviance theory. cf. Malina and Neyrey ...Contlict in Luke-Acts:· 
97-110). 
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posit a relationship between some hypothesis and its consequent, 154 and in many cases (if 

not most) an author's stance and his view of the readers' (or an opponent's) stance are 

articulated very clearly. Although all classes of conditions may be used for 

intersubjective positioning, the two most common are first and third class conditions. 

ldeationally speaking, first class conditions make an assertion for the sake of 

argument; 155 third class conditions project some action or event for hypothetical 

consideration. 156 However, the following examples will be considered from an 

interpersonal perspective: 

• 	 El am8aVETE ovv XptoTc.\) OTTO TWV OTOIXElC.UV TOU KOOIJOU, Tl W5 SWVTE5 EV 

KOOIJU? ooyj.laTtsw8e; (Ifyou have died with Christ from the basic principles of 
the world, then why as though living in the world do you submit to those 
dogmas?; Col 2:20, a first class condition in conjunction with a rhetorical 
question) 

• 	 j.l~ ayarroTE TOV KOOj.lOV IJT]OE TO EV T~ KOO!Ju;>. 'eav Tl5 aymr~ TOV KOO!JOV, 
OUK 'eaTIV DayaTTT] TOU TTOTP05 EV atn~· (Do not love the world or the things 
in the world Ifanyone loves the world the love ofthe Father is not in that 
person; 1 John 2: 15, a third class condition following a prohibition) 

In the first example, the protasis of the first class condition entertains-a means of 

dialogic expansion-the assertion that the readers had ''died with Christ"; however, the 

rhetorical question in the apodosis indirectly proclaims-a means of dialogic 

contraction-that the readers are not living in a way that is consonant with having died 

with Christ, which introduces a point of view that questions whether the readers really 

154 Porter. Idioms. 255. 
155 Rarely. if ever. should first class conditions be glossed ""since... as though the condition is 

true/reality (contra BDF §371-72: Winer. Treatise. 364). In fact it may be too much to say the first class 
condition means the condition is assumed true for sake of argument (Wallace. Beyond the Basics. 690 ). 
since the protasis of a condition is ··non-factive:· committing the language user to neither the truth nor the 
falsity of the condition (cf. Lyons. Semantics. 2:796; Porter. I 'erbal Aspect. 294). To borrow a criticism 
from Porter (cf. l'erbal Aspect. 292). these interpretations fail to consider the role of verbal attitude. in 
particular the mood of assertion realized by Indicative mood. 

156 Porter. Idioms. 262. See Porter. Idioms. 254-67 and Porter. l'erbal Aspect. 291-320 for 
discussions of each class of condition. 

http:OTOIXElC.UV
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had died with him. This is followed up in Col 3: I with another first class conditional 

construction (El ovv ovvrw£p6T]TE T0 XptoT0, TcX avw sTJTElTE), with which Paul 

overtly begins his attempt to (re-)align his readers to the type of behavior that is valued 

by the in-group of Jesus followers. which is confirmed by the sudden increase in 

0 0 ° 3 1--4 5 1571mperat1ves m : : . 

The second example demonstrates how a third class conditional construction, 

along with a prohibition, 158 may be used to create distance between two opposing value 

positions. The prohibition itself, because of its negative polarity (do not) already 

introduces the writer's negative view with regard to, in this case, loving the things ofthe 

world. 159 The third class condition (marked by Eav +verb in subjunctive mood in the 

protasis [EaV Tl5 ayarr~ TOV KOOIJOV]) makes his stance even more emphatic through 

the hypothetical proclamation that if anyone should happen to love the world, 160 then the 

love of the Father is not in that person (note the shift to indicative mood/assertive attitude 

in the apodosis). This is a clear example of dialogic restriction; no alternative viewpoints 

are allowed with regard to "loving the world." This type of construction not only depicts 

the writer as distancing himself from the point of view that finds it possible and/or 

acceptable to love both the things of the world and God, it effectively disallows the latter 

point of view from the colloquy. 

157 Cf. discussion in Harris. Colossians and Philemon. 119-71. 
1 

' 
8 Cf. now Porter. l"erbal Aspect. 335-61. 

159 The affective process of loving has to do with attachment and loyalty; to love a person or deit) 
is to be bonded to that person or deity. to the e:-.clusion of others (Malina. ··Love:· 127: cf. also Malina . 
..Faith/Faithfulness.'") 

160 The gloss should happen to love retlects hypothetical nature of the condition created by the 
subjunctive mood/projective attitude (aycm~). Subjunctive mood/projective attitude expands dialogic 
space as it allows alternative voices or actions to enter into consideration. 
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Summary and Conclusion 

The framework described in this section is intended to model the key dialogistic effects 

ofthe linguistic resources ofintersubjective positioning. As mentioned previously, the 

orientation of the framework defined here is towards meanings in context and their 

rhetorical effects, rather than towards grammatical forms. Its main purpose is to show 

how these meanings function to locate the writer with respect to, in Bakhtin' s terms, the 

backdrop of alternative value positions against which all texts operate. 161 The systemic 

resources, diagrammed in Figure 2.4, include disclamation, proclamation, entertainment, 

and attribution. 

deny 

disclaim 
-{ 

counte=-c affirm 
contract 

concur 

proclai~ pronounce concede 
entertam 

{ 

-f endorse 

expand -{ acknowledge{ 
attribute 

distance 

Figure 2.4 The ENGAGEMENT Network 

The System of GRADUATION 

The third area of the model of appraisal is GRADUATION, which describes the linguistic 

features employed for up-scaling or down-scaling. 162 These features are interpreted as 

interpersonal because they "deal with subjective assessments of meaning by degree rather 

than the categorical distinctions [associated] with the ideational metafunction." 163 It was 

161 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 94. 


162 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 135; Martin and Rose. Working with Discourse. 

42-48. 

163 Hood and Martin. ··Invoking Attitude."' 743. 
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noted in the introduction to this chapter that GRADUATION was a key system in the model 

because it functions across both ATTITUDE and ENGAGEMENT domains. It functions across 

ATTITUDE, because a defining property of all three of its subdomains-AFFECT, 

JUDGMENT, and APPRECIATION-is their gradability; that is, each of these subsystems 

exhibits greater or lesser degrees of positivity or negativity. 164 Although the meanings 

that are scaled vary depending upon which of its subsystems is described, gradability is 

also a general feature of ENGAGEMENT whereby a writer's intensity or degree of 

investment in a clause may be scaled up or toned down. 165 

GRADUATION is a delicate system, consisting of two subsystems of scalability (see 

Figure 2.5). When a language user up-scales or down-scales according to intensity or 

amount (e.g., E8v~-tw8f] f..icxv [very angry; Matt 2:16]), they are making selections in 

terms of FORCE. 166 When they grade according to prototypicality (i.e., according to the 

precision with which category boundaries are drawn as in TO Tfl5 af..n8ous rrcxp011J,ICX5 

[the true proverb; 2 Pet 2:22]), they are making selections with regard to Focus. 167 As 

these rather straightforward examples illustrate, instances of GRADUATION are typically 

realized by means of adjectives and adverbs, though other means such as comparative 

metaphors (e.g., avyKCXKOm:X8f]oov W5 KCXA05 aTpCXTIWTU5 [share in stiffering like a 

good soldier; 2 Tim 2:3]) may be used. 

164 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. I 35. 
16 

' Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 135~36. 
166 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 140. 
167 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 137. 
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FORCE _r-Jraise 
-,_ower 

GRADUATION 

~rsharpen 
FOCUS -t_soften 

Figure 2.5 Preliminary Network of GRADUATION 

Rhetorically, selections from GRADUATION play a significant role in writer-reader 

relationships. When a writer chooses to sharpen focus "the effect is to indicate maximal 

investment ... in the value position (either positive or negative) being advanced and 

hence to strongly align the reader into the value position being advanced" (e.g., nTEAE'Ia 

aycmT] 'f;sw ~aAAE I TOV <j>b~ov [Perfect love casts out fear (1 John 4: 18)]). 168 In the case 

of softening focus where the softened term is negative (or negative polarity is involved), 

the effect is to lessen the writer" s investment in the value position and to offer a 

"conciliatory gesture'' in order to maintain solidarity (ytvea8E OE ITOIT]Tat Aoyou Kat ~~ 

bJOVOV aKpOaTat rrapaAoyt~O~EVOI EaUTOV5 [Be doers ofthe word and not merely 

hearers who deceive themselves (Jas I :22 NRSV)]). 169 However, in instances where the 

writer wishes to offer a positive evaluation of a value position that might in some way 

challenge solidarity, the writer may choose to soften focus in order to lower the threat to 

I'd . 170so 1 anty. 

The rhetorical effect of force is to increase or decrease the "volume" of the 

attitude as evaluative prosodies wax and wane across a text. With regard to alignment and 

solidarity, upscaling attitude tends to construe a writer as maximally committed to the 

value position being advanced and strongly attempting to align the reader to that value 

168 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 139. 

169 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 139. 

170 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 140. 
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position (e.g., E:xapnv f.'tav oTt evpT]Ka EK Twv TEKvwv oov mptrraTouvTa5 'ev 

CxAT]8e'ta [I rejoiced greatly because !found some ofyour children living in the truth (2 

John 4)]). 171 Downscaling tends to have the opposite effect of construing the writer as 

being less than fully committed to the value position (e.g., ov ~bvov 'E¢eoov af.Aa 

only in Ephesus but in almost all ofAsia this Paul has persuaded and led away a 

considerable crowd (Acts 19:26)]).172 

Focus 

Graduation with regard to prototypicality is most often applied to categories that from an 

ideational perspective are "clearly bounded, either-or categories which operate in 

experiential taxonomies where category membership is more or less precisely determined 

by some combination of sufficient and necessary conditions."173 For example, the term 

x~pa (widow) is the taxonomic designation of a culturally bounded kinship category to 

which belong women whose husbands have died. Yet this relatively precisely defined 

category may be reconstrued by means of graduation as in 1 Tim 5:3: x~pa5 Tt~a T05 

OVTW5 x~pas- (Honor widows who are real widows 174
). In these cases, ideational 

categories (in this instance x~pa) are reconstrued to an interpersonal semantic with the 

result that membership in the category "is no longer an either-or proposition but a matter 

171 Martin and White. Language of Evaluation. 152. 
17

: Martin and White. Language of Evaluation. 153. 
173 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation, 13 7. Note that it is possible to scale up or down an 

attitudinal-and hence inherently scalable-term with regard to prototypicality as in yvT]o'tws ... 
~Ept~v~oet (genuineZv concerned: Phil 2:20). 

174 Note that OVTWS" is functioning as a definer ofthe second instance of x~pa in this clause. not 
as an adverb modifYing TI~a (cf. the word group annotation at OpenText.org). Additionally. it should be 
noted that '"real"' in this locution is not opposed to '"false'" or '"phony.'" Rather. as 1 Tim 5:4-5 makes clear 
'"real"' stands opposed to '"ordinary·· or '"typical.'" 

http:OpenText.org
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of degree."175 Thus, one may sharpen the specification to indicate greater prototypicality 

(as in 1 Tim 5:3, 5) or soften the specification to indicate a more marginal membership in 

a category or blur apparent categorical distinctions (cf. the use of Tt for these kinds of 

softening as in 'Iva Tl IJETO:OW xaptOIJO: [so that I might share some type ofgift; Rom 

I: II]). 

Instances of FOCUS may be attitudinally invested.176 On the one hand, sharpened 

focus may mark positive attitudinal assessment as in the following examples: TOV IJOVOV 

aJ..n6tvov 6Eov (the only true God; John 17:3). On the other hand, softened focus may 

flag negative assessment as in the following examples: 'taxuoo:IJEV uoAt5 (we were 

bar~ able; Acts 27: 16). Despite these fairly straightforward examples, interpreters must 

carefully attend to features of context and co-text in and with which instances of 

GRADUATION appear in order to be sure FOCUS is properly interpreted. For example, at 2 

Cor 11 :5 ( cf. also 2 Cor 12:11) in an apparent conflict with competing apostles, Paul 

refers to these apostles as "super apostles" (ot umpJ..io:v arrooTOAOt). 177 In this epithet, 

Paul sharpens focus on arrooToAos, but the endued attitude is not positive as co-textual 

features indicate. In v. 2 Paul adopts kinship language to assume the role of a father 

whose responsibility is to protect with zeal the honor (i.e., her virginity/purity) of his 

daughter-the role in which he places the readers-whom he has betrothed to Christ. 178 

Beginning at v. 3, Paul employs locutions that generate a negative prosody that carries 

throughout the passage: he "fears" (negative emotion) that as the "serpent deceived Eve" 

175 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 138. 

176 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 139. 

177 See Taylor.·· Apostolic Identity and Conflicts:· 118-22. 

178 For an overviev. of kinship and marriage in the ancient circum-Mediterranean world. see 


Malina. A-'ew Testament World. 134-60 and deSilva. Honor, Patronage, Kinship & Purity. 157-239. 
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(an ideational token of negative judgment likely regarding Eve's capacity [though a 

negative judgment of the serpent's action is not ruled out]) the betrothed readers might 

likewise be ''led astray 179 from a sincere and pure devotion to Christ" (an attitudinal token 

of negative judgment of the readers' capacity). The negative prosody continues through 

v. 4 in which Paul asserts for the sake of his argument that if false teachers come along, 

the readers accept their teachings as valid (KaAW5 0:vi;xeo8e; another ideational token of 

negative judgment of the readers· capacity). The negative prosody created by these 

features indicate that one should interpret Paul's use of "super apostles" as ironic. 180 

FORCE: INTENSIFICATION 

In addition to providing features for grading degrees of prototypicality (Focus), the 

system of GRADUATION provides features for scaling of force in terms of intensity and 

amount. Assessments of intensity, referred to systemically as INTENSIFICATION (a 

subsystem of FORCE), operate over linguistic phenomena such as qualities (e.g., 

mptoooTEpws ~T]AWT~5 [extremely zealous; Gall :14]) and processes (e.g., TTOAV 

rrAavao8e [you have been deceived greatly; Mark 12:27]). 181 Assessments of amount, 

referred to systemically as QUANTIFICATION (a subsystem of FORCE alongside 

INTENSIFICATION), operate over entities rather than qualities and processes; these allow 

for imprecise measuring of number ( e.g.,few or many) and presence or mass of entities 

(e.g., small, large, near, far). QUANTIFICATION is discussed below. 

Modes of Intensification: Isolation 

179 Perhaps ..seduced.. (\~ ith overtones of sexual seduction) is a better gloss of <j>8ap6 given the 
metaphor used in this context. Cf. Furnish. II Corinthians. 487: LN 88.266: BDAG s.v. Jc: Diogn 12:8. 

180 It is for this reason a number of English versions place the term in so-called ..scare quotes ... Cf. 
NAB. TNIV. NET. 

181 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 140: Martin and Rose. Working With Discourse. 
44. 
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Assessments of intensity divide into two broad lexicogrammatical classes or modes: 

isolating and infusing. 181
· According to Martin and White, the distinction "turns on 

whether the up-scaling/down-scaling is realized by an isolated, individual [lexical] item 

which solely, or at least primarily, performs the function of setting the level of intensity, 

or whether the sense of up/down-scaling is fused with a meaning which serves some 

other semantic function.'' 183 Isolating intensifications may be realized in a number of 

ways; Table 2.7 displays these means along with examples from the New Testament. 

Modification of 
adverb 185 

Up/Down-scaling 
of nrr'""''o" 

Comparatives and 
Superlatives186 

EYW OVT)OW KO \ \ UTTEp TWV 

\j;vxwv V!Jwv (I will most gladly spend and be expended for your 
souls· 2 Cor 12: 1 

Table 2.7 Examples oflsolating Intensification 

Some isolating intensifications construe the up-scaling to be at the highest 

possible intensity; this is referred to as maximization. 187 Greek has a number of adjectives 

and adverbs that may function as maximizers. For example: 

• 	 EOTE UEOTOl UTIOKp,lOEW5 KOl cwou'\05 (You are completely full ofhypocrisy and 
lawlessness188 [Matt 23:28]) 

182 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 141. 

183 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 141. 

184 This may include modification of adjectival participles. 

185 Including adverbial participles. 

186 Comparatives and superlatives are used for localized or relative scaling. 

187 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 142. 

188 Cf. LN 78.45. 
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• EYW OE Aeyc.u v~Iv ~~ b~oaat OAW5 (But I tell you do not swear at all [Matt 
5:34]) 

• 	 vmpmptOOW5 E~ETTA~OOOVTO (They were utterly amazed [Mark 7:37]) 

• 	 TTlOT05 6 AOY05 KOllTCxOU5 cmooox~5 a!;t05 (This message isfaithful and 
worthy ofMl acceptance [I Tim l: 15]) 

• 	 JIQO rravrc.uv OE ... ~~ o~VVETE (But above all . .. do not swear [Jas 5: 12]). 

Included among these maximizers is the highest value of modal assessment: always (ael, 

rraVToTE, aotaAE (TTTW5 ). ''Often this value operates hyperbolically to convey strong 

writer/speaker investment in the proposition, rather than any 'literal' sense of constancy 

or uninterrupted repetition." 189 For example, rl~El5 euxaptOTOU~EV T~ 8e~ 

aotaAE,llTTW5 (we constantly give thanks to God [I Thess 2: 13]); TTCxVTOTE xa'tpETE 

(always rejoice [I Thess 5: 16]). 

It is noteworthy that only a small set of verbal processes appear to be scalable by 

means of grammatical intensifiers such as a¢oopa (exceedingly) or rroAV5 (when 

functioning adverbially, greatly). 190 These include processes conveying attitudinal 

assessments (E¢o~~6T]aav a¢6opa [they were exceedingly .frightened; Matt 17:6]); 

processes of transformation (ETTAT]6UVETO 6 apt8~05 TWV j.l08T]TWV ... a¢oopa [the 

number ofdisciples . .. multiplied greatly; Acts 6:7]); and processes of conation ( 05 

rrapayEVOjlEV05 OUVE~aAETO TTOAV TCil5 TTETTlOTEUKOOIV Ota T~5 xap1T05 [who, upon 

his arrival, greatly helped those who had become believers by grace; Acts 18:27). 191 

Modes of Intensification: Infusion 

189 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 142. 

19°Cf. Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 145. 

191 Possibly also verbal processes: oOE e~EA8wv ~p~aTo KfJPVOOEIV rroAAa (he went out and 


began to proclaim greatlyfreezv: Mark I :45). 

http:rravrc.uv
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As noted above, with infused intensification scaling is conveyed as one aspect of the 

meaning of a single term. 192 Lexical items often referred to as "attitudinallexis" fit under 

this rubric. 193 These attitudinally-charged lexical items convey intensity as they contrast 

with other semantically related terms, whether they are lexis of qualities, processes, or 

modality. Table 2.8 contains examples of attitudinallexis in use along with tentative 

clines of graduation from lesser to greater intensity .194 

ayaAAtac.u (to be very happy) I oKtpTac.u 
(to be extremely happy; elated) 

~OA15 (rarely/scarcely) I TTUKV05 (often) I 
TTVKvonpov (more often) 

Table 2.8 Attitudinal Lex is with Tentative Clines of Intensification 

Modes of Intensification: Repetition 

Intensification is also realized via repetition either of the same lexical item or by means 

of lists of terms that are related semantically (including synonymy, hyponymy, and 

meronymy). 195 At Rev 4:8, for example, one finds the trisagion ("thrice holy") attributed 

to God: aytos- aytos- aytos- KUpl05 6 8eos- 6 TTOVTOKpaTc.up (Holy, holy. holy is the 

192 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 143. 
193 Martin and Rose. Working IVith Discourse. 44. 
194 The clines here are tentative; the) are based on LN entries. 
195 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 144. Repetition and other kinds of elaborating 

relations are near!;. always discussed solely in terms of cohesion (cf. e.g .. Halliday and Matthiessen. JFG3
• 

571-78: Reed. "Cohesiveness of Discourse ... 41--43) v. ith little or no attention given to its interpersonal 
impact (cf Thompson and Zhou. "Evaluation and Organization:· 122-23). 

http:TTOVTOKpaTc.up
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Lord God Almighty). The triple repetition serves not only to emphasize God's holy 

character, but also to bring to a climax the introduction of God into the story of the 

apocalypse. 196 

Virtue and vice lists provide excellent examples of lists of semantically related 

terms. Meeks has described the significant role these lists played in the development and 

maintenance of early Christian morals. 197 As he notes, the function of these lists "is not to 

name all the wicked things one should eschew or all of the good traits one ought to 

cultivate."198 Rather, they serve the purpose of emphasizing the kinds of 

behavior/character to avoid or to cultivate. For example, at Col 3:12-13 Paul assembles a 

string of attitudinal lexical items to emphasize the kind of lives the readers ought to live: 

evoucrcxcr8E OTTAayxvcx o't KTI P!JOV XPT10TOTfJTCX TCX TTE Ivo¢pocrUVT]V TTpCXUTf]TCX0 0 0 

}..lCXKpo8u}..l'wv, QVEXO}..lEVOI aAA~AWV KCXl xcxpti;O}..lEVOI ECXUTol5 clothe0 0 0 (. 0 0 

yourselves with compassion, mercy, goodness, humility, gentleness, patience, as you bear 

with one another andfOrgive each other . .. ). 

FORCE: QtiANTIFICATION 

Another means of scaling force is through quantification. Quantification involves scaling 

with respect to amount (i.e., size, weight, strength, number) and extent, where extent 

covers elements of time and space (i.e., how recent, how near). 199 The meanings of this 

subsystem are complex because the quantified entity may be concrete (tx8uwv !JEyaAwv 

196 Cf. Aune. Revelation. I :276-78. 302-3; Keener. Revelation. 175. 

197 Meeks. Christian Morality. 66-71. 

198 Meeks. Christian Jforality. 68-69 (italics his). 

199 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 149. 




103 

[large fish; John 21:11]) or abstract (xcxpa5 IJEYOAT]5 [great joy; Luke 24:52]). Often, as 

in the latter example, the abstract entities will express attitudinal meanings.200 

Quantifications scale via imprecise reckonings of number (e.g., of.'ty05 [few], 

rroAV5 [many]), imprecise measures of mass or presence (e.g., iJtKp05 [small], 1JEYCX5 

[large]; EAcx¢po5 [light], [3cxpu5 [hemy]), and imprecise measures of temporality or 

proximity (e.g., KCX!V05 [new, recent], apxciio5 [old, ancient]; EYYU5 [near], iJCXKp05 

[distant]) or distribution (e.g., [3paxu5 [short (of time or distance)], tKCXV05 Kpovo5 [long 

time], icSou cSeKCX Kat OKTW ETTJ [eighteen longyears]). 201 Like intensifications offorce, 

quantifications may occur via isolation (e.g., OXA05 TTAEIOT05 [large crowd]) or infusion 

(e.g., OOC.UTlCX5 avaxuatv [a flood ofdissipation]), though isolated terms modifying 

some graduated entity is typical. 

Summary and Conclusion 

The system of GRADUATION (Figure 2.6) describes the options a language user has for 

increasing or decreasing the "volume" of evaluations (FORCE), as well as sharpening or 

softening the boundaries of a culturally bounded entity (Focus). Variations in scaling 

contribute to the rhetorical effects of evaluations. Upscaling FORCE or sharpening FOCUS 

tends to indicate that a writer is maximally invested in the value position being offered. 

Downscaling FORCE or softening FOCUS of a negative category tends to have the opposite 

effect of construing a writer as having only partial or even waning investment in the 

value position. Softening positive values, however, has the effect of decreasing the threat 

200 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation, 150. 


201 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation. 151. On the last of these examples. cf Luke 13:16 

NRSV. 
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to writer-reader solidarity in those instances where the positive value may, at face value, 

challenge solidarity. 

number 

QUANTIACA1lON 

mass/presence m{ time 
PROXIM 

space 
EXTENT • 

t1me{ 

DISTRIBlffiOFORCE 
quality (degree) space 

INTENSIRCA1lON 
-{ 

process (vigor) 

isolating 

-{
GRADUATION infusing 

FOCUS 

up-scale 

-{ 
down-scale 

Figure 2.6 The GRADUATION Network 

Analytical Procedure 

The procedure for the analysis of 1 Cor 1-4 will follow the basic structure of the model 

presented above. Each unit of text will be analyzed for patterns of ATTITUDE followed by 

an analysis of ENGAGEMENT. It should be noted that because, as noted above, 

GRADUATION generalizes across both ATTITUDE and ENGAGEMENT, significant instances 

of GRADUATION are discussed in conjunction with those instances of attitude or 

engagement with which they interact rather than in a section of their own. Attitudinal 

analysis involves an analysis of the lexicogrammar of each clause in search of attitudinal 

lexis. participant modification via definers, process modification via circumstantial 

elements, attitude-infused behavioral and mental processes, and grammatical or lexical 
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metaphors that realize values of AFFECT, JUDGMENT, or APPRECIATION. It is determined 

for each instance whether the feelings are directly inscribed in the text or implied via an 

ideational token. It is also noted when the attitude is non-authorial (i.e., not the feelings 

of Paul) and how this impacts the interpersonal meaning of the text. 

The analysis and classification of AFFECT applies the six criteria presented above: 

(1) Are the feelings construed as positive or negative? (2) Are the feelings expressed as a 

behavioral response or experienced as an internal emotive state? (3) Are the feelings 

directed toward an external agent or an ongoing emotive state? ( 4) How intense are the 

feelings? (5) Are the feelings an intentional response (rather than a reaction) to a real or 

potential Trigger? (6) Do the feelings reflect (un)happiness, (in)security, or 

(dis)satisfaction? Instances of AFFECT are annotated beginning with plus(+) or minus(-) 

symbols to indicate whether or not the feeling is positive or negative. This is followed by 

the name of the subsystem, AFFECT, and the type of feeling that is realized, separated by a 

colon. So, for example, + AFFECT: HAPPINESS indicates a positive feeling/emotion of 

happiness. 

Selections from ATTITUDE directed toward one's own or others' behavior or 

character are classified as JUDGMENT. A key analytical difference between AFFECT and 

JUDGMENT lies in the fact that instances of JUDGMENT are oriented more toward the 

appraised than the appraiser; that is, values ofjudgment, whether inscribed or implied, 

are portrayed as properties ofthe one(s) being judged. These values along with their 

positivity or negativity are used to determine whether the judgment assesses social 

sanction (i.e., praiseworthiness or blameworthiness) or social esteem (i.e., admiration or 

criticism). For example, man)5 in TTIOT05 o8e65 (God is faithful [1 Cor 1 :9]) realizes a 
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positive judgment with regard to God's tenacity and so is a judgment of esteem. Similar 

to the way AFFECT is annotated, instances of JUDGMENT are annotated with a plus or 

minus sign to indicate positive or negative feeling followed by the subsystem name, 

JUDGMENT, and its type separated by a colon. Thus, I Cor I :9 would be annotated + 

JUDGMENT: TENACITY. 

Whereas with JUDGMENT feelings are directed toward peoples' behavior, with 

APPRECIATION feelings are directed toward objects, processes, states of affair, and such 

(e.g., 8pf]OKE,IO K08apa Kat cq./IaVT05 [religion that is pure and undeji/edj [Jas 1 :27]). 

Human participants are often the objects of appreciation (e.g., I Cor I :26-3I ), but only 

where '"rightness" and ""wrongness'' of behavior are not at issue. Instances related to 

affection as in apEOTOV EOTIV (it is desirable/pleasing) are classified as APPRECIATION: 

REACTION; those focused on perception (one's view of order, including social order) as in 

TPOXIcX5 op8as (straight paths) are classified as APPRECIATION: COMPOSITION; and those 

that signify measured opinions as in eX~ Ia T~5 IJETOV0\05 Epya (deeds worthy of 

repentance) are classified as APPRECIATION: VALUATION. As with AFFECT and JUDGMENT, 

appreciations can be positive or negative and are annotated accordingly with plus or 

minus symbols. 

In those instances where an attitude is implied rather than directly inscribed in 

text, they are identified as tokens. The term token is used throughout this study in the 

sense that something serves as a sign of something else; more specifically, the term refers 

to ideational meanings that indirectly or implicitly evoke or provoke interpersonal 

meanings even though no explicitly attitudinal evaluative terminology is used. In this 

study, such tokens are marked by a lower case "'f' preceding the annotation for ATTITUDE. 



107 

For example, "t, +JUDGMENT: TENACITY" indicates a "token of positive JUDGMENT of 

TENACITY." 

The analysis of ENGAGEMENT aims at characterizing Paul's rhetorical strategies 

according to whether or not he construes his utterances202 as heteroglossic (i.e., 

recognizing other voices value positions) or monoglossic (i.e., not recognizing other 

voices or value positions). The formulations of dialogic contraction (PROCLAIM, 

DISCLAIM) and expansion (ENTERTAIN, ATTRIBUTE) laid out above are used (1) to 

determine if Paul's utterance is, indeed, heteroglossic203 and (2) to classifY more 

delicately how Paul contracts or expands dialogue with the other voices or value 

positions that are construed. In cases where none of the formulations of dialogic 

expansion or contraction occur, the utterance is tagged monoglossic. It is then determined 

from context-what Martin and White refer to as the ''disposition of the text"204
­

whether the monoglossic utterance presents a "given" (i.e., a proposition that is taken for 

granted as noncontentious) or if it is a point that is up for further discussion or debate. 

The various instances of ENGAGEMENT are annotated by giving the expansive or 

contractive type name and a subtype name if one is necessary. For example, the 

annotation ATTRIBUTE: ACKNOWLEDGE would indicate an instance where Paul has 

expanded the dialogic nature of the text by bringing in some external voice (ATTRIBUTE) 

and aligns himself with it (ACKNOWLEDGE). 

202 Otten the boundaries of an utterance match those of the clause. but occasionally the scope of an 
utterance extends to the clause complex (e.g .. a cause-consequence nexus). 

203 If PROCLAIM. DISCLAIM. ENTERTAIN. or ATTRIBUTE appear. then the text is heteroglossic; 
otherwise. it is monoglossic. 

204 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 10 I. 
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The discussion of each unit of text concludes with a brief summary of how the 

patterns of ATTITUDE and ENGAGEMENT interact to construe Paul's stance toward the 

topic at hand and how they contribute to Paul's goal of(re-)aligning the readers to an 

ideology that is both founded upon and demonstrated through the cross. It must be noted 

that although every instance of ATTITUDE and ENGAGEMENT contributes to the 

achievement of this interpersonal goal, reporting on every single instance is prohibited by 

boundaries of space and time. Therefore, the analyses offered in the following chapters 

describe those instances and patterns of ATTITUDE and ENGAGEMENT that bear most 

significantly on Paul's goal ofresocializing the intended audience. 

Finally, a note must be made regarding the divisions of 1 Cor 1-4 for analysis. 

The basic division in the subsequent chapters generally follow the paragraph divisions 

found in the Nestle-Aland 27th edition Greek New Testament. However, these divisions 

were tested first against criteria developed by epistolary theorists205 to establish major 

sections (i.e., greeting, thanksgiving, body) and second against criteria established by 

Porter, Porter and and O'Donnell, Reed, and Westfall to establish smaller units. 206 

10
' Primarily White. Light from Ancient Letters. 

206 Cf. Porter. ""Pericope Markers": Porter and O'DonnelL Discourse Ana~vsis; Reed. Philippians: 
and WestfalL Hebrews. 



Chapter 3 

"'Tell Us How You Really Feel, Paul!'' (Part I) 
An Appraisal Analysis of 1 Cor 1:1-2:16 

Introduction 

This study now turns its attention to the analysis of I Cor 1-4. The goal of the analysis is 

to explore how Paul, through localized instances of APPRAISAL, takes up stances relative 

to the entities, propositions, or proposals 1 referenced in the text. As established in chapter 

I, these stances are not to be thought of as mere expressions of Paul's attitudes as though 

their purpose is simply to inform the readers about Paul's feelings and opinions; rather, 

they should be seen as instrumental in reader alignment. From a social semiotic point of 

view. the adoption and inscription of stance is the most significant means of constructing 

an axiological framework for a community. Thus, in taking up stances Paul construes and 

constructs the system of values by which members of the EKKAf]Ota in Corinth ought to 

evaluate for the community what is normal and deviant, beneficial and harmful, 

praiseworthy and blameworthy, and so on. The present study sets out to describe how 

Paul achieves this social task linguistically. 

To Corinth with Love: The Letter Opening and Thanksgiving (1 Cor 1:1-9) 

The Letter Opening 

Letter openings or greetings serve several related purposes. First, they introduce the main 

participants to be involved in the communicative event and their basic discursive roles 

1 In SFL. the terms proposition refers to the semantic function of a clause in the exchange of 
information (i.e .. statements. questions): proposal reters to the semantic function of a clause in the 
e'-change of goods and services (i.e .. offers. demands/commands). Cf. Hallida) and Matthiessen, IFG3

• 

110--11. 
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such as sender(s), co-sender(s), and intended recipient(s). 2 Second, greetings serve the 

philophronetic purpose of generating friendly contact between the recipients primarily by 

extending greetings from sender to recipient. 3 Finally, and most important for the current 

study, greetings served the interpersonal purpose of initially positioning the 

communicative participants mainly through the enactment of roles. <lAs will be shown, in 

the letters of PauL elaborations on the writer and reader roles meet all these purposes, but 

especially the last one. Selections from both ATTITUDE and ENGAGEMENT are made to 

enact and support status relations in the text between the writer and putative addressees. 

That will be the case with the opening of canonical I Corinthians in which Paul creates 

an attitudinal disposition naturalizing his role as an apostle and the readers' role as the 

church which God had called him to plant and to maintain. 

Attitudinal Analysis 

In the prescript, Paul defines himself as an arrooToAos- (apostle). Although this term 

bore significant, positive semiotic weight among the early Christians, for whom it named 

a specially commissioned emissary or envoy, 5 it appears that not everyone at Corinth was 

willing to acknowledge Paul in this role ( cf. I Cor 9: 1-2). 6 This may have been what 

motivated Paul to further elaborate arrooToA05 with the adjective KATJT05 (KATJT05 

='O'Brien. ··Letters. Letter Forms:· 551. 
3 Stamps. ··Literary-Rhetorical Reading:· 236--37. 
4 Cf Tite. ··How to Begin:· 59. Tite comes at the text from a rhetorical-critical pcrspecti\e. though 

he drav. s on positioning theor: (cf van Langenhovc and Harre, "Introducing Positioning Theof) :· 14-31 ). 
Cf. also Stamps. "Literary-Rhetorical Reading ... 253: Tite. ··compositional Function of the Pctrine 
Prescript." 47-56. 

5 Cf. MOller. ··O:rrooOTEAAw." I: 128-34: Meeks, First Urban Christians, 131-12: Stamps. 
"Literary-Rhetorical Reading:· 258. 

6 Fee (First Epistle. 6. 28) maintains the Corinthians stood at odds \\ith Paul and called into 
question his apostleship. Hm\ever. cf. Hafemann. "Corinthians," 174: Oster. I Corinthians, 19-21: 
Sumne). "Studying Paul"s Opponents," 13-14: Taylor. "Apostolic Identity:· 115. 
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OTTOOTOAOS [a called apostle]). Syntactically, KAT]TOS cmooToAos 

(adjective;\substantive) is ambiguous: it could be interpreted either as an attributive 

structure (4th position) or as a predicate structure. The former would be glossed a called 

apostle and the latter something like an apostle who is called. The former attributes the 

feature of"called-ness'' to apostle; the latter ascribes "called-ness" to apostle or asserts 

that apostle is called. The former reading is preferred here, but interpersonally either 

reading would function to position the readers to appraise Paul positively. Co-text 

suggests the definer is attitudinally invested. In terms of graduation, it may be interpreted 

as sharpening the focus of arrooToAos in terms ofprototypicality (GRADUATION: Focus): 

Paul portrays himself as no "'ordinary" apostle, but as a called apostle. Working together 

with the qualifier XptoTou 'IT]oou and the prepositional phrase eta 8EATJI.laTos Swu 

(through the will ofGod),7 KATJTOS depicts Paul's apostolic role as divinely ordained. 8 

Moreover, the prepositional phrase infuses the ""called-ness" of Paul's apostleship with 

divine intention or purpose. This both naturalizes and warrants a positive appraisal of 

Paul both as an apostle of Christ Jesus and because he is an apostle of Christ Jesus (t, + 

JUDGMENT: NORMALITY). q This has significant interpersonal ramifications with regard to 

attitudinal positioning. Because of the way it is portrayed, any negative evaluation of 

Paul as an apostle would be tantamount to resisting or rejecting God's will. 

7 The prepositional group plays offthe implied passive sense ofKAflT05 (cf. Maule. Idiom Book. 
95-96) to indicate the divine agency of the call. Cf Robertson and Plummer (I Corinthians. I) who 
translate: '"Paul. a divine(v chosen Apostle ... :· Cf also Godet. Commentary on First Corinthians. 37-8: 
Garland. I Corinthians. 25. 

8 Cf Tucker. fou Belong to Christ. 32: Fee. First Epistle. 28-29. In Paul's writings. KAflT05 (as 
well as KCXAEW and KA~Ol5) is nearly always used to refer to divine calling (cf. Coenen. '"KaAliw."l :275: 
Eckert. "KaAliw." 2:242). E\.ceptions to this are Rom 9:7. 25.26 (all quotations from the LXX) (but cf. 
Moo. Romans. 530 n 126): 1 Cor 10:27: 15:9. 

9 
By v.ay of reminder. a lowercase "C preceding the annotation signals that the instance is an 

attitudinal token (i.e.. the attitude is implied. not directly inscribed). 
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After introducing the co-sender of the letter, Sosthenes-who is also appraised 

positively as brother (aOEA<jlos) (t +JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 
10-Paul names the 

readers-in-the-text collectively as an EKKAT")a'w ToG 8EOG. 11 With this epithet, Paul 

construes the readers as having lower status than he has. This enacts a discursive 

relationship in which '"Paul-in-the-text," as their apostle, may demand and expect respect 

from the readers-in-the-text. 12 Paul qualifies EKKAT")Ota with TOU 8EOG (of God). Although 

many scholars interpret this qualifier as a (subtle) strike against some number of arrogant 

patrons in the assembly (t,- JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY), 
13 given the philophronetic nature of 

the letter opening. it is highly unlikely such a negative appraisal is intended at this point 

in the letter. 14 More likely the qualifier simply distinguishes the readers from every other 

10 On co-senders. cf. Adams. ""Paul"s Letter Opening."' 40--44. On Sosthenes. cf. Thiselton. First 
Corinthians. 69. On the significance ofthe term aOEA<jl05 and acSE:\<jl~ (cf. 7:15: 9:5) relative to the social 
institution of kinship and the cultural value offamily-centeredness. cf. McVann. ""Family-Centeredness." 
75: Hellerman. Ancient Church as Familv. 27-58. 59-91: deSilva. Honor. Patronage, Kinship & Purity. 
157-97. 199-239. 

11 On EKKAr)Ot a in Paul. cf. Meeks. First Crban Christians. I 07-1 0. 

tc As Paul sees it. a church falls under the authority of the apostle(s) who was called b) God (or 
Christ Jesus) to represent him and to proclaim his message to that church (cf. Meeks. First lJrban 
Christians. 131-13 ). Paul was that apostle to the Corinthians. since it \vas he who first took the gospel to 
them and established the group there (cf. Acts 18: I Cor 3:6. I 0: 4: 15). For this reason he may demand their 
respect and e:-.pect obedience ( cf. Neyrey. '"Group Orientation ... 97). 

13 The argument is fairly complex and sophisticated. Theissen concluded the Corinthian EKKAT]Ota 
was ··marked by internal stratification." comprising people" ith social statuses ranging from low to high 
(Theissen, ""Social Stratification... 69-119: cf. Meeks. First Crban Christians. 51-73: Malherbe. Social 
Aspects. 29-59: deSilva. "Honor Discourse." 62--63 ). Socio-rhetorical critics argue that Paul's combination 
of the terms oo<jl!a and :\oyo5 in I Cor I--4 would not only have brought to mind the skilled use of 
language but the ..,, hole world of social status" in which such rhetorical skill was inseparabl) integrated-a 
""world" that consisted of the cultured. the educated. and those of high social standing (Pogolotl. Logos and 
Sophia. 113: cf. Martin. Corinthian Body. 47-52: Dutch. Educated Elite. 215-98). This insinuates that at 
least some of the readers \\ere social elites (cf Judge ""Social Pattern." 43). The argument is then made. as 
Thiselton appropriately characterizes it. that "Paul's chief concern arose from the undue influence of 
patrons or of 'the strong.' '' ho exercised pO\\er on the basis of ·wisdom· or social status. and behm ed as 
though the) ·owned' the church" (Thiselton. First Corinthians. 73: cf. Theissen. "Social Stratification:· 
121--43: Chm\. Patronage and Power. 113-90: Witherington. Coriflict & Community. 19-35). 

14 Cf. Stamps. "Literary-Rhetorical Reading." 252-3. 
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EKKAT)ola (e.g., workers guild, court) in Corinth. They are special because they belong to 

God (t, +JUDGMENT: NORMALITY). 
15 

Paul further defines the EKKAT)Ota with ~ytcXOIJEVOlS" 'Ev XptoTu? 'IT)OOV 

(sanctified in Christ Jesus) and KAT) TOt 5" aytOl5 (called holy ones/saints). 16 

Experientially, the cognate terms ~ytaOIJEVOt5 and aytot5 signify the readers' condition 

as believers in Jesus and members of the EKKAT)Ola rather than the process ofthe 

formation of their moral character. 17 The adjectival participle ~ytaOIJEVOt5 prominently 

depicts 18 the readers as dedicated to God 19 because of what God has done through Christ 

Jesus. 2°For Paul to call the readers sanctified is to admire them for the special status they 

have before God through Christ Jesus (t. +JUDGMENT: NORMALITY). The term ayt05 

15 Cf Chrysostom. I Cor. Hom I: I. Cf. Thiselton. First Corinthians. 73: Garland. I Corinthians. 
27: Collins. First Connthians. 45: Nash. I Corillfhians. 60. 

16 Cf. the OpenText.org vvord group annotation 
(http://ww w.opentext.org/te:-.ts/NT/1 Cor/view/1\ordgroup-ch l.vO.html# I Cor.wl4 ). Cf also Robertson and 
Plummer. I Corinthians. 2: Mitchell. Rhetoric ofReconciliation. 193 n 35: Garland. I Corinthtans. 27: 
Thiselton. First Corinthians. 76-77: Fitzmyer. First Corinthians. 126. 

17 Contra Witherington (Conflict & Community. 80) \~ho asserts that ··the stress here is probably 
on behavior:· On holiness and sanctification as condition or process. cf. Porter. ··Holiness. Sanctification." 
397-402. Cf. also Thiselton. First Corinthians. 76. 

18 The participle. a perfect tense-form. grammaticalizes stative aspect and. thus. conveys ··being 
dedicated."' from Paul"s point of view. as a state of affairs or condition (cf. Porter. l'erbal Aspect. 256-59). 
Additionally. the perfect tense-form is the most prominent ofthe tense-forms (cf. Porter. l'erbal Aspect. 
245-51 ). 

19 Cf. Fitzmyer (First Corinthians. 126) who rightly recognizes that rlYIO:OJ.l€Vol5 KTA. speaks to 
the ··dedicated status" of the Corinthian believers. Cf. also LN 53.44. 

20 It is possible that EV Xp1oTc;;l is locative. indicating the sphere in which they. as sanctified ones. 
now belong (in Christ). More likely. however. following the passive participle the phrase is instrumental 
meaning "by what God has accomplished through Christ Jesus" (Fee. First Epistle. 32 n 20) or ··by Christ 
Jesus... First Corinthians 6:9-11 may prO\ ide insight into what Paul may ha\ e had in mind here. At 6:9-1 0. 
one finds a vice list that characterizes \·arious kinds of wrongdoers (aOIKOI) who will not inherit the 
kingdom of God (vv. 9-11 )--the kinds of people. Paul says. the readers once were (Kat TO:UTCX TIVE5 ~TE: 
v. !Ia). He then reminds them of their conversion with three successive contrastive clauses: 0.:\:\a 
CxTTEAOU00:06E, o)IAO r\y1C:X06TJTE, OAAO EOIKO:IW6TJTE KTA. (but you were washed, [but] you were 
sanctified. [but} you were justified ). Cf. Fee. First Epistle. 32: Meeks. Origins ofChristian ,\[orality. 
33-36 (esp. 34) 

http://ww
http:OpenText.org
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"marks the fundamental identity of the Christian assembly." 21 As used here, the term is 

not an ethical expression per se but a means of positively identifying believers with an 

assembly belonging to God and bound together by the Holy Spirit.n The definer KAT]Tots 

has the effect of imbuing the readers' holy/dedicated status with a sense of divine call and 

purpose. 23 Like sanctified, holy ones/ saints depicts a special status and betokens positive 

evaluation (t, +JUDGMENT: NORMALITY). Additionally, the use of the cognate terms 

(~y1aa~EV015 and aylo15) has an effect similar to repetition 2 
-+ in that together they 

increase the force or intensity of Paul's evaluation ofthe readers (GRADUATION: FORCE: 

INTENSIFICATION). 

The greeting section closes with the greeting proper (v. 3): xap15 V~lV Kat 

E'lp~VT] cmo Swu TTaTpos ~~wv Kat Kvp'IOu 'IT]OOU Xp!OTOU (Grace to you andpeace 

from God our father andfrom the Lord Jesus Christ). 25 Interpersonally, this ··wish­

prayer"26 enhances solidarity between Paul and the readers. Wishing or praying xap15 

and Eip~VT] upon the addressees demonstrates the affection Paul feels toward them (t, + 

AFFECT: HAPPINESS), which may be intended to evoke reciprocal feelings toward Paul. 

21 Garland. I Corinthians. 27. Cf See bass. ··O:y105 ." 2.229. Conzelmann (/ Corinthians. 22-23 ): 
""Holiness is not a quality of the indi\ idual. but a communal state in which \\e are placed by baptism:· 

22 Cf. Secbass. ··oyiOs-:· 2.229. 

23 In fact. Sec bass ('"cJy1o5 :· 229) says that ho~v ones/saints (oy1o1) is ""parallel" to concepts like 
"called," "elect." and "faithful." C[ Fee. First Epistle. 33. 

24 On the interpersonal effects of repetition and synon) m) in discourse. see Tannen. Talking 
l'oices. 48-1 0 I (fosters interaction): Poynton. Language and Gender. 80 ( ampli tication): Martin and 
White, Language ofEvaluation. 144-45 (GRADUATION: FORCE: INTENSIFICATION). 

25 On the greeting proper. cf. Adams. ""Paul"s Letter Opening."' 45-55: Thiselton. First 
Corinthians. 81-82: Fee. First f:..ptstle. 34-35: Porter. ··Peace, Reconciliation:· 699. 

26 Thiselton. First Corinthians. 81: Wiles. Paul ·s Intercessory Pravers. 140--41 (Wiles calls it a 
""blessing"). Cf. also Fitzmyer. I Corinthians. I 28: Garland, I Corinthians. 29-30. 

http:Christ).25


115 

Engagement Analysis 

The letter opening (vv. 1-3) is entirely monoglossic, which is not surprising since its 

basic interpersonal function is to identify the communicants and establish the basic 

discursive roles of each (i.e., the apparent author/writer, co-sender, and recipients); the 

elaborations of the greeting27 function to position discursively those participants.28 That 

is, the expanded greeting enacts in the text the fundamental social relationship that will 

condition and constrain the interaction between Paul and the readers throughout the 

remainder of the letter, namely that Paul is the apostle (am:5oToAos-) to the assembly 

(EKKAT)Ota) in Corinth of which the ostensible addressees are members. 29 By enacting this 

relationship, Paul takes up the position of status/power in the relationship, which is 

required if he is to gain a hearing among the readers, especially because his purpose is to 

reorient their thinking and behavior. 30 To this end he employs the grammar of definition 

: 
7 On the basic formula. cf. Exler, Form. 13-68: Adams. ··Paul's Letter Opening ... 39. 45----48. On 

Paul's expansion of the greeting. cf. Stamps. "Literary-Rhetorical Reading." 188-251: Hafemann. 
"Corinthians:· 164: o· Brien. "Letters ... 551: White. Light. 198-200. 

:s Cf. Tite. "How to Begin." 59. 
29 Of course. writers enact discursive relations throughout an entire te:..t. not just in the address: 

thus. Wire is correct to say. "From the first word ... to the last lines of the fourth chapter ... Paul is 
presenting himselfto [the Corinthians]" (Wire. Corinthian Women Prophets. 39). That said. many 
relationships and roles that are enacted in text lose salience or even terminate as the te:..t continues to 
unfold. but the relationship enacted in the prescript tends to remain intact until the discourse itself ends. 

30 This is especially crucial in exposition/argumentation in moral discourse (cf. Perelman and 
Oblrechts-Tyteca. Sew Rhetoric, 16: cf. Wire. Corinthian Women Prophets. 9-11 ). No doubt this \\ill raise 
the oft-discussed question regarding (the rhetoric of) pm\er that occupies a central place in much of the 
recent literature on the nature of Paul's apostleship. especially as the critical philosophies of Foucault (esp. 
with regard to subjectivity. power. and domination [cf. e.g., Foucault. "The Subject and Power." 208-26: 
cf. also Bellous. "Foucault. Michel." 120-2 I]) are increasingly brought to bear on Paul and his relations 
\\ ith his addressees (cf.. e.g .. Castelli. Imitating Paul. 21-58: Wanamaker. "Rhetoric of Power:· 115-37). 
To be sure. the literature is\ ast and certainly less than unified on this matter ( cf. Agne\\. "Origin of the NT 
Apostle-Concept."" 75-96: Rengstorf. "cmocnoAo5 ... 407-45: Kirk. "Apostleship Since Rengstorf.'" 249­
64: Muller. "arrooTEAAw... I28-35: Schnackenburg. "Apostles Before and During Paul's Time." 287-303: 
Schiltz. Anatomy ofA.postolic Authority. 22-34: Thiselton, First Corinthians, 64--68 and 666--73 ). A 
number of scholars following Schiltz argue that because Paul viewed his apostleship through the lens of the 
cross. power and authority obtained "dialectical te'\ture" so that "power appears as weakness and \\Cakness 
as pO\\er" (Schiltz. Anatomy ofAposto/ic Authority, 187: cf. also Best. ··Paul's Apostolic Authorit: :· II: 
Thiselton. First Corinthians. 66--67: Garland. I Corinthians. 24-25). These scholars rightly emphasize the 

http:members.29
http:participants.28
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and naming, 31 which tend to ··monologize" text by presenting propositions without 

reference to any dialogic alternatives. 32 Propositions are presented as ''the way it is" and 

in cases where the disposition of the text is not argumentative (as in letter greetings like 

the one here) may be "taken-for-granted."33 This. in terms of dialogic positioning, is a 

very powerful means of reader positioning, of naturalizing a reading position and/or 

building solidarity. 34 
· 

Summary 

From an interpersonal perspective. the address and greeting is an indispensable act of 

discursive positioning. The language Paul puts to work in the address is clearly 

philophronetic and serves the purpose of building solidarity with the readers. It is here 

that Paul enacts the apostle-church relationship, in which he takes up the position of 

status/power necessary for making claims on the lives of the readers. The grammar of 

definition and naming dominates the entire unit (vv. 1-3) resulting in monoglossic text; 

Paul simply portrays himself. the readers. and their relationship as "the way it is." This 

naturalizes a reading position in which the readers acknowledge that Paul, indeed, has the 

unlikelihood that Paul \\Ould have\ ie\\ed his apostleship\\ ith an) sense of hauteur. a distinct difference 
from the sophists of his day (cL Winter. Philo and Paul among the Sophists). Howewr. that Paul \\as "anti­
Sophistic" in the sense that he avoided self-aggrandizement does not contradict the point that apostleship 
was. as Taylor puts it. "a fundamental concept in Paurs rhetoric of authority" (Taylor. "Apostolic ldentit) :· 
99). Paul must establish himself as one \\hose arguments must be at least seriously considered. and he docs 
this in part by insisting that he was an apostle. a role that "carried authority in the missionary activities of 
the Christians" (Meeks. First Urban Christians. 131 ). Cf. also. Pilch. "Power." 158-61: Malina. 
"Authoritarianism." 12-19: Pilch. "Domination Orientation ... 48-50. 

31 On naming. cf. Po) nton. Language and Gender. 12-14: Fairclough. Ana~vsing Discourse. 88­
89. 

32 Ct~ Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 99: Lee. "Integrative Framework ... 245-47: 
Morson and Emerson . .\likhail Bakhtin. 56--59. 

33 CL Martin and White. Language ofEmluation. 98-102: Simon-Vanderbergen. White. and 
Aijmcr. "Presupposition and ·Taking-for-Granted .... 31-74: Hunston. "Evaluation and the Planes of 
Discourse." I 76-207. ( esp. 184-86). 

34 Cf. Goat!). Critical Reading and Writing. 90 on assertiveness. 
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status to give them moral guidance, and that they should accept the guidance he gives. As 

a means of building solidarity, Paul employs positive appraisal, construing the readers as 

dedicated to God and as called saints. He also extends a greeting to them in the form of a 

wish-prayer in which he prays grace and peace to be upon them. This generates a positive 

prosody that will continue to reverberate into the next unit of text. 

Thanksgiving (1 :4-9) 

The Thanksgiving period is even more forwardly philophronetic than the letter greeting. 

Its main purpose is to build solidarity between the writer and readers. The attitudinal 

evaluations made in this section generate a positive disposition toward the readers. 

Interestingly, the positive evaluations ofthe readers are indirect, implied in ideational 

tokens that describe what God has done for them. Thus, for example, when Paul says the 

readers have been made rich, the passive voice suggests the readers are rich not by any 

machination of their own, but by the work of God, a positive judgment of the readers 

mediated through thanksgiving to God. Like the letter opening, much of the 

Thanksgiving period is monoglossic in that Paul speaks categorically without 

acknowledging alternative voices or points of view that may exist (except for the single 

use of the future form in v. 8). 

Attitudinal Analysis 

With the principal verb of the thanksgiving section, EVXaptaTC0 (I thank). Paul directly 

inscribes35 his feelings of gratitude36 
(+AFFECT: SATISFACTION) for the readers (mpl 

35 That the Yerb is first person singular indicates Paul takes responsibilit) for the attitudinal 
assessment that it inscribes. Jncidentall). this is also the tirst finite Yerb in 1 Cor. 

3
" Cf. LN 33.349. 
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U!1WV [for you]). 37 By revealing his emotions he seeks to establish solidarity with the 

readers such that they will understand why he feels the way he does, find it to be valid 

and significant, and join him in feeling the same way about whatever triggered the 

emotion. 38 Significantly, neither the readers nor their accomplishments triggered Paul's 

gratitude; rather, the trigger is clearly what God had accomplished for the readers. 

Several textual features make this both obvious and emphatic. First, Paul directs his 

feelings of gratitude to God (Euxaptan:J T~ 8E~) rather than the readers. Second, Paul 

states clearly that he gives thanks based on39 the benefaction40 ofGod that has been given 

to [the reader.<,] through Christ Jesus (EuxaptaTC:J ... ETTl r5 xaptTl TOV 8EOU Tfj 

cSo8E'tan uitv EV XptaTC:~ 'IT]OOV). Third, the prevalent use of passive voice throughout 

the thanksgiving, 41 especially in the clause stating the reason for his emotional reaction 

(v. 5: OTt ... 'm:\our'ta8T]TE KTA. [because you have been made rich ... ]), shifts both 

the responsibility of the depicted actions and any praiseworthiness attached to them away 

from the readers and to God. Additionally, there are only two active verbs in the 

thanksgiving unit, namely EvxaptaTw of which Paul is the subject/Actor, and the future 

form ~E~atwaEt of which God is the subject/Actor. The readers ("you'') are never 

17 Note that all further instances of attitude in the thanksgiving period are realized indirectly. 
betokened by ideational figures. 

18 Cf. White. --Attitude/ Affect:· 
39 The preposition ETTl is governed by the dative case of its head term (TD xapm) and. therefore. 

portrays the benefaction ofGod as the basis of thanksgiving. Cf. Young. Intermediate .\'ew Testament 
Greek. 97: Moule. Idiom Book. 50: Turner. Syntax. 271. 

40 On rendering xapt5 as benefaction. sec Crook. --Grace as Benefaction:· 25-38. 
41 Cf. oo8E'tan (\. 4): srri\ovT'to8f)TE (v. 5): E~E~atw8f) (\. 6): UOTEpEio8at (v. 7): ,EKi\i)8f)TE (v. 9). 

Passivization casts the readers in the role of the Affected in processes rather than Actors. From a textual 
perspective, the dominance ofpassi\e voice creates cohesion and therefore aids in identifying the 
boundaries of the unit (cf Westfall. Hebrews. 44-45). 

http:emotion.38
http:you]).37
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portrayed as subjects/Actors in the thanksgiving unit. 42 Paul clearly takes up the value 

position that God is the faithful patron who gives favor (grace, benefaction) to those who 

have believed the testimony about Jesus Christ (cf. v. 6). ·B The positive value orientation 

is stated straightforwardly in the summary at v. 9. which rounds out the thanksgiving 

period: 44 moT05 o8E05 (God is faithful). This admiration of God's character(+ 

JUDGMENT: TENACITY) is based on the beneficence he has demonstrated in the lives ofthe 

readers as just described in vv. 4-8. 45 The positive attitudinal evaluations expressed by 

the principal verb EvxaptoTw, the closing summary statement, and the beneficent actions 

of God described between them are all intended to reorient the readers to the same value 

position held by Paul. 

The readers are also evaluated in the thanksgiving section but only indirectly (i.e., 

through ideational tokens). Paul speaks of them as having been given God's grace (v. 4), 

as having been made rich (v. 5), as having the testimony about Christ confirmed among 

them (v. 6), as not lacking any gift (v. 7), as people who can expect to be confirmed 

blameless on the day ofjudgment (v. 8),46 and as having been called into the fellowship 

of Jesus Christ (v. 9). All of these evaluations together rather forcefully betoken Paul's 

positive stance toward the readers and continue the positive prosody begun in the letter 

opening: they are certainly blessed people (t, +JUDGMENT: NORMALITY). Packing these 

42 On passivization. c[ Fairclough. Analysing Discourse. 145: Trew ...Theory and Ideology at 
Work,.. 98-99: Goatly. Critical Reading and Writing. 75-76. 

43 Cf. Neyrey ...God. Benefactor and Patron:· 465-92: Elliott. ..Patronage and Clientism ... 39--48: 
Crook...Grace as Benefaction:· 25-38: Malina ...Patronage:· 151-55: Malina. ··Grace/Favor ... 92. 

44 Cf. Sanders ...Transition:· 359. 
4

' Cf. Barrett. First Epistle. 40: Oster. l Corinthians. 48--49. 
46 On the significance of this point trom an apocalyptic worldview. cf. Aune, Geddert. and Evans . 

..Apocalypticism ... 45--48 (esp. 52-57 on Paul and apocalypticism): Aune. ··Apocalypticism." 25-35. Cf 
also Meeks. Origins ofChristian Morality. 174-88. v.ho discusses the effects of apocalyptic ism on 
Christian morality and group loyalty. 
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six depictions one right after another in the rather limited space of the thanksgiving has 

an effect similar to repetition, thereby increasing the force of Paurs value position 

(GRADUATION: FORCE: INTENSIFICATION). That Paul holds this view indicates that it is 

neither wrong nor bad for the readers to view themselves as special, but this view, like 

Paul's view of himself (cf. 3:5; 4:1 ), must be tempered by the fact that they are special 

only because God has chosen to make them so (cf. 1 :26-31). 

Engagement Analysis 

The verb cuxaptoTC0 (I thank) marks the opening of the thanksgiving period,47 which is 

mostly monoglossic. This is realized primarily by Paul's selection of assertive attitude 

(indicative mood) for the finite verbs in four of the seven clauses comprising the unit: 48 

EVXaptoTC0 in the principal clause at v. 4: £rrAovTio8T]TE in the causal clause at v. 5; 

'E~E~atw8n in the comparative clause at v. 6; and 'cKA~8nn in the relative clause at v. 9. 

However, in the fifth clause in the unit (v. 8), the authorial voice briefly becomes dialogic 

with the future form ~E~atwoEt. 49 The modalized locution [I expect that/0 God51 will 

47 Cf Schubert. Form and Function. I0--39 (esp. 30-31 on I Cor I :4-9) and O'Brien. lntroductm:v 
Thanksgivings. 107-37. Cf also Pao. ""Constraints of an Epistolary Form." 101-27: Arzt-Grabner. ""Paul's 
Letter Thanksgivings." 129-58: Reed. ""Are Paul's Thanksgivings "Epistolary"?"' 87-99: Collins, 
""Significant Decade:· 159-84: O'Brien. ""Thanksgiving in Pauline Theology." 50-66. 

48 Note that embedded clauses vvere not counted as clauses since they have been shifted dmvn the 
rank scale to function as vvord groups. 

49 The future form in Greek is challenging to interpret because. as Porter has sho\\ n (l 'erba/ 
Aspect. 404-16 ). it is both aspectually and modally vague: it is ·•similar both to the aspects and to the 
attitudes. but fully neither ... ( 4 14). It ··offers no clear aspectual choice in establishing an author's 
conception of the constituency of a process" ( 41 0) and it illustrates affinities with both the indicative and 
non-indicathe moods (412-13). Like the subjunctive mood from which it developed (Porter. l'erba/ 
Aspect. 177. 412) the future form projects a process that is capable of realization. awaits realization (cf 
Gonda. Character. 69-70: Porter. I 'erba/ Aspect. 172). or may even now be realized (e.g .. commands using 
the volitive future project an action that may. in fact. already be realized b) those receiving the command). 
In addition to this. the future form projects the language user's subjective assessment regarding either (a) 
the probability that the action will occur (if a proposition) or (b) the inclination of the Agent to perform the 
action (if a proposal). In other vvords. the future form conveys both the projection of a verbal e\ent and the 
language user"s subjective modal assessment relative the verbal event. Locutions such as these are 
considered interpersonal modality metaphors because the mental clause I expect that serves as the 
projecting part of the clause nexus-even if only implied-is a metaphorical realization of modal it) (either 

http:E~atwoEt.49
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cm?firm you (v. 8) construes a heteroglossic backdrop for the text, at least for that brief 

textual moment, by overtly grounding the proposition in Paul's subjective perspective on 

God's action. 52 Here he stops short of making a categorical statement and signals his 

recognition that at least potentially someone in the current communicative context may 

not share the same point of view. In so doing, he creates dialogic space for those 

alternative voices (ENTERTAIN). Two questions arise at this point: (1) To what extent does 

Paul entertain alternative voices on this point? (2) On what point(s) might these 

entertained voices take issue with Paul? These questions are concerned respectively with 

(1) the value (high, median, low) attached to Paul's modal assessment and (2) 

determining whether the locution is a modalization or a modulation. 

Co-text gives a strong indication as to the modal value of [I expect that] God will 

corifirm you. The instance occurs in a monoglossic textual environment where a number 

of things are depicted as taken for granted or assumed to be the case. First, it is asserted 

of probability or of inclination). They modalize the proposition/proposal in the projected clause (cf. Martin 
and White. Language ofEvaluation. 22-23: Hallida) and Matthiessen.IFG3

• 614). This appears to be what 
Porter has in mind when he says the future torm grammaticalizes a language user's ··marked and emphatic 
expectation tmvard a process" (Porter. I ·erbal Aspect. 414) and would explain his suggestion to gloss future 
forms into English using a mental projection/attribute structure (e.g .. "I expect that .. :· or "The speaker 
expects that ...") (Porter. f'erbal Aspect. 415: cf. Hall ida) and Matthiessen. I FG3

• 448-53 on 
reporting/projecting ideas). 

'
0 I expect that is placed in brackets to indicate that it is implied by the future form and not literally 

inscribed in the text. 

51 Whether the relative pronoun OS' refers to God or to Christ is difficult to decide. On the basis 
that God is the one \\ ho made the readers "rich" (albeit through Christ) and on an apocalyptic world\ ie\\ 
(note the revelation ofour Lord Jesus Christ [v. 7] and on the day ofour Lord Jesus Christ [\. 8]) it is 
maintained that God is the one who will contirm the readers on the day ofjudgment. O'Brien (lntroductm:v 
Thanksgivings. 127-28). Fee (First Epistle. 44 ). Fitzmyer (First Corinthians. 133 ). and Conzelmann (I 
Corinthians. 28) are among those who read God as referent of OS'. while Meyer (Critical and Exegetical 
Handbook. 15 ). Lightfoot ( Xotes. 149 ). and Barrett (First Epistle. 39) are among those who read Christ as 
its referent. Thiselton (First Corinthians. I 0 I) shares Schrage· s view that an unequivocal decision rna: be 
impossible ( cf. Schrage. Der erste Brief I: 121 ). 

52 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. I 05. 



122 

as a given that the readers have been made rich in both speech and knowledge (v. 5). 53 

Second, it is asserted as a given that God's enrichment ofthe readers has resulted in the 

fact that they do not lack in any gift (v. 7). It is on the basis of these givens that Paul 

anchors his expectation that God will confirm the readers on the day ofour Lord Jesus 

Christ (v. 8). Additionally, immediately following Paul's modal assessment come two 

further givens, namely that God isfaithful and that through him the readers were called 

into the fellowship ofhis son Jesus Christ. All of this monogloss emphasizes what God 

has done for the readers and, thus, naturalizes high modal value. This effectively 

minimizes, though does not completely restrict, the dialogic space created by his 

assessment. In other words, although the locution is dialogically expansive, the dialogic 

space for alternative points of view is limited by the monoglossic co-text. 

The question of whether Paul's assessment is a modalization or modulation is 

more challenging to answer. If a modalization, Paul's assessment is about the probability 

or likelihood (''may be"') that God will confirm the readers; if a modulation, the 

assessment is about the relative inclination or intention (''wants to") of God to confirm 

them. As already noted, the thanksgiving unit emphasizes God's gracious acts for the 

readers, mainly that he has gifted them 'Ev 1TaVTt f..oyc_.;J Kat rraon yvwoEI (in all speech 

and all knowledge). 54 In light of this, it is possible Paul's train of thought is something 

like, "Given all that God has done for you, I expect that he certainly will confirm you as 

53 This is likely a reference to miraculous linguistic abilities and rhetorical competency. including 
such things as proclamation/preaching. prophecy. glossolalia. and even confession offaith ( cf.. e.g .. 1 Cor 
12:3-11; 14:1-25 ). Cf. Pogo loft: Logos and Sophia. 110: Clarke. Secular and Christian Leadership. 36--39: 
Peterson. Eloquence. 59: Litfin. Theology ofProclamation. 14: Martin. Corinthian Body. 47-55: 
Witherington. Conflict & Communi(\'. 87: Thiselton, First Corinthians. 91-92: Garland. I Corinthians. 33. 
For an alternative vie\\. see Anderson. Ancient Rhetorical Theorv and Paul. 265-76. 

54 Fee cogent!) suggests that Aoyos- and yvw015 were likely the Corinthians· terms and referred 
to spiritual gifts they had received at their conversion. He goes on to suggest these were two gifts the 
Corinthian addressees about which they \\ere ··a bit too self-confident"" (Fee. First Epistle. 39-40). 
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blameless ... .''If this is the case, then the future form realizes a modalization. On the 

other hand, the line of thinking may be something 1ike, "Given all that God has done for 

you to this point, I expect that he fully intends to confirm you as blameless ...." Ifthis is 

the case, the future form realizes a modulation. What makes the latter position slightly 

more favorable is that Paul has asserted as givens a number of intentional acts of God 

toward the implied readers: God has given them grace/benefaction; God has made them 

rich; and God has confirmed the testimony about Christ among them. The logic appears 

to be that if God has intentionally acted toward them in these ways, it is to be expected, 

from Paul's point of view, that God intends to confirm them as blameless on the day of 

judgment. In spite of this brief dialogic moment, the thanksgiving is primarily 

monoglossic. By depicting himself and the readers as operating with the same 

knowledge, beliefs, and values, Paul constructs a strong sense of solidarity with the 

readers, a solidarity that he will rely upon and put at risk in his attempt to reorient the 

readers in the body of the letter. 55 

Summary 

The readers are portrayed especially positively in the thanksgiving period. Through a 

number of betokened instances of positive attitude, this section picks up and contributes 

to the positive prosody begun in the greeting section. Paul directs gratitude to God for the 

readers and considers them special because God has treated them with beneficence, 

making them rich in everything in Christ Jesus (v. 5) so that they do not lack in any 

spiritual gift (v. 7). The primary social goal of these betokened appraisals along with the 

highly monoglossic nature of the utterances is to build solidarity between Paul and the 

55 Cf. White. "Beyond Modality and Hedging:· 264-65. 



124 

readers, which, as noted above, he will put at risk not only throughout 1 Cor 1-4 but the 

entire letter. 

Is Christ Divided? The Problem of Coteries in Corinth (1 Cor 1:10-4:21) (Part I) 

Prior to this point, Paul's main effort has been to enact the apostle-church relationship 

between himself and the readers and to establish solidarity with them by evaluating them 

positively. As a result, he did not overtly lay any demands upon the readers. Beginning 

with this unit and continuing throughout the letter, Paul clearly draws on his status and 

begins making overt claims on their lives, consequently putting at risk the solidarity he 

assumes to have established with the readers. He demands certain beliefs and behaviors 

from the readers while proscribing others (e.g., I: 1 0); he clearly portrays God's wisdom 

and actions as superior to the wisdom ofthis age (ao¢ia Tou alwvos- TO\JTou) and the 

actions ofthe rulers (i.e., respected people) 56 ofthis age (apxoVTwv Tou alwvos-

TOVTov) (e.g., 1: 18-25; 2:7); he depicts humility as superior to self-aggrandizement (e.g., 

1:26-31; 3:5-8: 4:6); and he directly challenges the readers' honor by questioning 

whether they really were TTVEV~.taTIKOt (i.e., that they had received and live by the Spirit 

from God) or if they were merely ~VXIKOI (i.e., that they had not received the Spirit from 

God and live by the standards ofthe world) (e.g., 2:10-16, esp. vv. 15-15). In the 

language of Critical Discourse Analysis, these discursive actions and the various positive 

and negative appraisals associated with them are Paul"s way of defining and privileging a 

theocentric manner of living that is mediated through XpiaTov EOTavpc.u!JEVOV (a 

crucified Messiah) (cf. 1 Cor 1 :23; 2:2). 

56 Respect is "the attitude one must have and the behavior one is expected to follow relative to 
those who control one·s existence" (Malina . .\'ew Testament World. 30). 
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:Lxia11cna and"Eptoes-: Symptoms of a Deeper Problem (1 Cor 1 :10-17) 

The primary function of this unit is to introduce the problem that exists among the 

putative addressees. which may be summed up in a single word: discord. Because the 

section treats a "problem.'' one can expect attitudinal appraisals to be mostly negative as 

they reflect Paul's dissatisfaction and disappointment with the readers' behavior. In terms 

of ENGAGEMENT, Paul will choose strategies (e.g., PROCLAIM: CONCUR) that position the 

readers to agree with Paul that their current behavior is ridiculous. These strategies 

contract dialogue with the potential to squelch other possible points of view. 

Attitudinal Analysis 

It had been reported to Paul by those from Chloe that the EKK~T"]Ola in Corinth was 

plagued by OXtOIJCXTCX (divisions) (v. 10) and eptaes- (conflicts) (v. 11). It almost goes 

without saying that the term axiaiJCXTCX bears a negative connotation and its use indicates 

Paul's negative stance toward disunity. In fact, Mitchell is surely correct to say that Paul 

viewed disunity as a ''serious social threat to the life of the church community.''57 That is. 

he considers it wrong behavior (t, -JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). From Paul's primarily Jewish 

worldview, discordant, argumentative behavior (i.e., eptoes-) would have been viewed as 

"out of line'' because it stood opposed to the value of wholeness: any such behavior, then, 

Paul would have considered unholy and shameful (t,- JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). 
58 Thus. 

he urges them to unity which implies that he sees it as good and proper behavior for those 

who claim to have faith in Christ (t, + JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). 

'
7 Mitchell. Rhetoric ofReconciliation. 72. Cf. also Welborn. Politics and Rhetoric. 3. 

58 Cf. Neyre) ...Wholeness:· 204-7. 
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Although Paul does not explicitly announce that he believed the report from 

Chloe's people, co-text makes it clear that he did. The first indication of this lies in the 

selection of EOT]Aw6T] (it has been made evident) as the reporting verb rather than EppE8T] 

(it was said). 59 ilT]Aow carries the sense of making something plain or evident and here 

implies that Paul considered what was pointed out to him to be convincing (t, + 

APPRECIATION: REACTION), 
60 as his compulsion to respond with a letter confirms. Second, 

and perhaps more telling, is the way Paul quite strikingly portrays the readers as 

perpetrators of discord, which he does through the use of reported speech. 61 The so-called 

"slogans'' (v. 12) I belong to Paul ... Apollos ... Cephas ... Christ are probably not 

quotations of the actual talk of the Corinthians. 62 More likely Paul produced 63 these 

'" Thiselton (quoting Edwards. First Epistle. 18) rightly says EOfJAW6fJ ... IJOI is ··stronger than 
'it v.as told [to] me ... (Thiselton. First Corinthians. 120). 

6°Cf. LN 28.42. CL Robertson and Plummer. I Corinthians. I0: ··The verb implies that [Paul] was 
unable to doubt the unwelcome statement.·· Cf. Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 126. 

61 Tannen (Talking l"oices. I02-32) argues convincingly that the notion of "reported speech" is 
misleading because one cannot speak another's words and have them remain primarily the other's words. 
When speech/dialogue is repeated ··it exists primarily. if not only. as an element of the reporting context. 
although its meaning resonates with association with its reported context .... In the deepest sense. the 
words have ceased to be those of the speaker to \\hom they are attributed, having been appropriated b) the 
speaker who is repeating them" (Talking l'oices. 104-5). Thus. "what is called ·reported speech,' ·direct 
speech,' 'direct discourse.' or ·direct quotation· (that is. a speaker framing an account of another's words as 
dialogue) should be understood not as report at all. but as constructed dialogue .. ."!Talking l"oices. 112 ). 
The words of the other thus become the construction of the writer/author in their ne\\ context. even if 
"reported" accurately. This applies to "indirect speech." as well as direct quotations of and "allusions" to 
written text (e.g., the scriptures). Cf Stanley. "Rhetoric of Quotations." 44-58: Stanley. "Paul's ·use' of 
Scripture," 125-55: Stamps. "Use of the Old Testament." 9-37. 

61 E.g.. Mitchell suggests Paul employs npooc..:monotia (impersonation or speech-in-character: 
cf. Stowers. "Speech-in-Character ... 180--91: Stowers, Rereading Romans. 16---21: Aune. Literary 
Environment. 31 ). This is contra Welborn ("Discord." 85-111: Politics and Rhetoric. 1-42) who argues 
based on their form that the sayings represent declarations of political allegiance to personal leaders. Of 
Welborn's work Mitchell says. "Welborn has not produced one example of an ancient political slogan 
which has the same formula [as those in I Cor I:12] (nor has anyone else. to my knowledge)" (Rhetoric of 
Reconciliation. 84). Winter argues (similar to Welborn) the sayings are those of Christian disciples 
declaring exclusive lo~ alty to individual teachers (After Paul Left Corinth. 31---43. esp. 41 ). 

63 Textual evidence tor this includes the clause AEyw OE TouTo. which introduces Paul's 
commentary on the report (Mitchell. Rhetoric ofReconciliation. 86: cf. SchUssler Fiorenza ...Rhetorical 
Situation." 396 ). Also. the phrase €KaoT05 VIJWV AEYE I (each 'ever_v one ofyou says) introduces ..choral 
dialogue." i.e .. speech that is attributed to more than one speaker as if they all spoke in unison as a chorus 
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sayings as a means of framing, foregrounding, and vividly illustrating64 the disputatious 

behavior of the readers. as well as signaling that a critique is forthcoming. 65 The sayings 

obviously play off the exhortation TO auTO AEYT]TE TTcXVTES (all ofyou say the same [v. 

1 0]), but here Paul vividly depicts each one (EKOOTOS) of the readers as not saying the 

same. 66 This means they are not bound together in the same mind and in the same 

pwpose, for the inability to say the same betrays a fundamental lack of concord in 

thinking and purpose-and a fundamental lack of wholeness and holiness. 67 In Paul's 

estimation, the readers-in-the-text were not behaving the way members of the EKKAT]Ola 

of God ought to behave; thus, the sayings are intended as negative judgments of the 

readers' behavior (t.- JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). 

At v. 13, Paul asks three "rhetorical" questions (see Engagement Analysis below 

for more details), the implied answers to which realize indirectly more negative 

(Tannen. Talking J 'oices. 114---15 ).Tucker (You Belong to Christ. 160-61) opposes the view of Betz and 
Mitchell ( c[ ABD I: 1141) that the clause is ironic. claiming "there is nothing in the context of I: I 0-17 that 
indicates that this is an ironic statement. and furthermore it would limit the persuasive impact of3:23 if 
Paul vvas not com inced that the Corinthians· identity had its basis in their belonging to Christ." Hovvever. 
Tucker's denial of iron) on the basis of context (co-text) is unfounded. First. structurally. all four sayings 
are a cohesive unit: they are all part of the same structure of reported speech and. vdth the exception ofthe 
particles ~EV and OE. they all have the same formula ( cf. OpenText.org). Second. as pointed out above. the 
point of the Sa) ings is to depict behavior (i.e .. clique formation [cf. Malina and Pilch. Letters ofPaul. 63. 
342-43] that is diametrically opposed to the exhortation to "sa) the same" (v. I 0). This suffuses all four 
sayings with negativity so that all of them function ironically. The sa) ings are Paul's v\ay to parody the 
readers· behavior so as to challenge their honor. Cf. Thiselton. First Corinthians. 133: Hays. First 
Corinthians. 13. 

64 Reported dialogue. even if constructed by the writer. heightens vividness and creates 
involvement and/or interaction and thereby creates prominence at that textual moment (cf. Tannen. Talking 
J'oices. 25-47: Longacre. Grammar ofDiscourse. 40-43 [esp. 42]). 

M This is certainly not to deny that the sayings represellt the kind of behavior in which the readers 
were purported to be engaged. but they are very likely "exaggerated caricatures·· of that behav·ior (Mitchell. 
Rhetoric ofReconciliation. 86). 

66 
"EKO:OT05 u~wv appears to add force. Drav\ing attention to each one of the group (v~wv) 

betokens FORCE: QUANTIFICATION: EXTENT: DISTRIBUTION. It certainly stands in contrast to TTcXVTE5 (a/{) in 
v. 10. 

67 Paul operates by the same "common sense" principle as Jesus. who taught that one could know 
good and bad "trees" by the fruit they bear (Matt 7:15-20: Luke 6:43-45 ). In other words. actions speak 
louder than words. 

http:OpenText.org
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JUDGMENT of the readers· discordant behavior. 68 The first question, Has Christ been 

divided?, launches a reductio ad absurdum argument. The sense of the verb is something 

like apportioned out or separate into component parts,69 which, following the "'slogan'' I 

belong to Christ, gives the question a sense like, ''Can Christ be made into a ·party' or 

faction along the same lines as the others?"70 Although it is an open question. the 

proposition it insinuates would (or should) be considered completely absurd by believers 

in Christ, so a negative answer is expected. 71 This implies further the readers should see 

their own factionalism as absurd, especially since they claim to be members of the one 

body of Christ ( cf. I Cor 12). 72 Yet, they apparently continue to be divided and Paul here 

implies that they are in the wrong (t,- JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). 

The last of the three leading questions introduces the topic of baptism. which 

dominates the remainder of the unit. 73 Knowing Paul's high regard for baptism 74 and the 

6
R Each of these questions may be classed as a grammatical metaphor. for they are essentiall) 

assertions (viz. Christ is not divided. Paul was not crucified on your behalf. rou were not bapti::ed into the 
name qfPau[) dressed in interrogative clothing. 

69 Cf. Fee. Ftrst Epistle. 60: Thiselton. First Corinthians. 136-37. 
7°Cf. Fee. First Epistle. 60. Alternative!). Lightfoot (Sates. 154: followed by Garland. I 

Corinthians. 51) interprets the question as e:-..prcssing a rhetorical entailment of v. 12 in which case the 
answer to the question \\ould be "Yes." If correct. then Paul is issuing an accusation rather than a 
corrective warning (cf. Thiselton. First Corinthians. 137). Porter (ldwms, 277) notes ~E~EptoTo:t 6 
XptoTOS' may be a statement rather than a question sening as an ironic negative commentary on the 
discord among the believers at Corinth. 

71 Note that the second question. \\hich does expect a negative answer(~~). continues the 
argument from absurdity. 

72 Cf Conzelmann. I Corinthians. 35. 
73 Words on the (3o:rrT- root spike in 1:13-17. appearing six times in three different forms. 
74 For the early Christian groups. baptism was the decisive point of entry into the church. 

functioning as a sort of"threshold" between the in-group and the out-group (cf. Meeks. First Urban 
Christians. 153: Neyrey. Paul. 87-8: Ferguson. Baptism. 99-198: Beasley-Murray. Baptism. 127-216: 
Marshall. "Meaning of Baptize ... 8-24: Cross. "Baptism among Baptists." \43-54: Niccum. "Baptism and 
the Restoration Movement." 181-91 ). The rite \\as of great theological and practical import for Paul. as is 
apparent in the\ arious metaphors he employs to describe it. e.g .. dying and rising\\ ith Christ (cf. Rom 6:4. 
8: Col 2:12: Eph 2:5): taking off the old person/self or flesh and putting on the ne\\ person/self or Christ 
(cf Col2:1 1: 3:10): entr) into the one body of Christ (cf. 1 Cor 12:12-13: Gal3:28) (Meeks. First L/rban 
Christians. 154-55 ). Meeks. dra\\ing upon Nils Dahl's "Anamnesis:· notes that allusions to baptism 
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fact that the rite was part of his ministry when he founded the church at Corinth ( cf. Acts 

18:8), the assertion of thankfulness (euxo:plOTCD T~ ee~ (:lTt OUOEVO: UIJWV E~OTrTlOO:) 

for baptizing none of the addressees (except Crispus, Gaius, and the household of 

Stephanas [cf. v. 14b. 16]) must be interpreted as ironic if not sarcastic(- AFFECT: 

DJSSA nsFACTION), running counter to reader expectations. After all, how could Paul as 

one having a high view of baptism feel gratitude (+AFFECT: SATJSFACTION)--directed 

toward God, no less 75-for not having baptized more of the readers into Christ? The 

answer to this becomes clear in v. 15: '{vo: IJ~ Tl5 c'lrrn oTt e'ts- TO EIJOV ovo!Jo: 

E~O:TrTt06T)TE (lest someone 76 could claim that you were baptized in my name). This 

negative purpose statement betokens Paul's negative evaluation ofthe idea that anyone 

would say they were baptized in his (or anyone else's) name (t, -AFFECT: 

DISINCLINATION). 77 In this the irony of the text becomes clear: Paul is thankful not for the 

typicall) appear in the Pauline corpus in hortatof) contexts in which Paul is trying to correct some sort of 
misunderstanding (Origins (){Christian Jforality. 92). This is the case here. though the rite is introduced to 
discourage negative beha\,ior rather than encourage positive behavior. 

75 A handful of important manuscripts (e.g .. )l omit Tc;;l 8ec;;l but others (e.g .. corrected)) include 
it. Schnabel (Der erste Brief 85) points out. ho\\ever. ··Paulus hat nach euxaploTw gevvohnlich das 
Dativobjekt Tc;;l 8ec;;l" (cf. I :.f: 14:18: Rom I :8: 7:25: Phil I :3: Col I :3: I Thess I :2: 2:13: Phlm 4): thus. it 
is read here. Its inclusion intensifies the cognitive dissonance generated by Paul's seeming gratitude for not 
having baptized many of the readers. 

76 Most commentators probably right!) assume T\5 (someone, anyone) refers to a person among 
the readers (e.g., Fee assumes the referent ofTI5 is someone among "those baptized by [Paul]" [First 
Epistle. 61 j). The thinking appears to be that u~wv (of among you) is implied on the basis on its use in the 
prior verse. HoY\ ever. without the explicit restriction of the genitive qualifier v~wv. it is possible the text 
reflects Paul's fear (t. -AFFECT: INSECURITY) that someone from outside the group. upon hearing the talk or 
seeing the behavior of the readers. might possibly claim Paul baptized the readers in his name-a point that 
V\Ould certainly fit the dyadic. group-oriented context of culture (cf. Neyrey. ··oyadism," 53-56: Malina. 
New Testament World. 60---67). Perhaps this \iew lies behind later variations in \vhich E~aTITIOa (I 
bapti::.ed) rather than £~anTio8f)TE (vou were baptized) is read ( C3 D F G '¥ 1881 ID1 it sy: Tertullian). 
though this reading couldjust as well reflect the vieV\ of an insider or member of the group. 

77 One may also presume from this statement that Paul \vould negatively appraise anyone actually 
being baptized in his name (not just claiming to be). 

http:bapti::.ed
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fact that he baptized so few 78 but for how this reality "works in his favor,'' so to speak. to 

minimize the possibility that someone could claim to be baptized in his name as though 

the baptizand was becoming his disciple rather than a disciple of the Lord. 
79 

Engagement Analysis 

Paul's fatherly exhortation 80 to unity (v. 10) was prompted by what he had heard from 

thosefrom Chloe (Twv XAof)s) (v. 11) (ATTRIBUTE). 
81 He opens the letter body by 

demanding82 that the readers-in-the-text be unified (v. 1 0). However, rather than using an 

imperative, the most straightforward linguistic means of directing behavior, Paul opts for 

a less direct, though equally directive, petition formula: rrapawAw ... VIJOS" (!urge 

you). 83 This is an interpersonal modality metaphor84 in which the more congruent 

78 Conzelmann. I Corinthians. 36: ..euxo:pioTw. ·[am thankful.· is used as a rhetorical phrase: 
"Thank God!" (cf 14: 18) ... 

79 Fee. First £pistle. 61. 63: Beasle:-Murray. Baptism. 179. Cf Tucker. You Belong to Christ. 
163. 

80 The grammar ofv. 10 provides some insight into how Paul construed his relationship to the 
readers at this te:-..tual moment. On the one hand. he continues to construe unequal status between himself 
and the readers-in-the-text. in which he holds greater status. This indicates Paul wants and like!) expects 
the readers to respect him as their apostle. their leader. This is balanced. on the other hand. by the use of the 
modal formulation rather than an imperative (cf Fairclough. Discourse and Social Change. 203-5) and by 
addressing the implied readers as 0:8eAcpoi (brothers and sisters) (t. +APPRECIATION: VALUATION). each of 
which operates to narro\\ the social distance between the communicants thereby construing greater 
solidarity between them ( cf Meeks. First Urban Christians. 87-89: Tucker. You Belong to Christ. 154­
55). Given Paul's vie\\ of the church as an ··extended family" (i.e .. ficti\e kin group) (cf. Hellerman. 
Ancient Church as Famizv. 92-126). it is likely he understood the apostle-church relationship as something 
of a father-child(ren) relationship ( cf. Meeks. First Urban Christians. 131: Martin. Corinthian Body. 58-9: 
Witherington. Cotlflict & Community. 95 ). This is confirmed at I Cor 4:14-15 where he explicitly invokes 
the father-child(ren) relationship to assure the readers his intent was not to shame them (EVTpErrw). but to 
instruct/correct them (vov8ETEW) them as a father instructs/corrects his children. 

81 Though a number of scholars have proffered guesses on the matter. knowing the e:-..act identit) 
of Chloe or those who reported to Paul is unnecessary. It is more important to understand the discursive and 
social function ofthe attribution. Yet. tor various speculations. cf. Thiselton. First Corinthians. 121: Fee. 
First Epistle. 54: Fitzmyer. First Corinthians. 141-42: Conzelmann. 1 Corinthians. 32: Garland. I 
Corinthians. 43-44: Witherington. Con_flict & Community. 99: Wire. Corinthian Women Prophets. 41. 

82 ""Demand·· (as opposed to give) refers to a basic speech role (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen. 
IFG3

• I 07-8). 

83 Cf. Mullins. ""Petition:· 46-54: Bjerkelund. Parakalo. 141: White. ""Introductory Formulae:· 
91-97: Sanders. ··Transition:· 348-{)2: Aune. Literary Environment. 188-89. 
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command TO mho AEYETE (say the same, i.e., be united) 85 is realized as a hypotactic 

clause nexus as if it was a projection sequence: 86 

Projecting clause: rrapaKaf.w oE u~Jas 
Now I urge you ... 

Projected clause: 'iva TO atJTO AEYTJTE TTOVTE5 
that you all should say the same 87 

Using a modality metaphor rather than an imperative makes a significant difference in 

dialogic nature ofthe text. Imperatives are monoglossic and dialogically inert: 

discursively, they neither reference nor allow for any alternative action. If Paul had 

selected the imperative TO atno AEyETE (say the same), the only "choice" depicted 

discursively for the readers would have been compliance. 88 The modality metaphor, 

R
4 Cf. Halliday and Matthiessen. IFG3

• 626--35: Eggins. Introduction. 174: Martin. ··Interpersonal 
Meaning. Persuasion and Public Discourse." 36-37: Martin. English Text. 412-5: Martin and White. 
Language ofEvaluation. 22. 

8
' As Lightfoot has noted (Notes. 151 ). say the same is a classical expression ·•used of political 

communities which are free from factions. or of different states which entertain friendly relations with each 
other." Cf. also Robertson and Plummer. I Corinthians. I 0: Conzelmann. I Corinthians. 32: Mitchell. 
Rhetoric ofReconciliation. 68. 

86 Cf. Halliday and Matthiessen. IFG3
• 627. The pr()jecting clause modalizes the demand/proposal 

realized in the projected clause.) et-here is the grammatical metaphorical part-it gets ··upgraded'" from 
group rank to clause rank and thereby gains the status of a proposition in its own right (i.e .. /urge you ... ). 
Cf. Halliday and Matthiessen. IFG3

• 626: Eggins. Introduction. 174-75. 

8
" The conjunction 'iva is interpreted here as opening the clause that contains the content projected 

by the mental process rrapaKaAw. The relationship between the projected clause (ivan) a\.no AEYTJTE 
TTOVTE') [that _vou all would s~v the same]) and the paratactic clause immediately following it (KaiiJ~ nEV 

U!ltV o)(to!JCXTCX [and divisions would not exist among you]) needs some clarification. Following BAGD. 
Fee interprets Kat as opening an '"e>..plicative"' or epexegetic clause and thus glosses it that is rather than 
and (Fee. First Epistle. 53. Cf. BAGD [also BDAGJ s.v. K<Xi: cf. also Wallace, Beyond the Basics. 673 under 
'"explanatory conjunctions"': Turner. Syntax. 335). In this vievv. the clause functions as a paratactic 
elaboration or restatement. albeit negative (IJ~). of the projected proposal (On elaboration. cf. Reed. 
'"Discourse Analysis.'" 206: Halliday and Matthiessen, !FG3

• 396--405: Martin. English Text. 31 Q.-.4: 
Thompson. Introducing. 204-5: Eggins.Jntroduction. 47). However. the change of both polarit) (positive 
to negative) and subject Cvou [pi] to schismata) in the paratactic clause suggests it extends rather than 
elaborates the proposal (On extension. cf. Reed. ··Discourse Analysis."' 206--7: Hallida: and Matthicsscn. 
IFG3

• 405-10: Martin. English Text. 314--16: Thompson. Introducing. 206--7: Eggins. Introduction. 47--48). 
As Halliday and Matthiessen say. '"In e\.tension. one clause extends the meaning of another by adding 
something new to it'" (IFG3

• 405 [italics added]). In this instance. then. Paul adds to the initial demand (i.e .. 
you all should be united) the further demand that schismata ought not e:-.ist among the readers. 

88 Of course. an actual reader rna) actually resist the demand realized by the imperative. but the 
point here has to do with discursive positioning and naturalizing reading positions. 
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however, construes a heteroglossic backdrop for the text and is dialogically expansive 

(ENTERTAIN). Besides being attitudinally charged, 89 napawAw (I urge/exhort) explicitly 

grounds the demand in Paul's subjectivity as an assessment (viz. high modulation) of 

obligation90 thereby allowing dialogic space to remain open in the communicative 

context for the possibility of resistance. 91 Of course, this dialogic space is constrained by 

the ""authorizing prepositional phrase"92 ota TOV OVOIJOTOS' Tou Kup'tou ~IJWV 'IT]OOU 

XptoTov (through the name ofour Lord Jesus Christ). This group suffuses Paul's 

exhortation with the authority of the one who called him to be an apostle to the EKKAT]ota 

Tou 6wu at Corinth.93 A reading position is naturalized in which resistance to Paul's 

exhortation would be tantamount to resistance of the Lord Jesus Christ. Therefore, 

although the text is dialogically expansive, the dialogic space is constrained by the effects 

of the prepositional group. 

The ""rhetorical" questions at v. 13 are certainly intended to align the implied 

audience with Paul's point ofview94 since each question leads to an '"unavoidable'' 

89 Tucker's claim that the primal") function of rro:po:Ko:Aw is that of a ··discourse marker" is 
shortsighted if not linguistically nai"ve (cf. J'ou Belong to Christ. !54). The verb represents a mental process 
that betokens an attitude of desidcration (t. +AFFECT: INCLINATION [desire]) \\ith respect to the fulfilling 
the demand. 

9
'J Cf Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. Ill. 

91 Locutions concerned with obligation and permission construe dialogic relationships of control 
and compliance/resistance rather than the offering of alternative propositions or points of vie\\ ( cf. Martin 
and White, Language ofEmluation. 110-11 ). Thus. alternative actions. viz. compliance and resistance. are 
spoken of here rather than alternative voices or' alue positions. 

92 Fee. First Epistle. 52. 
93 Drawing on Austin's Speech Act Theory. Thiselton refers to this "illocutionar:y authorization·· 

( cf. Thiselton, First Corinthians. 115: Thiselton. "Supposed Power of Words:· 293-96 ). He likens 
locutions ~uch as these to prophets \\ho speak in or through the name of(i.e.. "for'') Yah\\eh. 

94 Cf. Goatly. Critical Reading and Writing. 89. \\ho rightly discusses questions (including 
··expository" and "rhetorical") under the rubric of "regulating behavior." Cf. Wuellner. ··Paul as Pastor." 
63-67. Fiore ("Covert Allusion ... 85-102 esp. 88) considers the questions (the first two. at least) to be 
"/ogoi eschematismenar·-..covert allusions." primarily in the forms of hyperbole. contrast. irony. and 
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answer (Table 3.1 ). 95 Thus, the propositions offered via the implied answers to each of 

these questions are depicted as so commonsensical and universally accepted (PROCLAIM: 

CONCUR) that any other point of view ought to be considered deviant(- APPRECIATION: 

VALUATION) and therefore excluded. These questions naturalize the point of view that, if 

one is a true follower of Jesus, it would-that is, should-be thought quite foolish, 

inappropriate, and wrong to claim that the Christ has been divided up, that Paul (or 

anyone else) was crucified for humanity, or that a person would be baptized into the 

name of anyone besides Jesus. 

IJEIJEPIOTat 0 XplOTOS"; 
Has Christ been separated out? 

~ No, Christ has not been separated out. 

WI nauAos- EOTaupc.uSTj ump UIJWV 
Paul was not crucified for you, was he? 

~ No. Paul was not crucified for us. 

rl EIS" TO OVOIJO nauAov E~OTTT!08f]TE; 
Or were you baptized into the name of 
Paul? 

~ No, we were not baptized into the 
name ofPaul. 

Table 3.1 Leadmg Quest10ns at 1 Cor 1:13 

Paul is so put off by the idea that someone might claim to be baptized in his name 

that he thanks God that he baptized none of the readers, a very strong, almost 

monoglossic denial (DISCLAIM: DENY). However, Paul immediately counters his own 

assertion (DISCLAIM: COUNTER) by naming exceptions (Et ~Jrl). namely Crispus, Gaius (v. 

14), and the household of Stephanas (v. 16). It seems unlikely that Paul would have 

forgotten that he baptized Stephanas and his household; after all, at I Cor 16:15 he refers 

metaphor (including simile and allegory )-employed for the purpose of "a\•akening the audience· s 
attention to the fact that things are not what they seem to be" (89). 

95 Note the second question. J-Ill nauA05 'wTavpw8T] urrep VrJWV. is the only one ofthe three 
grammatically marked (rJ~) to expect a negative ans\vcr. However. because among Jesus followers it is 
assumed or taken for granted that Christ is not di\ ided and that believers are not baptized into the name of 
their baptizer. the other two "open questions" also expect a negati\e answer. 
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to Stephanas as "the firstfruits of Achaia.'' More likely this is a deliberate part of his 

interpersonal strategy. As Hays insightfully notes, "'The 'afterthought' of verse 16 

functions rhetorically to emphasize the relative triviality of the issue of who baptizes 

whom .... Perhaps the Corinthians were splitting up into house-church communities that 

placed undue emphasis on who had performed the baptisms; on the other hand, perhaps 

all this is merely an elaborate rhetorical flourish on Paul's part, a reductio ad absurdum 

of the Corinthians' tendency to magnify the messengers and miss the message.'' 96 

Summary 

First Corinthians I: I 0-17 is crucial for the argument inscribed in chapters 1--4 and 

perhaps even for the entire letter. Here the root problem at Corinth is exposed: a 

fundamental lack ofwholeness in the group. The patterns of ATIITUDE and ENGAGEMENT 

reveal the fundamental axiological position with which Paul hopes to align the readers. 

The negative judgments directed toward the manifestations of oxloiJaTa and EptOES" 

exhibited by the readers generates a negative prosody that functions to dissuade the 

readers from participating in such divisive activities as breaking into factions around 

those in the church considered to have status. Instead, the readers are strongly urged to 

say the same and be ofthe same mind and pwpose. These kinds of behaviors are, from 

Paul's perspective, the right way to behave as members of the community of God. 

The Great Reversal I: The "'Foolishness'' of the Cross Supplants 
the ''Wisdom'' of the World (1 Cor 1: 18-25) 

In this section, one finds the bedrock precept upon which rests the remaining points of the 

argument Paul offers through 1 Cor 4: God has rejected the dominant ideology of the 

world and the evaluative superstructure built upon it, supplanting it with his own system 

9
'' Hays. First Corinthians. 23-24: cf Garland. I Corinthians. 54-55. 
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ofvalues. 97 Paul draws upon the thematic formations and evaluative stances of Jewish 

apocalypticism to argue that through the crucified Messiah God has nullified the wisdom 

of the world, draining it of its power and significance. 98 As regards the resocialization of 

the readers, Paul wishes to convey that continuing to live by an ideology that God has 

destroyed will only result in being destroyed along with it. 

Attitudinal Analysis 

As deSilva notes, "Part of Paul's re-socialization ofthe believers involves drawing the 

sharp contrast between the 'wisdom ofthe world' and the 'wisdom of God' ...." 99 Thus, 

Paul seeks to set side-by-side for comparison two divergent points of view on the cross, 

and appraisal plays a major role in accomplishing this. He construes two social groups 100 

which he names with terms laden with evaluation. The first category Paul calls those who 

are perishing (Tots- cmoAAviJEVots-). To this group is attributed the negative appraisal of 

the message ofthe cross-that is, the idea ofa crucified Messiah (cf. v. 23)--that is 

realized by the adjective !Jwp'ta (foolishness)(- APPRECIATION: VALUATION). He names 

the second category those who are being saved (TotS' OC>;)SOIJEVOI5), and to this group he 

attributes the positive appraisal of the message ofthe cross that is realized by the 

adjective OUVOIJ 15 (power) (+APPRECIATION: VALUATION), which is further qualified by 

8eou (ofGod). 101 It is not uncommon for interpreters to discuss the evaluations attributed 

to these groups; however, the evaluations of Paul implicit in the names he gives to each 

97 
Cf. Martin. Corinthian Body. 59-61. 


98 deSiha. "Honor Discourse." 64: "The crucified Messiah, the central feature of Paul's gospel. 

reveals the upside-dov\n nature of the world's vvay ofthinking and evaluating." 

99 deSilva. "Honor Discourse ... 64. 

Jou Cf. Tucker. You Belong to Christ. 166-68. 
101 Cf. Schiltz. Anatonzv a/Apostolic Authority. 192: Thiselton. First Corinthians. 158-59. 
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of the groups is often neglected if not completely left unexplored. The epithet those who 

are perishing (arroMv~EVOIS") does more than refer to a group of people who do not 

appreciate Paul's (or anyone else's) preaching about the cross. The name and 

corresponding social category represents a way of being, thinking, doing, viewing and 

evaluating the world (i.e., an ideology) that according to Paul has been emptied of its 

power and significance because God has rejected it. 102 On the opposite end of the 

spectrum, those who are being saved (acyl;o~EVOIS) represents an ideology not based on 

the dominant standards of the world or the power structures of the elite. 103 Rather, it 

represents an ideology-a theology--from which stem the norms and values 

demonstrated in the "foolishness" of a crucified Messiah. The negative (i.e., perishing) 

and positive (i.e., being saved) names Paul assigns to each of these opposing ideologies 

reveal his posture toward each: the dominant ideology of the world and its system of 

values holds no value for Paul because of its impotence (- APPRECIATION: VALUATION), 

but the ideology/theology revealed through the "foolishness" of a crucified Messiah is 

highly valued as profoundly meaningful(+ APPRECIATION: VALUATION). 
104 

102 Note that KEVOW (v. I 7). OVVOIJlS (v. I 8). a8ETEW (v. 20) are all classified by LOU\\ and Nida 
in domain 76 (power. force). I would also add cmoAAU~ll (vv. 18. 19) and jJwpalvw (v. 20) to this 
semantic complex given that Paul. b) collocating the terms, effectively adds these terms to the semantic 
chain he has strung together (ct: Westfall. ··Blessed Be the Ties." 199-216). Note also that at 2:6 
KaTapyEw. also classified in domain 76. appears. 

103 Cf I Cor 2:6: 2:oq)tav OE AaAoVIJEV ev Tols- TEAE'tots-, oo<)l'tav of: ou Tov a'twvos TOVTou 
OUOE TWV apxovTWV TOU a'twvos TOVTOU TWV KOTapyoujJEVWV (But we speak wisdom among the 
mature. but not the wisdom of this age nor ofthe rulers of this age who are coming to an end). Cf 
Thiselton. First Corinthians. I66, vvho argues oo<jl\av TOV KOOIJOU should be interpreted as "present\\ orld 
order." but doesn't go into detail as to what this means. Garland (I Corinthians, 66--67) takes the phrase as 
referring not so much to ··a system ofthought so much as ·a style of life"' or '"attitude" characterized by 
hubris." This makes sense in context. but it does not seem to account for the fact that the Corinthians were 
using the wisdom of the world as a standard by which to evaluate others. Thus, throughout this study. 
wisdom ofthe world ofthis age is understood as an ideo log). a set of values. attitudes. and beliefs by \vhich 
people in a shared context evaluate one another. 

104 Cf Martin. Corinthian Body. 59-60. The theme of reversal is apparent in these representations 
(cf deSilva. "Honor Discourse:· 6+---{)5). Fee (First Epistle. 69-70) keenly remarks. "[T]he crucifixion and 



- - -- - - - - -------- - --- - - - -- - - - - -

137 

Despite the fact these appraisals are realized indirectly, they play a crucial role in 

achieving Paul's social goal of aligning the assumed readers to this God-oriented 

world view and its values. By negatively evaluating worldly wisdom and thereby taking 

up a stance against it, Paul intends to evoke in the assumed readers feelings that would 

deter them from thinking and behaving in ways associated with such a group (AFFECT: 

DISINCLINATION). Alternatively, the positive evaluation implied in those . .. being saved 

is meant to evoke feelings of inclination, even desideration, that would persuade them to 

take up the thinking and behavior characteristic of this group (AFFECT: INCLINATION). In 

this way, as Tucker argues, Paul seeks to ""change the social identity of his hearers from 

an identity primarily shaped by the world's view of wisdom to one shaped by the gospel 

accurately applied in the life of the community" 105-that is, "to realign the Corinthians' 

social categorization in hopes of adjusting current levels of intergroup discrimination." 106 

Thus, Appraisal makes it quite clear that Paul privileges the view that the cross is 

the power ofGod. The Scripture quotation in v. 19 provides divine justification for his 

appraisal. 107 Although the actual audience, being Gentiles, probably would not have 

resurrection of Jesus for Paul marked the ·turning of the ages: whereby God decisively judged and 
condemned the present age and is in process of bringing it to an end. Those who still belong to it. therefore. 
are in process of 'perishing· vv ith it." for "[i]n the cross. the promised ·great reversal' has been played out 
before human eyes in its ultimate way." Hays (First Corinthians. 30) states more succinctly. "The 
fundamental theological point is that if the cross itself is God's saving event. all human standards of 
evaluation are overturned.'' 104 "Reversal" language reveals Paul's Jewish apocalyptic worldview (cf 
Martin. Corinthian Body. 60-61: Meeks. Origins a,{Christian Morality. 117-18: Hays, First Corinthians. 
28). For a basic overview of apocalypticism and apocalyptic worldview. cf Aune. "Apocalypticism." 25­
35: Aune. Geddert. and Evans. "Apocalypticism." 45-58. 

105 Tucker. You Belong to Christ. 167. Cf Tajfel. "Social Categorization." 61-76: Jenkins. 
"Categorization:· 7-25. 

106 Tucker. You Belong to Christ. 168 (italics added). 
107 Using a Scripture quotation for this purpose has at least the potential for making a deeply 

profound impact on the assumed readers. Assuming they revere the God of Israel. the use of a text in which 
God is the presumed speaker would implicitly give Paul's appraisal a sense of divine endorsement ( cf. 
Stanley. Arguing with Scripture. 83 ). 
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connected the broader context of !sa 29 to the immediate context of situation, 108 as fluent 

users of Greek, they likely would have picked up on Paul's use ofthe related terms 

arroAAUIJEVOtS (v. 18) and O:rroAw // O:en~oc.u and the negativity of each. This is the 

connection Paul wanted them to make. He wanted to connect God's judgment ofthe 

oo¢o1 and OUVTJTOt 109 with his own negative appraisal of the same social group(s) and 

the system of values they represent in order to reconstrue the 00¢01 and OUVT]TOl of the 

world-those with power and influence in the world-as powerless(- APPRECIATION: 

VALUATION). 
110 God's actions of destroying and rejecting the wisdom and intelligence of 

the wise and intelligent carry with them extremely negative social connotations. As 

members of an honor/shame culture, the readers would likely have considered these 

actions something akin to public shaming in which the one(s) being shamed 111 undergoes 

a status transformation from "'normal" (i.e., abiding by group or societal norms) to 

''deviant" (i.e., deviating from group or societal norms). 112 The oo¢o1 and OUVT]TOl are 

ascribed deviant status and, therefore, ought to be avoided, because they jeopardize the 

social status of anyone who associates with them. 113 By extension, this indicates God's 

negative attitude toward the ideology and values by which they live and which they 

perpetuate (t,- APPRECIATION: VALUATION). Associating with the oo¢01 and OUVT]TOl 

108 CC Stanley. Arguing with Scripture, 79-83; Stanle). "Paul's ·use· of Scripture." 132-46. 
109 I.e., people with status and influence in the present age ( cf Pogoloff. Logos and Sophia. 113­

18). 
110 Paul does not construe this as JUDGMENT. He does not mention any specific behavior or 

character trait to be judged b) God. 
111 Being shamed is not the same as having shame: the latter is positive, but the former is negative. 

Cf Malina and Neyre). "Honor and Shame in Luke-Acts." 44-46. 
11 

: Cf. Malina and Ne) rc). "Conflict in Luke-Acts." 99-101. 

113 Cf. Malina and Ncyrcy. "Conflict in Luke-Acts," I 00. 
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and adopting the values, attitudes, and beliefs by which they operate will result in being 

destroyed and rejected with them. 114 

Similar to the Scripture quotation at v. 19, the function of the cause-consequence 

structure in v. 21 is to show that not just Paul, but God, himself, negatively appraises the 

wisdom of the world. The proposition of the causal clause in v. 21, the world does not 

know God through its wisdom, betokens this negative appraisal through an emphasis on 

its ineffectiveness to bring people into relationship with God (t, - APPRECIATION: 

VALUATION). 
115 This ineffectiveness is portrayed as the underlying reason why God 

, s:' 116preferred as better (EUuOKT)OEV) (+APPRECIATION: VALUATION) to save those who 

believe through the foolishness ofthe proclamation (i.e., a crucified Messiah [ cf. v. 23]), 

which implies both God's and Paul's evaluation that it is, indeed, the power ofGod (v. 

18). Here then the juxtaposition of positive and negative APPRECIATION are used to 

invoke the theme of reversal common in apocalyptic thinking: the dominant ideology and 

values ofthe world are shown to be impotent (t,- APPRECIATION: VALUATION), while the 

supposed ''foolishness" of God is shown to be powerful (t, +APPRECIATION: VALUATION). 

114 Construing the oo<j>OI and OUVf]TOl in this way harnesses the readers' desire for honor (praise) 
and desire to avoid negative shame (blame) and uses it as a means ofresocialization (cf. deSi\va. Honor. 
Patronage. Kinship & Purit1·. 78). 

115 A negative appraisal of the world (t,- JUDGMENT: CAPACITY) rna: also be implied here. but 
because Paul is in the process of comparing/contrasting the v .. orld's values and God's values, it is more 
likely he is evaluating the effectiveness ofthe world's S)stem to help people to knovv God. 

116 Cf. LN 30.97 ( cf. NRSV's decided or Barrett's chose [First Epistle. 50]). A semantic 
connection on the idea of God· s choice/preference e-.:ists between this verb and the prepositional group 'sv 
Til oo<j>'1q; Tov 8wv in the previous clause. Barrett (First Epistle. 53) seems to capture this connection with 
the gloss '"by God's wise plan." The idea seems to be. as Garland puts it(! Corinthians, 67 ). "God vvas 
wise enough not to let human\\ isdom be the key to knowing God" ( cf. Robertson and Plummer, I 
Corinthians. 21 ). For more on this prepositional group. cf. Thiselton. First Corinthians, I 67--69: Fitzmyer. 
FirstCorinthtans. 157-58: and Wedderburn. ··£v Til oo<j>lq; TOV 8wv," 132-34. 
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The reversal theme iterates through the remainder of the section. First, in vv. 22­

23, Paul says that even though 117 Jews ask for signs and Greeks seek wisdom, he 

responds in accordance with the reversal God has enacted by proclaiming XploTov 

EoTavpwJJEVOV, Christ crucified. To some number of Jews and Gentiles, this message is 

offensive and/or foolishness (t,- APPRECIATION: VALUATION). but others, both Jews and 

Greeks, accept the crucified Messiah as power and wisdom ofGod (t, +APPRECIATION: 

VALUATION) and thereby experience salvation (v. 24). Finally, the assertion Paul makes 

to close the section (v. 25) inscribes the reversal theme in strictly evaluative terms: for the 

foolish thing ofGod is wiser than human [wisdom} and the weak thing ofGod is mightier 

than human [might]. 118 The comparisons in this instance function to reconstrue the 

foolish thing as positive(+ APPRECIATION: VALUATION) by virtue of the fact that it is 

wiser than human wisdom (i.e., the way of the world) and to reconstrue the weak thing as 

positive(+ APPRECIATION: VALUATION) by virtue of the fact that it is mightier than human 

might. 

Engagement Analysis 

The two clauses opening this section (v. 18) are significant with regard to Paul's 

engagement strategy. The first clause construes a heteroglossic backdrop and introduces 

into the dialogue the pessimistic view of the cross, namely that the message ofthe cross 

is foolishness, and attributes it to those who are perishing. That Paul associates this view 

with the notion ofperishing is a strong clue that Paul wishes to distance himself from this 

117 It is unclear whether ETTE\0~ Kal should be interpreted as concessive or causal. It is read as 
concessive here. 

118 On foolish thing and ·weak thing. see Thiselton. First Corinthians. 173. It is maintained here 
that the neuter singular article refers to the death of the Messiah on the cross (cf Weiss. Der erste 
Korintherbrie(. I 0 ). 
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point of view, so in terms of ENGAGEMENT it may be tagged as an expression of 

ATTRIBUTE: DISTANCE. The second clause attributes to those who are being saved the 

positive assessment that the cross is the power ofGod, which may be tagged as 

ATTRIBUTE: ACKNOWLEDGE. However, there are occasions in text where the monoglossia 

of the attitudinal assessment-in the current case, "the message of the cross is power of 

God"--overrides the heteroglossia of the attribution. 119 This appears to be the case here 

because Paul categorically aligns himself with this latter position. Three linguistic 

features signal this. The first is his association of salvation (those being saved) with the 

message of the cross. Second is the assessment that the message of the cross is the power 

ofGod. Third, and most telling, is that he explicitly aligns himself with the voice of 

positive appraisal by including himself in the category of those being saved through the 

use of the plural first person personal pronoun ~IJlV (those ofus who are being saved). As 

a result, the proposition of the latter clause does more than simply state the opinion of 

those belonging to the group; it makes a strong bid to align the readers into this point of 

vtew. 

In the early Christian community, it was a common discursive practice 120 to quote 

or to allude 121 to the Scriptures for the purpose of reader positioning and alignment, and 

this is certainly Paul's practice. 122 The quotation at I Cor 1:19, the first of six in 1 Cor 1­

11°Cf. Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 115-16. 
12°Cf. Lemke. Textual Politics. 19-36 (esp. 31-36) and Lemke. ""Discourse. Dynamics. and Social 

Change," 244-49 on discursive practices among communities. 
121 On the challenge of detining these terms. cf. Porter. "Brief Comment," 79-96; Porter. ··Further 

Comments." 98-113. For definitions of the words as used here. cf. Porter. "Allusions and Echoes:· 29-40. 
122 Cf. Meeks. Origins ofChristian Morality. 88-90. Aageson ("Written Also for Our Sake." 155) 

is right to say that Paul does not ··merely vie\\ [Scripture] as an authoritative record to prove his 
arguments" but as "a source of edification. inspiration. and stimulation. both verbal and conceptual." 
However ··edification," ""inspiration." and ""stimulation" may be used to persuade. convince. or provide 
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4 explicitly marked by the formulaic yEyparrTat, 123 comes from Isa 29:14 LXX. 124 

Rhetorically, Paul uses the quotation to make an argument from authority, 125 which 

Appraisal Theory interprets as an instance of PROCLAIM: ENDORSE. 
126 Paul uses the 

quotation to exclude any voices opposing the claim that those who think the message of 

the cross is foolish are perishing. The semiotic strength of this endorsement lies in the 

fact that the quoted text is, presumably, the voice of God himself. This is a powerful 

strategy for positioning the readers-in-the-text because it construes divine warrantability 

for Paul's claim (i.e., God and Paul stand in agreement on this point). This implies that to 

disagree with Paul would be equivalent to disagreeing with God. 

The three questions following the quotation (v. 20)-rrov oo¢65 (Where is the 

wise person?), rrov yp0:\.1\.JO:TEUS" (Where is the scholar?), 127 and rrov ovsT)TTF~5 TOV 

warrantabilit) ("proof") for a proposal or proposition in an argument (cf. Stanley. "Rhetoric of Quotations... 
44-58: Stamps. ··use ofthe Old Testament:· 9-37: Ciampa. "Scriptural Language and Ideas:· 55-56). 

JcJ The six quotations are found at I :19. 31: 2:9: 3:19. 20: and 4:6. Cf Moyise. "Quotations:· 15: 
Stanley, Arguing with Scripture. 78: Heil. Rhetorical Role ofScripture. I0. 

1 c 4 It is typically pointed out that Paul substitutes Kpv\)lw (I will hide). the final word of the LXX 
rendering of the verse. \\ ith a8ET~OW (/will reject, thwart). For suggestions as to why Paul made this 
change. c( Heil. Rhetorical Role ofScripture. 17-18: Thiselton. First Corinthians. 160-61: Fee. First 
Epistle. 69 n II: Fitzmyer. I Corinthians. 155-56. For a brilliant discussion of Paul. his education. and his 
access to and use of the Bible. see Porter. "Paul and His Bible." 97-124. 

lc' Cf. Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca. Sew Rhetoric. 305-10. 
1 c 6 Cf. Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 126--27. Scholarly opinion varies with regard 

to how much context tram Isaiah Paul "imports" into the current colloquy and how much Paul presumed 
the reader~ knew. ifan)thing. about the conte:-..t and text oflsaiah (cf.. e.g .. Fee. First Epistle. 69-70: 
Collins. First Corinthians. 96: and Thiselton. First Corinthians. 161 who bring the conte:-..t of Isaiah to bear 
on the meaning of the quotation in I Corinthians). Recently. hO\\ever. a growing number of scholars have 
been suggesting it is more important to consider how Paul uses the quotations for his own argumentative 
purposes (cf. Stanle). Arguing with Scripture. 22-61: Stanley. "Pearls Before S\\ine." 124---44: Stanle). 
"Paul's ·Use' of Scripture:· 125-55 [though. see Abasciano. "Diamonds in the Rough." 153-83 for an 
alternative view]: Stamps. "Use ofthe Old Testament:· 23-36). 

m Fee (First Epistle. 71) argues ypa~~aTEvs- should be glossed expert in the law alongside 
oo<j>os- (wise person) in anticipation of the distinction between Jew and Greek in v. 22. LN 27.22. ho\\ever. 
suggest the term could refer not only to an e-...pert in the Law (i.e .. Torah) but to a scholar in the Holy 
Scriptures. 
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a'twvos TOtJTou (Where is the debater ofthis age?) 128 -are all leading questions 

intended to bring the readers to the conclusion that not even the esteemed pundits of the 

world understand what God has accomplished through a crucified Messiah. 129 They are 

open-ended questions 130 and, thus, dialogistically expansive, construing a heteroglossic 

backdrop of alternative voices (ENTERTAIN). Yet, Paul does not wish to leave the readers­

in-the-text to answer the question, so he immediately follows these three questions with 

an additional rhetorical question 131 (ouxl i:~wpavEv 6 8Eo5 T~v ao¢iav Tau Koo~ou 

[Has not God made foolish the wisdom ofthe world?]) that implies the answer Paul 

wants, thereby contracting the dialogue and allowing into the dialogue only the voice that 

agrees with his position (PROCLAIM: CONCUR): Yes, God has made foolish the wisdom of 

the world. 132 The claim ofthis proposition is that the expectation generated in the 

Scripture quotation (v. 19) has been met; God has done what he said he would do. This is 

precisely why the message of the cross, despite its negative appraisal from the world's 

point of view, is for Paul and those who believe it the power ofGod. The theme of 

reversal become apparent: it is through this "paradoxical twist of God's grace" 133 that 

God supplanted the wisdom of the world with his own wisdom. 

128 The Genitive group TOV a\wvo5 TOtJTou (of this age) clearly qualifies ousfJHJT~5 (debater). 
but Conzelmann"s suggestion that it ··applies in content to all three"' is legitimate (Conzelmann. I 
Corinthians. 43: cf. Fee. First Epistle. 71 ). 

12
'' Ha) s. First Corinthians. 30: Fee. First Epistle. 70. This betokens- JUDGMENT: CAPACITY of 

these three representative authorities. 

13°Cf. Porter, Idioms. 276--77. 

131 Leading or open-ended questions are those that entertain rather than assert a proposition: 
rhetorical questions arc those that assert a proposition ( cf. Martin and White. The Language ofEvaluation. 
110 and 123: Goatly. Critical Reading and Writing. 89). 

132 Because ouxi is used in the question. an affirmative answer is expected (cf. Porter. Idioms. 
278-79). 

13 
' Hays. First Corinthians. 30. 
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In vv. 21 and 22, Paul employs the semantics of cause and effect (or cause-

consequence) in order to align the readers to his point of view.JJ.+ In v. 21, the causal 

conjunction ETTEIO~ modulates (MODULATION: OBLIGATION) 
135 the relation between the 

event described in the causal clause and the event in the main clause; in other words, that 

the world does not know God through its wisdom is portrayed by Paul as the cause that 

motivates God's preference to save those who believe through the foolishness ofthe 

proclamation. Because Paul presents the proposition of the causal clause as a non­

negotiable "given" or ··fact" 136 upon which he and the readers-in-the-text presumably 

stand in agreement, it is classified as an instance of PROCLAIM: CONCUR. The consequence 

to this cause, that God was pleased to save those who believe through the foolishness of 

the proclamation, is stated in the main clause of v. 21. Although this proposition is 

declared monoglossically, it is still rhetorically heteroglossic because as the consequence 

or effect of a cause, the proposition takes on the status of""argued for" but not ""taken-for­

granted'' or "given." This assumes heteroglossia in that it responds to the alternative point 

of view that someone could come to know God or has come to know God through the 

wisdom of the world. 137 Nevertheless, the clause has a rhetorical effect similar to that of 

134 The interpersonal impact of the logic of discourse is almost always neglected. especiall) as it 
relates to reader positioning. This is largely because interpreters tend to privilege ideational meanings by 
focusing on the semantics of the logical relations being construed. For example, in Porter·s discussion of 
causal clauses (Idioms. 237) he describes their ideational function-··A causal [or inferential] clause 
establishes a cause and effect relation between events"-but sa) s nothing about their interpersonal function 
(i.e.. signaling expectancy or counterexpectancy as a means of positioning readers). Unfortunately. this is 
common in the majority of grammars and commentaries. 

135 Cf Martin and Rose. Working with Discourse. 128. 
136 This is typical of dependent causal clauses ( cf Halliday and Matthiessen, I FG3

• 603 ). 
Interestingly. embedded in in this instance of PROCLAIM: CONCUR is an instance of DISCLAIM: DENY (ouK 
eyvw 6 KOOJ105 [the world does not know]). which recognizes and then rejects the voice that argues the 
world does know God. 

m Additionally. the ironic group T~5 JlWP,IOS Tou KflPVYJlCXT05 indicates Paul's recognition of 
and opposition to a voice claiming the K~puyJlcx is not wise but foolish ( cf v. 18). 
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pronouncement (though with less salient subjectivity), in that it contracts dialogic space 

by insisting upon a certain point of view. That "insistence" makes a strong bid to align 

the readers to the view that God's preference to save through a crucified Messiah trumps 

anything the world has to offer. 

The strategy changes slightly in vv. 22-23. Rather than opening the clause 

complex with a causal clause, Paul shifts to concession (Emto~ Kcxi [even though]). The 

effect of this concession is dialogically contractive (DISCLAIM: CONCUR); Paul portrays 

himself as agreeing with the point that Jews ask for signs and Greeks seek wisdom. 

However, he counters (OE) this in the subsequent clause (v. 23) with the assertion we 

proclaim a crucified Messiah (DISCLAIM: COUNTER). This concede + counter pair draws 

attention to Paul's actions, namely that he proclaims the '•foolish'' message of a crucified 

Messiah despite the world's demands for a message that measures up to its standards. It 

signals that for Paul, the crucified Messiah is the sign and is the wisdom the world needs, 

though, as noted in v. 21, they are not able to recognize it since they operate and evaluate 

by standards that cannot bring them to God. Thus, Paul recognizes that some number of 

Jews will determine the gospel to be an offense, and some number of Gentiles will 

determine the gospel to be foolish (v. 23). Yet, as Paul states monoglossically, still others 

made up of both Jews and Greeks will experience the call of God because they will be 

able to grasp that a crucified Messiah is the power and wisdom of God (v. 24). 

In a way, the causal conjunction oTt at v. 25 signals that Paul is about to give the 

reason why the message of the cross causes some to perish and others to be saved. It is 

because the foolish thing ofGod is wiser than human [wisdom} and the weak thing of 

God mightier than human [might}. As mentioned above the reversal theme is evident in 
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this assertion, and it is emphatic as a monoglossic assertion since no alternative voices 

are acknowledged. This bare assertion boldly states the value position to which Paul 

wants the readers to align. 

Summary 

In this section, Paul's selections from both ATTITUDE and ENGAGEMENT function to set 

the world's wisdom and God's wisdom side-by-side for comparison. Attitudinally, the 

world's wisdom is evaluated negatively as powerless(- APPRECIATION: VALUATION). 

Because it leads people to assess that the crucified Messiah is foolish, it can only prevent 

people from knowing God and experiencing salvation (cf. v. 23). However, God's 

wisdom is evaluated positively as power(+ APPRECIATION: VALUATION). Ironically, 

God's power was demonstrated through the shameful death of the Messiah on a Roman 

cross, but this, Paul argues, was what God preferred over against the standards of the 

world. Through a series of dialogue-contracting strategies, Paul works to align the readers 

to the conclusion that God, by his choosing, has flipped "'the way things work" upside­

down. God said he would reject the ways of the world (v. 19) (PROCLAIM: ENDORSE) and 

he fulfilled that expectation at the cross (v. 21) (MONOGLOSS). Of course this causes some 

amount of stumbling among those who live by the world's standards (vv. 22-23), but 

those who are called, those who can see past the world's ideology, recognize that the 

crucified Messiah is, indeed, the power and wisdom of God at work. This leads to the 

final statement of the unit in which the theme of reversal is explicit: the foolish thing of 

God is wiser than human [wisdom] and the weak thing ofGod is mightier than human 

[might]. 
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The Great Reversal II: The Undeserving Receive 

What They Do Not Deserve (I Cor I :26--31) 


Drawing upon the theme of reversaL Paul has just made the point that the world's 

wisdom has no power to save because God has emptied it of its power through the 

''foolishness" of a crucified Messiah. Now wishing to bring the point home to the readers 

in a profound way, he calls the readers to think of their own station in life. 138 Using the 

world's standards, he leads the readers through a self-assessment that reveals them to be 

less than exceptional. Then in a powerful move he depicts God as having chosen 

intentionally those whom the world despises (which would have included the readers) for 

the express purpose of shaming those who despise them. The triple repetition of 

E~EAE~aTo 6 8eo5 gives prominence to God's election, which stands as the basis for the 

directive against boasting. 

Attitudinal Analysis 

This unit of text is dominated by selections from APPRECIATION. After telling the implied 

readers to think about their calling (~Aemn), 139 Paul uses attitudinal evaluations to 

guide them directly to what he wants them to consider. Taking up human standards of 

evaluation (cf. KOTcX oapKO in V. 26) 140 Paul leads them to three negative assessments: 

ou rroMol oo¢ol (not many were wise), ou TTOAAol ouvaTC)t (not many were 

118 The term KA~mv is understood here as primarily a reference to the social status ofthe readers 
( cf. Theissen, ..Social Strati tication." 70-73: Pogoloff. Logos and Sophia. 197-212: Witherington. C onjlict 
& Community, I 13: deSilva ...Honor Discourse:· 65-66 ). This is not. as many commentators assume. 
mutually e:-.clusive with the view that it refers to the circumstances surrounding the readers· coming to faith 
(ct: Barrett. First Epistle. 57: Fee. First Epistle. 79: Thiselton. First Corimhians. 180: Garland. I 
Corinthians. 72-73). 

139 Cf. LN 30.1. Attitudinally. imperati\ es are tokens of the \\Titer's +AFFECT: INCLINATION in 
terms of desideration: prohibitions are- AFFECT: INCLINATION in terms of desideration. 

14°Cf. LN 26.7. 
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' 11 ' ' ~ 141 .influential), ou TTOAAOt EvyEVEtS" (not many were ofhigh status). Analysts of these 

appraisals reveals a number of important features. First, each appraisal is an instance of 

APPRECIATION (as opposed to JUDGMENT), evaluating as they do the assumed readers' 

social status (i.e., their social value) rather than their behavior. Second, the adjectives 

used in each appraisal signifY a reasoned opinion and, therefore, may be classified as 

APPRECIATION: VALUATION. Third. each evaluation is negative. though this negativity is 

realized somewhat indirectly (i.e., the implication of not many were wise/irifluentiallof 

high status is that many were not wise/influential/of high status). Finally, Paul "piles up" 

these semantically parallel appraisals in three nearly identical clauses, which, having an 

effect similar to repetition, intensifies the negative prosody generated by each negative 

evaluation. 142 All of this negativity functions to evoke among the readers a negative 

evaluation ofthemselves. That is, through the linguistics of APPRECIATION, Paul positions 

the readers-in-the-text to conclude that by the standards of the world there was really 

nothing all that extraordinary about them. 143 

Having positioned the assumed readers to a negative view of themselves, the 

stage is now set for Paul to make the point that it is only by God's beneficent choosing 

that they have become honorable. Paul continues to make selections from APPRECIATION 

to achieve this purpose. but he no longer depicts himself as the one offering these 

appraisals; instead, God is appraiser. Whereas Paul's appraisals were directly inscribed. 

141 Wuellner. ··sociological Implications." 667-Q9 unconvincingly argues these should be read as 
questions rather than statements. Even if the;. were. they would each assume an affirmative answer and the 
basic rhetorical impact \\Ould be the same. 

142 I.e.. they realize GRADUATION: FORCE: INTENSIFICATION. 

143 CC Tucker. You Belong to Christ. 174. 
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God's are betokened by his actions. These are described in a series ofthree cause-

condition 144 clause complexes. The complexes are: 

(1) a"A"Ao TO ~wpa TOU KOO~OV E~EAE~aTO 0 8E05' 

'iva KaTatoxuvn TOV5 oo¢ov5 


(2) Kal TO aa8Ev~ TOU KOO~OV E~EAE~aTO 0 8E05' 
(f I \' I

tva KaTatoxvvn Ta taxvpa, 

(3) Kal TO ayEv~ TOU KOO~OV Kat TO E~OU8EVTJ1.1EVa 'e~EAE~aTO 0 8E05, TO 1.1~ 
oVTa, 'iva nx ovTa KaTapy~on 

This threefold structure corresponds to Paul's three evaluations in v. 26. Just as 

those three appraisals realize GRADUATION: FORCE: INTENSIFICATION, so also do these 

three clause complexes given the structural and lexical repetition. Additionally, because 

the final complex varies slightly in length, lexical selection, and scope (though it has the 

same basic structure), it is the most prominent ofthe three complexes. In each of the main 

clauses, the desiderative/volitional process E~EAE~aTo (he chose) 145 operates as a token of 

God's positive APPRECIATION toward the IJWpa (joofish), ao8Ev~ (non-influential), and 

ayev~ (insignificant) respectively. By choosing those who inhabit these social 

categories, 146 God bestows honor upon them and thereby demonstrates his attitude 

toward them, that he values them (t, +APPRECIATION: VALUATION). However, that he 

makes this choice for the purpose of (iva) shaming the wise and influential and rendering 

powerless the "somebodies" 1 
-+ 

7 signifies his negative opinion of those inhabiting these 

144 Cf. Halliday and Matthiessen. JFG3
• 4 I 8: Reed. "Discourse Analysis." 206-8. 

145 Cf. LN 30.92. This connects back to EVOOKTJCEV in v. 21. which shares the same semantic 
domain (cf. LN 30.97). 

146 Although each epithet is neuter plural ( TcX iJCUpa. TcX O:a8EvR. TcX ayEvR. TcX 'E!;ov8EVT]IJEVO:. 
and Ta \..1~ OVTa ). they each refer to social categories and. thus. may be thought of personally. Cf. Theissen. 
"Social Stratification:· 70-72: Garland. I Corinthians. 76: Engberg-Pedersen. 'The Gospel and Social 
Practice." 562: Tucker. }'ou Belong to Christ. 173-76. 

147 On glossing Ta ovTa as "somebodies" (and TcX IJ~ ovw as "nobodies"), cf. Thiselton. First 
Corinthians. I 85 (though he uses "somethings" and "nothings"). 
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latter categories and, by extension, the ideology by which they operate (t, ­

APPRECIATION: VALUATION). 
148 Following the grammatical structure, the appraisals 

alternate between positive and negative APPRECIATION: vALUATION. This alternation 

expresses again the theme of reversal introduced in I Cor I: 18-25: those whom the world 

considers worthless God considers of value and those the world considers of value God 

considers worthless. The major interpersonal function of this is to move the readers away 

from the world's "upside-down" way of thinking and evaluating and to bring them into 

alignment with the ""right-side-up'' system God enacted and demonstrated through the 

crucified Messiah. 149 

At v. 29 there is a marked shift from APPRECIATION to JUDGMENT, which indicates 

that Paul now wishes to use the reversal theme to appraise a behavior. 150 This clause 

portrays the reason why God exalted the humble and humbled the exalted: so that all 

humanity should not boast in the presence ofGod (OTTW5 IJ~ KaUX~OT]Tat rraaa aap~ 

'evwmov Tov 8eou). 151 In light of the actions of God described in vv. 27-28, should not 

boast speaks to the impropriety of making a claim to honor on the basis of one's own 

achievement or using the benefactions of God for self-aggrandizing purposes(­

JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). 
152 The clause the one who boasts is to boast in the Lord (v. 31 ), 

148 This is represented by the processes KO:To:ioxuvn (he would shame) and KaTapyrJOn (he ll'ould 
destroy). As mentioned pre\ iously. being shamed refers to the social process of status degradation in \\ hich 
one's honor is stripped which results in being seen as "less than valuable" by the group (cf. deSil\'a. Honor, 
Patronage, 1\inship & Puri(v. 25; Malina and Neyrey. "Honor and Shame in Luke-Acts," 45). The sense of 
KO:Tapy~on is constrained by virtue of its collocation with KCXTo:iOXVV\]. so here it signifies taking away 
the power and influence of the "somebodies." 

149 "Upside-down" and "right-side-up" reflect Paul's opinion about the world's value system. As 
seen before in I Corinthians. Paul drm\S upon the actions of God in support his point of view. 

150 Tucker rightly says the orrw5 "encompasses the three previous 'Iva clauses" (You Belong to 
Christ. I75) and. thus. states the greater overall purpose of the three pre\ ious cause-condition comple.\.es. 

151 deSilva. "Honor Discourse:· 67. 

1
' 
2 Cf. deSilva. "Honor Discourse ... 67. 

http:comple.\.es
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which forms something of an inclusio with v. 29, speaks to the propriety of boasting in 

the Lord(+ JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY), that is, giving due honor to the Lord for his 

beneficence rather than claiming honor for oneself. Sandwiched between these verses is a 

poignant explanation as to why it is the Lord and not any human that deserves honor: it is 

by him you are in Christ Jesus (v. 30). The readers, who earlier in this unit were 

appraised as less than remarkable, are now re-appraised positively but only because they 

are in Christ (t, +APPRECIATION: VALUATION) and that only because God's election of the 

despised made it possible. Application of the reversal theme is complete: the 

underserving receive what they do not deserve. 

Engagement Analysis 

This unit is largely construed as heteroglossic, though the main thread of argument is 

dialogically contractive due to selections from DISCLAIM. The negative particle ov in each 

of the three paratactic content clauses (oTt KTA.) 153 in v. 26 indicates that each clause 

realizes DISCLAIM: DENY. In the first clause, Paul rejects the view that many were wise 

according to the flesh; in the second he rejects the view that many were influential; and in 

the third he rejects the view that many were ofhigh status. These denials potentially put 

writer-reader solidarity at risk since they reject positive assessments of the readers' social 

status. However, af.f.a is counterexpectant and signals to the readers that Paul is about to 

offer some kind of alternative proposition. This is indeed the case as Paul pairs 15 
-+ each of 

the denials with a corresponding instance of DISCLAIM: COUNTER found throughout vv. 

27-28. Following denials, counters are frequently aligning rather than disaligning as is 

153 The OTI governs all three clauses. each ofwhich defines the ..content"" ofKA~atv. 
1

' 
4 Textually. the connection bet\\een each instance of DENY and COUNTER is based on the 

semantics of antony my: oo<j>ol : JJWpa :: OUVCXTOl : ao8Ev~ :: EUYEVEIS" : ayEV~. 
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the case here; each counter puts forward a positive proposition that supplants each 

negative proposition in the corresponding denial (Table 3.2). 

DENY COliNTEREXPECTANCY COLiNTER 

ov rroAAot oo<j>ot TCX JlC.Upa ... E~EAE~CXTO 0 

6e6s 
ov ITOAAOl OVVCXTOl at.!.a TCX ao6EV~ ... E~EAE~CXTO 0 

6E05 
ov ITOAAOl EVYEVEl5 TCX ayEV~ ... E~EAE~CXTO 0 

8E05 
Table 3.2: DENY---cOUNTER pairs in 1 Cor 1:26-28 

Each of the four purpose clauses in this unit are dialogically expansive rather than 

contractive. This is indicated by the fact that the verbs in the purpose clauses are 

subjunctive mood forms (KaTmoxuvn [2x]. KaTapyncrn. KavxncrnTat) 

grammaticalizing projective attitude. Context suggests the first three (KaTatcrxuvn [2x] 

and KaTapyno\1) imply MODALIZATION: PROBABILITY (e.g., God chose ... so that 

he would shame; God chose ... so that he would reduce to nothing) and the fourth one 

(KauxnoTJTCXl) implies MODULATION: OBLIGATION (e.g.• God chose [3x] ... so that all 

people should/must not boast). Because modality (i.e., both modalization and 

modulation) "refers to the area of meaning that lies between yes and no-the 

intermediate area between positive and negative polarity;' 155 alternative voices around 

these claims are acknowledged and space is opened up for negotiation or dialogue. 156 

Thus, in the model of Appraisal, they are categorized as ENTERTAIN. Paul does not pursue 

further dialogue or negotiation with those voices at this point in the ongoing colloquy. 

155 Halliday and Matthiessen. IFG3
• 618. 


156 Martin and Rose. Working wlfh Discourse. 54. 
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There are two instances of monogloss in this unit. The first is realized via the 

imperative ~AETTETE at the unit's opening (v. 26). 157 As noted above, 158 imperatives are 

monoglossic in that textually they only allow for compliance in relation to the 

proposal/demand they present (i.e., the alternative action of non-compliance is not 

recognized as an option in the text). The second, more significant instance of monogloss 

appears in vv. 3G-31 where Paul asserts emphatically by him (i.e., God) you are in Christ 

Jesus, who for us was made wisdomji·om God and righteousness, holiness, and 

forgiveness. Because it appears in an overtly argumentative context, this instance of 

monogloss cannot be interpreted as a given upon which both Paul and the readers agree. 

Nevertheless, Paul capitalizes on the categorical nature of the bare assertion to place 

special emphasis on a major point in his argument by not overtly referencing or· 

recognizing any alternative positions. 

The final clause of the unit, so that-just as it is written- "The one who boasts is 

to boast in the Lord, .. creates a peak in the unit. Several features contribute to this 

turbulence. First, the conjunction 'iva appears to introduce the quotation, 159 which may be 

classified as anacoluthon. 160 Second, that Paul cites Scripture (Jer 9:22-23 LXX) signals 

PROCLAIM: ENDORSE which construes a heteroglossic backdrop and dialogic contraction, 

yet the third person imperative in the citation itself, Kauxao8c.u, construes monogloss. 

Contextually, Paul's point is that all boasting is excluded, except boasting "'in the Lord" 

157 Incidentally. this is the first imperative form to appear in I Corinthians (there are onl; nine 
imperati\e forms in I Cor 1--4). 

158 See the discussion on I Cor I: I 0 where Paul opts for a modality metaphor rather than using an 
imperative to direct the readers behavior. 

159 
The phrase Ka8w5 yEyparrTal (as it is written) seems to be circumstantiaL \\hich is signaled 

in the gloss otlered here b) separating it \\ ith em dashes. 

16°Cf Thiselton. first Corinthians. 195. It may also be a case of ellipsis in which the finite verb in 
subjunctive mood is omitted (cf Lightfoot. .\.otes. 168). 
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(cf. Rom 3:27; 1 Cor 10: 17). For this reason, the quotation and its categorical, 

monoglossic imperative are primary and the realization of PROCLAIM: ENDORSE is 

secondary. On this point about boasting there is no room for discussion: only boasting in 

the Lord (i.e., giving honor to the Lord) is allowed; all other boasting is excluded. 

Summary 

Selections from ATTITUDE and ENGAGEMENT in this section continue to construe the 

theme of reversal. In terms of ATTITUDE, the readers are appraised negatively by the 

world's standards, but this is reversed by God's action of election, which betokens a 

positive appraisal of the readers. Moreover, by choosing the foolish, non-influential. and 

insignificant, which results in their exaltation, God reverses the fortunes of the 

"somebodies. " supplanting them with the "nobodies. " ENGAGEMENT selections aid in 

applying the reversal theme to behavior. After thrice denying that the readers were 

special as the world evaluates, Paul uses a countering strategy to supplant those denials 

with positive evaluations. Most interesting, however, is where Paul slips into 

monoglossic text at the moment in the colloquy where he wishes to apply the reversal 

theme to behavior. Immediately after saying all .flesh should/must not boast-an instance 

of dialogically-expansive ENTERTAIN-Paul slips into monogloss to tell the readers that it 

is by God that they are in Christ Jesus, thus the one who boasts is to boast in the Lord. 

The Great Reversal III: Power is Delivered through Weakness (Cor 2:1-5) 

Whereas in the previous section Paul used the world's standards to evaluate the readers, 

in this section he takes them up to evaluate himself and his preaching at the time he first 

proclaimed the gospel to them. Just as the readers were found wanting by these standards, 

so too Paul fails to measure up. Yet, in spite of Paul's weaknesses and imperfect speech, 
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God's power was revealed to the Corinthians through the '"foolish'' message of a 

crucified Messiah. 

Attitudinal Analysis 

There are not as many significant selections from ATTITUDE in this unit as there were in 

the previous one. Nevertheless, the instances that appear are important for Paul's 

argument. The unit opens with Paul taking up the world's standards to evaluate the 

speech (Aoyou) 161 he used when he first proclaimed the mystery ofGod (i.e., the message 

of a crucified Messiah [cf. v. 2]) to the Corinthians. 162 He admits that by the world's 

standards his speech was not in accordance with excellence ofspeech or wisdom (v. 1 ). 

At v. 4 he adds the further evaluation my speech andproclamation were not [proclaimed] 

with persuasive words ofwisdom. Both of these assessments are instances of negative 

APPRECIATION: REACTION. From the world's perspective, then, Paul's use of language was 

less than remarkable. 

In addition to his speech, his demeanor would not have gone without disapproval. 

At v. 3 Paul describes the feelings he exhibited when he first preached the gospel in 

Corinth: I came to you in weakness andfear and much trembling. All three of these 

bespeak feelings of insecurity(- AFFECT: INSECURITY), and much trembling (much 

realizes GRADUATION: FORCE: INTENSIFICATION), a physical surge of behavior, also 

indicates the intensity of these feelings. Presumably, all of these feelings-and especially 

161 There may be double meaning in these evaluations. On the one hand. it is fairly clear the 
evaluations pertain to his use of language. perhaps his lack of rhetorical skill. On the other hand.\. 2 
suggests some of the negative evaluation may be directed toward the content of his speech. that is. Jesus 
Christ and him crucified. This would be nothing ne\v since the "foolishness" of a crucified Messiah was 
part of his earlier discussion (cf. 1 Cor 1:18-25 ). In the end. however. his point remains the same: by the 
standards of the world. his speech would be assessed as less than appealing. if not less than compelling. 

162 Paul \\ill return to the language of"mystery" at I Cor 2:7. where it implies something of a 
negative judgment ofthosc \\ho live by the "spirit ofthe world" and. therefore. cannot understand it(­
JUDGMENT: CAPACITY). 
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physical manifestation of them-would have added to the overall negative assessment of 

Paul in the eyes of the world (- APPRECIATION: VALUATION). These were not 

characteristics that demanded respect and honor; rather, they were traits that would 

''detract from the standing and dignity of someone in the estimation of other people." 163 

Yet, none of these negatives thwarted the power of God. In fact, although the 

world might assess Paul's speech/proclamation negatively for its seeming lack of 

rhetorical power, when viewed from the perspective of God's value system, Paul says it 

was proclaimed with a demonstration ofthe Spirit andpower (t, +APPRECIATION: 

REACTION), so that the readers' faith would not be placed in human wisdom (i.e., the 

ideology of the world) but in the power ofGod (i.e., the crucified Messiah). 164 Thus, once 

again, the theme of reversal appears: where the world expects powerful messages to be 

delivered through who it considers to be powerful people, God chooses to deliver his 

powerful message through weakness. 

Engagement Analysis 

This entire unit is construed against a heteroglossic backdrop; that is, at every tum, Paul 

construes himself as responding to alternative voices and points of view. That said, Paul 

contracts dialogue at nearly every tum; the only exception to this occurs in the purpose 

clause at v. 5, where the modality 165 of the process (n [would be]) leaves open space for 

negotiation (ENTERTAIN). 

163 Calvin. First Epistle. 50. 

164 So that your faith would not be in human wisdom. but in the power ofGod bespeaks a negative 
appraisal of human \\isdom (t.- APPRECIATION: VALUATION). 

IM The projective attitude. grammaticalized by the subjunctive mood form. implies MODULATION: 

OBLIGATION (so that your faith should not be in human wisdom) and thus leaves semiotic space for 
negotiation. 
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The first clause (v. 1) offers an interesting interpretive challenge. On the one 

hand, the use of ou typically signals instances of DISCLAIM: DENY, and if that is the case 

here, then Paul is rejecting the potential view that he came proclaiming gospel in 

accordance with excellence ofspeech and wisdom. On the other hand, there is a strong 

sense from context that the readers would have inhabited this voice and expressed this 

very opinion (i.e., that Paul came proclaiming the gospel not in accordance with 

excellence of speech and wisdom). Thus, it seems more likely that Paul construes himself 

as agreeing with the readers on this point (especially if he is evaluating himself by 

worldly standards) in which case this is an instance of PROCLAIM: CONCUR. 

Concurring with the readers on this point requires further explanation, and the 

conjunction yap in the second clause of the unit (v. 2) alerts the readers Paul is about to 

give it. The explanation comes in two clauses that function as a rhetorical pair, the first 

clause of which is an instance of DISCLAIM: DENY and the second an instance of 

DISCLAIM: COUNTER. Together these clauses reject the idea that Paul had any intention of 

proclaiming anything other than Jesus Christ and him crucified to the readers-and this 

is precisely why he came not in accordance with excellence ofspeech or wisdom. By the 

standards of the Corinthians' world (which Paul has taken up at this point) the message of 

a crucified Messiah is foolishness, and coming to the readers with the single-minded 

intention of proclaiming such foolishness would preclude the use of speech that the world 

would value as excellent or wise. rt is as though Paul says, "Yes, when I came 

proclaiming the mystery of God to you, my speech did not live up to your standards of 

excellence and 'wisdom,' but that is because I came solely for the purpose of knowing 

among you the crucified Messiah-a message you think is foolish." 



158 

The next two clauses-! came in weakness andfear and much trembling and my 

speech and my proclamation were not [proclaimed] with persuasive words ofwisdom­

present two more instances of PROCLAIM: CONCUR. These are followed by a 

counterproposal, as signaled by a.A.Aa: but [my !>peech and my proclamation were 

proclaimed] with a demonstration ofthe Spirit and power. At this moment in the 

colloquy, Paul now shifts away from the world's standards of evaluation to those based 

on God's values, and the reversal theme appears again. Whereas the world appraises 

speech about the cross (not just rhetorical prowess but content as well) as both repulsive 

(-APPRECIATION: REACTION) and lacking honor(- APPRECIATION: VALUATION), God (and 

Paul) appraise it as the power of God(+ APPRECIATION: VALUE). For this reason one 

should not put their faith in human ideology and values, but in the power of God, namely 

the crucified Messiah (v. 5). 

Summary 

Attitudinal evaluations and engagement strategies play a major role in construing the 

reversal theme even in this brief unit of text where instances of each are few. Paul uses 

selections of negative APPRECIATION to make the point that by the world's standards his 

speech was less than excellent and "uneducated'' (i.e., not wise). Furthermore, his 

deportment was less than what the world considers dignified and honorable-and Paul 

does not disagree with these assessments. Yet, many of the readers came to faith in Christ 

despite Paul's weaknesses. This, to Paul, is a sign that God is neither constrained by nor 

operates by the world's values; rather, he chooses to demonstrate his power through 

weakness. 
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Wisdom from Above (1 Cor 2:6-16) 

In this unit, Paul argues that his proclamation is. indeed, wisdom, but not wisdom that 

derives from or is dependent upon this age or its social entrepreneurs (v. 6)-it is God's 

wisdom (v. 7). Because it is from God, one who is world-oriented is unable to understand 

it (v. 14); however, the one who has received the Spirit of God is able to discern it (v. 

15). Of course, Paul· s goal is to do more than simply inform the readers of these value 

positions; he wants to bring them into alignment with them. Thus, on the one hand he 

positively appraises the content of his preaching, those who can discern it as God's 

wisdom, and God himselffor revealing his ""hidden" wisdom through his Spirit to those 

who love him. On the other hand, he negatively appraises the world's wisdom, those who 

perpetuate the world's wisdom, and those who do not accept God's Spirit and, thus, 

cannot discern God's wisdom. With regard to ENGAGEMENT, Paul noticeably displays a 

penchant in this unit for deny + counter rhetorical pairs. This is a strong indicator that he 

is about the business of reader alignment in this unit since these strategies often are used 

""to project on to the addressee particular beliefs or expectations or ... particular 

axiological paradigms.'' 166 

Attitudinal Analysis 

The unit opens with Paul's pronouncement (see below under Engagement Analysis) 

' 5:\ 1 1 ~ ' ~ 1 ' 167 
ao¢tav uE AOAOVJJEV EV TOtS' TEAEIOIS' (Now. we speak wisdom among the mature). 

Because wisdom is not modified in any way, it appears at first to be attitudinally neutral 

or ""objective." However, by appraising as TEAEtot (mature) those who discern what he 

166 Martin and White. Language ofEvaluation. 119-20. 121. 

167 Of course. the plural forms throughout this section indicate that Paul speaks not just of himself. 
Likely. they are inclusive of those who constitute the mature ones. That said. focus is placed on Paul 
throughout the interpretation given here. mostl: for brevity. 
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speaks as wisdom, which inscribes positive JUDGMENT: CAPACITY, Paul generates a wave 

of positive prosody that not only radiates forwards but also backwards to give wisdom a 

positive attitudinal value(+ APPRECIATION: VALUATION). 
168 

In the next phase (v. 6b), Paul employs the engagement strategy of DISCLAIM: 

DENY (see Engagement Analysis below) in two parts (ov ... ovoE). First he rejects the 

notion that the wisdom he preaches derives from or is in any way comparable to the 

wisdom ofthis age. Implicit in this rejection is Paurs negative appreciation for the 

world's wisdom; one may assume from prior text that he thinks this so-called wisdom 

lacks power (t, -APPRECIATION: YALUA TION). Paul more explicitly appraises the rulers of 

this age (TWV apxovTC.uv TOU a'tc.3vos- TOtJTOU). The adjectival participle 

KaTapyou~Evc.uv defines them as being reduced to nothing. This connects back to 1 Cor 

1:28. where Paul says God's election of the ''nobodies" was done so the "somebodies" 

would be reduced to nothing (KaTapy~aT]), which implies these rulers do not have the 

ability to discern true wisdom. These. then, stand opposed to the mature just introduced 

thereby drawing attention to the rulers' inability to discern (t,- JUDGMENT: CAPACITY). 

These negative appraisals generate a negative attitudinal disposition toward anything 

associated with this age and its social entrepreneurs. It is this that stands in contrast to the 

positive disposition construed toward the wisdom Paul speaks. 

In v. 7. Paul defines the wisdom he speaks as the secret wisdom ofGod (8EOu 

ao¢'tav ... T~V cmOKEKpu~~EVT]V). 169 By this he does not mean it is a wisdom God 

168 Ct: Hood. ··Persuasive Power of Prosodies ... 46--47. 

169 A number of English versions (e.g .. NRSV. NET. NIY) read i:v IJVOTfJPlc:.,J (in mystery) as 
modifying or intensifying O:rroKEKPVIJIJEVfjV: "we speak God's wisdom. hidden in a myste1:v" or ..secret and 
hidden... It is maintained here. foliO\\ ing OpenText.org. that the prepositional group modi ties the predicator 
Ao:AoUIJEV (we speak): we speak God's secret wisdom in a mystery. Cf. OpenText.org 
(http://ww\•.opentext.org/texts/ NT/I Cor/view/clause-ch2.vO.html# I Cor.c2_16). 

http://ww\�.opentext.org/texts
http:OpenText.org
http:OpenText.org
http:KaTapyou~Evc.uv
http:apxovTC.uv
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keeps only for himself. Rather, it is his way of describing the wisdom as deriving from 

the very mind of God and, therefore, is special (t, +APPRECIATION: VALUATION). 

Additionally, Paul says God determined (rrpowptoEv) before the ages-this age or any 

prior age-that this secret wisdom would be for our glory/honor (v. 7b). 

Just as God chose the foolish and weak for salvation and thereby '"shamed'' the 
wise and the powerful, who are being brought to nothing (1 :26-28), so now Paul 
repeats that God ""destined" his people for glory (not shame), and has done so in 
contrast to the rulers of this age who are ""coming to nothing.'' 170 

In other words, God determined that his wisdom would result in honor for those who are 

able to discern it while the rulers ofthis age, because they operate by the wisdom of the 

world and therefore do not understand God's wisdom (t,- JUDGMENT: CAPACITY), did 

what human wisdom demanded-they crucified the Lord ofglory (t, -JUDGMENT: 

PROPRIETY). 
171 This act resulted in shame, not glory. 

Several significant attitudinal evaluations are betokened by the Scripture 

quotation 172 at v. 9. First, in describing the inability of humans to comprehend such 

things (a), presumably a reference to the wisdom of God that Paul preaches, the Scripture 

endorses Paul's view that the world's wisdom is powerless (t,- APPRECIATION: 

VALLATION) to provide insight into God's secret wisdom. This implies, second, that the 

rulers ofthis age have incorrectly evaluated the content of Paul's preaching as 

foolishness because they do not have the capacity to understand it (t,- JUDGMENT: 

CAPACITY). Finally, that God has prepared these things for those who love him 173 

17°Fee. First Epistle. I 05--6. 

171 Cf Fee. First Epistle. I06. 

17

:: Determining \\hat Scripture text is quoted here-if it is from Scripture--has befuddled many 

scholars. Cf Thiselton. First Corinthians, 250-52 and Fee. First tpistle. I08-9 tor discussion. 

173 Note that those who love him parallels mature in v. 6 creating a "'bookend"' of sorts. 
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bespeaks further positive appraisal of what Paul preaches. As Paul has shown previously 

(cf. 1 :26-28), God's choice infuses that which is chosen with value, and that is also the 

case with regard to what Paul preaches (i.e., a crucified Messiah through whom salvation 

is offered) (t, +APPRECIATION: VALUATION). 

In addition to completing the contrast between God's and the world's wisdom, the 

Scripture quotation (v. 9) provides a transition into the next phase of Paul's argument in 

this unit (vv. 10-16). Commentators often assert the main point ofthis portion ofthe unit 

is to argue that God's wisdom can only be ascertained by those who have received the 

Spirit from him. 174 Although this is not necessarily incorrect, it must be nuanced, for 

Paul's argument is more specific. In effect he argues, "What we speak is wisdom from 

God (vv. 6-9), and we know this because God has given us his Spirit to discern it (vv. I 0, 

12); further, if one is to understand the wisdom that we speak, they, too, must have the 

Spirit to discern it (vv. 14-15)." Thus, this section of the argument is as much about 

endorsing Paul and the message he preaches as it is about needing the Spirit to discern it. 

At v. I0, Paul makes the pronouncement ~IJlV OE aTTEKcXAVljJEV 0 8E05 eta TOU 

TTVEVIJOT05 (Now. God has revealed [these things/ 75 to us through his Spirit). That God 

reveals his secret wisdom to Paul through the Spirit bespeaks a positive judgment of Paul. 

Upon first reading, it appears as though the judgment concerns Paul's special relationship 

with God (t, +JUDGMENT: NORMALITY). However, Paul's emphasis on the Spirit's work 

of searching even the deep things ofGod (Ta ~a8T] Tou 8wu), as well as the analogy 

174 Cf. e.g .. Fee. First Epistle. I 09: Garland. I Corinthians. 98-99. 
175 The verb amKaAulj.loEv has no object. but one may be inferred from prior co-text. The nearest 

possible choice is the second ain v. 9. which. itself. refers back to what things the eye has not seen. the ear 
has not heard, and has not arisen in the human heart (even these things ultimately refer to God's "secret" 
wisdom). Consider. too. the structure ofvv. 9c and I Oa: those who love him (v. 9) seems to he parallel \\ ith 
us (v. 10) and prepared(>. 9) seems to he parallel \\ith revealed(v. 10). Cf. Fee. First Epistle. Ill n 54. 
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presented in v. 11, suggests the appraisal be taken to refer to Paul's ability to discern the 

intentions of God (t, +JUDGMENT: CAPACITY). This is confirmed in v. 12 where Paul says 

he has received the Spirit of God so that we would understand the things God hasfree~v 

given to us. Paul's understanding (E'tOWIJEV) of the things of God, then, comes from 

insights given to him through the Spirit. Paul returns to the matter of his own preaching in 

v. 13, where he explains that because he has special insight into the deep things ofGod, 

that which he speaks as he explains spiritual things to !!.piritual people 176 is spirit taught 

(AaAOUIJEV ... 'Ev OtOaKTotS' TTVEVIJOTOS' [Aoyots-]). Spirit taught betokens Paul's (and 

by implication God's) positive appraisal of the content of what he speaks: his message 

consists of the genuine wisdom of God because it comes to him through the very Spirit of 

God (t, + APPRECIATION: VALUATION). 

Fee rightly observes, "'In a sense, the argument to this point has been 

consummated with v. 13,'' 177 in that Paul has explained how it is that the message he 

speaks really IS wisdom, and why those who live by the values of the world are not able 

to see it as such. Yet, he wishes to make this point very clearly and with some emphasis, 

so he introduces two new participants into the discourse, the world-oriented person 

(lj.IVXlK05 av8pwTT05) 178 (v. 14) and the spiritual person (0 TTVEVIJOTlK05 (i.e., the 

person with the Spirit]) (v. 1 5), to act as reference individuals the readers may use as 

176 This participial clause is notoriously challenging. On the possible renderings. cf. Fee. First 
Epistle. 115: Garland. I Corinthians. 99-100: Thiselton. First Corinthians. 264-67. 

177 Fee. First Epistle. 115. 

\78 Clear!:. the \jJVXIK05 av8pwTT05 refers to a person who has not received/accepted the Spirit of 
God: in fact. this term likely describes the kind of person who is completely devoid ofthe Spirit (Garland. I 
Corinthians. I 00: Fitzmyer. First Corinthians. 183 ). The gloss preferred here. world-oriented person. 
captures the sense that such a person operates and evaluates by the values of the world (compare 
Thiselton ·s "person who lives on an entirely human level" [First Corinthians. 2691). 
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standards for self-evaluation. 179 In light of the argument to this point, it is not surprising 

that the world-oriented person is appraised negatively, clearly indicating that Paul does 

not want the readers to imitate this kind of person. Such a person does not accept the 

things ofthe Spirit ofGod (nx TOV rrvev~aTOS" TOV 8eou), a behavior that betokens 

Paul's negative appraisal (t,- JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). Paul goes on to explain that the 

world-oriented person rejects the things of the Spirit because such a person appraises 

these things by the dominant values of the world. For that reason the ~UXtKOS" 

av8pc.urros- is not able to understand [the things ofthe Spirit] because they are 

spiritually discerned (t,- JUDGMENT: CAPACITY). 

By contrast, the rrveu~aTtKOS" is held up as a positive reference person. Such a 

person examines all the things [of the Spirit}, presumably because she or he has received 

the Spirit (cf. v. 10) and, therefore, has the capacity to examine and understand the things 

of the Spirit (t, +JUDGMENT: CAPACITY). Additionally, the person with the Spirit is not 

judged (i.e., examined, criticized) by anyone. Paul likely makes a play on the word 

avaKplVC.U and gives it a negative sense here (criticized or judged), 180 which is likely a 

further (implied) negative point with regard to the ~UXtK05 av8pc.urros-: the person 

lacking the Spirit cannot discern what God is doing; therefore that person cannot make 

judgments on the person with the Spirit (t, -JUDGMENT: CAPACITY). To judge the 

rrveu~aTtKOS" as wrong with regard to the message they speak (i.e., that it is foolishness) 

is tantamount to thinking God is foolish since the message comes from him and is 

17 
q Cf. Meeks. ··circle of Reference:· 306. 

18°Cf. Fee. Ftrst Epistle. I I 8. 
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mediated through people who have the mind o.fChrist (v. 16). According to Fee, Paul 

"probably means the thoughts of Christ as they are revealed by the Spirit." 181 

Engagement Analysis 

Many scholars read the conjunction OE in v. 6 as adversative (i.e., "however," ''but," 

"yet"), so that the assertion in v. 6 is understood as a counter to the point made in 2:1-5 

that his preaching was not with persuasive words ofwisdom, but is wisdom 

nevertheless. 182 However, it is unclear how the claim regarding the content of what is 

preached would supplant the point about the form of what is preached or why Paul would 

want to counter the point about form since it is an important point of his own in his 

argument. More likely, oe simply marks the transition to the new discourse unit 

(''now") 183 and, thus, realizes PROCLAIM: PRONOUNCE. The pronouncement construes the 

readers as to some degree doubting that what Paul preaches really qualifies as wisdom, so 

Paul "raises his voice" to insist that it does. 

Immediately following this pronouncement comes an instance of DISCLAIM: DENY: 

[we speak} wisdom not ofthis age and not o.fthe rulers ofthis age (v. 6b). Paul here 

rejects the notion that what he preaches derives from this age and is mediated through the 

social entrepreneurs of this age. This construes a readership that, according to Paul, 

wrongly tries to evaluate Paul's preaching with standards prescribed by the world and its 

so-called "rulers." Hence, Paul excludes this point of view from the colloquy via the 

denials. He then replaces this point of view with the proposition in the ensuing instance 

181 Fee. First Epistle. I I 9. Cf Malina and Pilch. Letters ofPaul. 72. 

182 Cf. Fee. First tpistle. IOI (esp. n 12). 

183 The ne\\ unit is also marked b) present tense-form (imperfective aspect) AaAou~ev. shift from 
first singular to first plural. and perhaps most telling. the shift trom discussing oo¢ia in terms of[orm to 
discussing it in terms of content. 
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of DISCLAIM: COUNTER (the two functions form a rhetorical pair), but we speak God's 

secret wisdom in mysteTJ'. 184 The function of this counter is to align the readers with the 

view that the wisdom Paul preaches cannot be evaluated by worldly standards because it 

is God's secret wisdom and is spoken in myste1y. The world's ideology and value system 

is simply not capable of discerning God's wisdom in Paul's message. 

The instance of DISCLAIM: DENY in the relative clause at v. 8 targets the readers' 

view that the so-called rulers ofthis age know what ''real" wisdom is and on that basis 

have correctly evaluated Paul's message as foolishness. Paul outright denies that these 

social entrepreneurs understand God's wisdom. In what appears to be an aside, he 

expands the dialogue for a brief textual moment (a rare occurrence in this unit) to suggest 

via a second class (contrary to fact) conditional structure 185 that if the rulers ofthis age 

had really understood God's wisdom, they would not have crucified the Lord ofGlm)'. 

However, they did, in fact, crucify the Messiah which implies they do not understand 

God's wisdom. For Paul, this logic warrants his denial. 

In line with the pattern of engagement realized thus far in the unit, Paul follows 

the previous denial with an instance of DISCLAIM: COUNTER, signaled by adversative 

aAAa. With this counter Paul construes an intended audience that either disagrees with or 

is simply flummoxed by Paul's denial that the social entrepreneurs do not understand 

God's wisdom. Thus, the construed audience needs further evidence and/or explanation. 

184 The perfect passive participle cmoKEKpUIJIJEVTJV defines oo<j>lo:v (cf. OpenText.org \\Ord group 
view [http://\\ww.opentext.org/texts/NTII Cor/vie\\/wordgroup-ch2.vO.html# I Cor.w597] ). The 
prepositional group is an adjunct providing circumstantial information related to the predicator. Note. too. 
the connection to mystery back at 2: I). 

18 
' The second class (contrary to fact) condition realizes ENTERTAIN and expands dialogue because 

the apodosis realizes MODULATION: INCLINATION (they would not have crucified). thereby leaving semiotic 
space for negotiation\\ ith regard to Paul"s (subjective) point of vie\\. 

http://\\ww.opentext.org/texts/NTII
http:OpenText.org
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Paul meets this need with an "allusion'' to Scripture: 186 What things the eye has not 

seen .. . God has prepared [all] these things for those who love him. Paul leaves it to the 

readers to infer from the "quotation'' the reason why the rulers ofthis age are not able to 

understand God's wisdom. If God has prepared his wisdom for those who love him (an 

epithet that parallels mature in v. 6) then the reason why the rulers ofthis age cannot 

discern God's wisdom is that they are not mature like those who love him. 

The emphatic use of~lllV (to us) 187 along with emphatic OE 188 at v. 10 signals an 

instance of PROCLAIM: PRONOUNCE, which is prominent because it breaks the chain of 

deny+ counter instances that have dominated the unit thus far. With this pronouncement, 

Paul insists God has revealed what the eye has not seen to us (i.e., to him and the mature 

ones) through his Spirit. This pronouncement, as is the case with pronouncements in 

general, assumes some level of resistance to what it proposes, hence the need for Paul to 

respond by insisting upon it. Contextually, it is quite possible the readers could object, 

"How could you or anyone know and proclaim the 'secret' wisdom of the divine-

something that no human has ever known or thought ofbefore?" 189 To this possible 

protest and others like it Paul responds by insisting that that God has revealed it to him 

through his Spirit. 

186 This is an instance ofPROCLA1M: ENDORSE embedded in the counter. 
187 The pronoun appears in Prime position in the clause which makes it the focal point of the 

clause (cf. Dvorak. "Thematization." 19-20). 

188 !J.i is read here rather than yap (cf. Metzter. Textual Commentary. 481: Thiselton. First 
Corinthians. 254-55: Fee. First Epistle. I09 [Fee argues unconvincingly for yap]). It is possible oi is 
adversative. signaling another instance ofD1SCLA1M: COUNTER. but onl) if the point is to say "the so-called 
'rulers of this age· are not among those \\ho love God (a.k.a .. the ·mature'). but we are." But this seems 
unlikely since Paul now wishes to move on to ho\\ he and those who are mature are able to discern God's 
wisdom and the "rulers of this age" are not. As a means of launching the dialogue in that direction. he uses 
emphatic oe and pushes VJJlV to Prime position: Indeed. to us God has revealed. 

189 Ct~ Garland. I Corinthians. 98. 



168 

This pronouncement needs further explanation, which, as yap (jar) indicates, 190 

Paul begins to offer in latter half of v. 10 with another instance of PROCLAIM: 

PRONOUNCE. 
191 Paul asserts, even insists, that the Spirit searches even the deep things of 

God. Deep things ofGod (nx ~a8T] Tov 8EOu) may better be glossed deep secrets ofGod 

in this context, especially in light of the prior reference to God's secret (or hidden) 

wisdom that God foreordained (v. 7) and prepared (v. 9) for those who love him. In any 

case, the reference here is to God's inner thoughts as the ensuing analogy confirms. In 

terms of the dialogue, the pronouncement thwarts the view that humans, through their 

own wisdom, can directly search out God's thoughts and intentions unaided; the Spirit of 

God must serve as a mediator. 192 

Paul uses an analogy to position the readers to accept this point. The opening 

portion of the analogy is presented in the form of a leading ("rhetorical") question: For 

who among humans knows the [deep} things ofa human ifnot the human spirit that is in 

them? The negative particle !J~ in the negative condition (Et !J~) indicates the question 

expects a negative answer ('"No one besides the human spirit knows the [deep] things of a 

human"). This realizes an instance of PROCLAIM: CONCUR in which Paul portrays himself 

and the implied readers as so thoroughly in alignment that the proposition may be taken 

for granted. This positions the readers to align with the point of view Paul puts forward in 

the supervening disclaim+ counter pair: so, too, nobody knows the [deep} things ofGod 

(DISCLAIM: DENY) except the Spirit ofGod (DISCLAIM: COUNTER). 

19°Cf. Black. Sentence Conjunctions. 280; Runge, Discourse Grammar, 5 I -54. 
191 This utterance construes a heteroglossic background b) its insistence that the Spirit of God 

searches even the deep things ofGod. 
19 c Cf. Thiselton. First Corinthians. 256. 
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At v. 12, Paul returns to the idea that he and the mature ones have received this 

Spirit of God that gives them the ability to know the secret/hidden wisdom ofGod. With 

another deny +counter pair, Paul reasserts how it is that he preaches wisdom among the 

mature. The instance of DISCLAIM: DENY rejects the voice of anyone who might claim that 

Paul and the mature ones have received the TTVEVIJO TOV KOOIJOU (spirit ofthe world), and 

the DISCLAIM: COUNTER replaces those potential alternative voices with the single claim 

that Paul and the mature ones have received TO TTVEVIJa TO EK TOV 8eov (the Spirit that is 

from God). The final clause in v. 12 states the reason (iva) why Paul and the mature ones 

received the Spirit from God: so that we could/can understand the things freely given to 

us by God (ENTERTAIN). The subjunctive mood signals modality (in this context, likely 

MODULATION: OBLIGATION [so that we could/can understand]), which leaves open 

semiotic space around the proposition for negotiation; hence it is tagged ENTERTAIN. 

Having established that because he has received the Spirit of God he is able to 

discern the deep things ofGod and to understand the things freely given to us by God, 

Paul now shifts his attention back to that which he speaks (v. 13). He rejects (DISCLAIM: 

DENY) the notion that he speaks about what God has freely given (i.e., salvation through a 

crucified Messiah) with words taught by human wisdom (EV OtOOKTOl5 av8pwrr'tVT]5 

oo¢'tas- ;\oyot s- ). Rather (DISCLAIM: COUNTER), he speaks of salvation with words taught 

by the Spirit [ofGod}. Again, Paul calls upon a deny+ counter pair to align the readers to 

the point of view that what he speaks is the hidden/secret wisdom ofGod that he only 

knows because it was revealed to him through the Spirit of God. 

The engagement strategies in vv. 14-15 work together to create a contrast 

between two newly-introduced participants, the world-oriented person (\j;uxt Kos­
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av8pwTT05) (v. 14) and the spiritual person (o TTVEUIJCXTIK05) (v. 15). As noted above, 

Paul sets up these '·straw men'' as reference individuals for the readers to use as standards 

for self-evaluation. Perhaps not surprisingly, Paul shifts to monogloss as he describes 

each character. Paul says the world-oriented person does not receive the things ofthe 

Spirit ofGod. 193 This is because (yap) it is foolishness to such a person. This categorical 

assertion presents both the action ofthe '-!JUXtK05 av8pwTT05 and the reason for the 

action as though they are givens. They function to create a negative attitudinal disposition 

through the lens of which one is to interpret the ensuing instance of DISCLAIM: DENY: Kat 

ou ouvcxTcxt yvc3vat (thus he is not able to understand [God's wisdom]). 194 With this 

denial Paul rejects any view that a person who operates by the ideology of the world can 

know the things of the Spirit or, by extension, the hidden wisdom of God expressed in the 

crucified Messiah. These engagement strategies make it obvious that Paul does not want 

the readers to view the world-oriented person as a character to be imitated. By beating 

this "straw man'' Paul is clearly attempting to align the readers to the view that one 

simply cannot live by the ideology and values of the world and still grasp the wisdom of 

God. 

By contrast, Paul asserts (again monoglossically) that the TTVEUIJCXTtK05, the 

spiritual person (v. 15), 195 discerns all things (i.e., the things of the Spirit). Moreover 

such a person is examined (i.e., judged) by no one. Here Paul denies (DISCLAIM: DENY) 

the notion that any world-oriented person is able to make appropriate judgment about 

193 The negative particle ov does not signal a denial here (heterogloss): Paul is simply asserting 
(monogloss) that the \)JVXIKOS' ov8pwrros- does not accept the things ofthe Spirit of God. 

194 Ko:l introduces a clause stating the results of not accepting the things of the Spirit of God 
(..thus"') (cf. ANLEXand BDAG. s.v.). 

195 In light of co-te:-..t...spiritual"' here refers to someone who has received the Spirit from God and 
accepts the things of the Spirit. 
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what the spiritual person proclaims. 196 This strongly positions the implied audience to 

the view that judging others on the basis of the dominant ideology and values of the 

world is to exhibit unspiritual behavior-and there is no other way to look at it. 

Summary 

The patterns of ATTITUDE realized in 2:6-9 help Paul to construe the distinction between 

the wisdom of God that he speaks over against the wisdom of the world. More 

importantly, these patterns construct attitudinal postures or stances toward each kind of 

wisdom, a positive disposition toward the wisdom of God that Paul proclaims and a 

negative disposition toward the wisdom of the world shown wielded by the so-called 

rulers ofthis age. Coupled with these attitudes are repeating instances of deny+ counter 

pairs. These serve first to reject points of view that Paul deems wrong or misguided and 

then to replace those points of view with those he considers correct. In 2: I0-13, the 

attitudinal patterns create a positive disposition toward Paul and the message he speaks. 

Paul is appraised positively because he has received the Spirit of God and, thus, has the 

capacity to discern the things God has freely given to him and those who are mature. 

Deny+ counter pairs continue in this section, though a couple of pronouncements also 

occur, as Paul contracts semiotic space around a number of key issues in his argument, 

especially as it relates to the content of his proclamation: Paul preaches the wisdom of 

God and there is no room for discussion on this matter. Finally, in 2: 14-15 Paul 

introduces two "straw men" into the text as reference individuals for the assumed readers. 

In order to position the readers to imitate the spiritual person, Paul portrays this character 

positively but describes the world-oriented person in very negative terms. In the last few 

196 Cf. Fee. First Epistle. 117. Cf. I Cor 4:3-4: 9:3. 
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verses of this unit, Paul shifts to monoglossic text to evaluate these characters with no 

acknowledgement of any other voice regarding either character. 

Conclusion 

The claim of this study is that Paul's evaluations and engagement strategies reveal the 

system of values he believes Christians, and particularly the Corinthian Christians, ought 

to live by. They portray the basic stance (cf. chapter 1) around which the believers at 

Corinth and elsewhere can and should construct community. A model of appraisal was 

introduced in chapter two to help analyze the text of 1 Cor 1--4 for Paul's (and others') 

attitudes and engagement strategies. Although the study is not yet complete, it is 

beneficial to conclude this chapter with a demonstration of what the model has revealed 

thus far. 

The thanksgiving period of the letter (1 Cor 1:4-9) is quite revealing. In this 

section Paul's feeling of gratitude for the believers stems from the many ways that God 

has shown beneficence to the readers, so that they lack nothing. In fact, the thanksgiving 

closes with a positive evaluation of God's faithfulness as it pertains to the readers' calling 

into the fellowship of Jesus Christ. This reveals that for Paul, at least, a core value upon 

which the community of believers is to stand is the beneficence or patronage of God. The 

community of believers does not-indeed, must not-operate on the basis of human 

patronage. Such generates pride that results in division and destruction ofthe community. 

First Corinthians 1:10-17 is, overall, quite negative. Here Paul introduces the 

problem at Corinth. Yet, when a person, particularly someone who is a leader, discusses 

problems, value statements usually surface, and Paul does not disappoint. The strong call 

to unity ( 1: 1 0) and the negative prosody generated by the language of division in this 
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section reveal very clearly that wholeness (a value related to holiness) is a central value 

for members of God's EKKAT)Ota. 

At I Cor I: 18-25, Paul introduces the apocalyptic theme of reversal into his 

argument and it continues to show up in some way or another through the next several 

sections. Appraisals and engagement strategies play a key role in construing this theme, 

so not surprisingly core values become apparent. In this section, the wisdom of the world, 

that is, its ideology and system of values by which it operates and evaluates everything 

and everyone, is itself appraised negatively as powerless, as holding no value. By 

contrast, God· s "wisdom,'' that is, his mode of operation and system of values, are 

appraised positively. Only by his choice and plan, revealed in a crucified Messiah, can 

one experience salvation. Thus, a key part of the axiological framework Paul construes is 

loyalty or allegiance to God (i.e., faith, trust). One must not trust the world's dominant 

ideology or those who rule by it for salvation: one must trust in God alone. 

The reversal theme continues in I Cor I :26-31, where positive and negative 

appraisals and dialogic expansions and contractions again emphasize worldly wisdom's 

fundamental lack of power. Paul shifts his gaze toward behavior at the end of this section 

where he argues that boasting (striving for personal honor) is improper because God. 

through Christ, is responsible for granting honor to the readers, they have not gained it 

themselves. Here the key value emphasized is humility. Humility, the opposite of 

boasting, flouts the competition for honor (particularly bettering oneself at the expense of 

others) around which the world's "wisdom" operates. Instead, humility is about living in 

the status that has been granted them by God. 
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Instances of attitude and engagement in 1 Cor 2:1-5 emphasize again the 

fundamental lack of value of the world's so-called wisdom. In fact, Paul argues here that 

God operates not merely in spite of but through weakness to accomplish his purposes. 

This was exemplified in the crucifixion of the Messiah and in Paul's ministry. Here is 

exhibited both humility and loyalty. Just as Paul remained loyal to proclaiming nothing 

among the Corinthians but Jesus Christ and him crucified (loyalty) in spite of the fact that 

such was considered ''foolish" by the world, so too the community must eschew the 

world's ideology and values and remain faithful to the crucified Messiah. Otherwise, the 

integrity of the community will be jeopardized. 

Finally, 1 Cor 2:6--16 attitude and engagement draw a thick line of distinction 

between the wisdom of God and the "wisdom" ofthe world: the honor of those who 

discern the wisdom of God, and the shame of those who do not; those who have the Spirit 

of God and the concomitant ability to discern the wisdom of God, and those who do not: 

those who speak with Spirit-taught words, and those who speak with human-taught 

words: those who have the mind of Christ, and those who are world-oriented. One 

significant value for the EKKAJlata pressed here is that of being Spirit-guided as opposed 

to being guided by the dominant ideology of the world. Only when the members of the 

family of God are guided by the Spirit of God can the group say the same (cf. 1: I 0): 

otherwise, oxlollaTa and Ep!CE5, natural by-products ofthe dominant ideology ofthe 

world, will persist and threaten the integrity ofthe community of believers. 
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Chapter 4 

'Tell Us How You Really Feel, Paul!" (Part 2) 
An Appraisal Analysis of 1 Cor 3:1---4:21 

Is Christ Divided? The Problem of Coteries in Corinth (1 Cor 1:10-4:21) (Part 2) 

"Your Actions Prove Otherwise" (1 Cor 3: 1--4) 

In this unit, Paul returns to the specific issues of division and strife with which he began 

his argument (1 Cor 1:1 0-17). It may seem at first glance that 1:18-2:16 was a 

digression from Paul's main point, but this is not the case. 1 In that section, broadly 

speaking, Paul established two points that apply directly to the readers' discordant 

behavior discussed in the current unit: (1) the crucified Messiah was the means by which 

God turned the world's wisdom on end so that all boasting-a major source of division 

and quarreling among the Corinthians-is precluded; and (2) since this wisdom is 

available to those who have the Spirit, the readers, who lack no spiritual gift (cf. 1:5-7), 

should have known this and should not have been quarreling and dividing as the result of 

boasting. 2 Not surprisingly, then, in this unit Paul enacts his role as apostle (or father [ cf 

4: 14]) with conspicuous vigor to correct the readers' behavior. 3 This is made quite 

obvious through selections from both ATTITUDE and ENGAGEMENT. With regard to 

ATTITUDE, the unit is completely saturated with negativity due to Paul's repeated 

selections of negative JUDGMENT. In fact, except for the address O:oef..¢ol (t, + JUDGMENT: 

1 Contra Wire. Corinthian Women Prophets. 39, 47. 

2 Cf. Fee. First Epistle. 128. 
3 deSilva (""Honor Discourse:· 72) notes how Paul questions the readers· status as ··spirituar· 

peoph: and declares them to be immature in the faith on the basis ofthejealousy and discord they exhibit as 
a wa) to use the ··power of shaming to motivate the Corinthians to pursue the course of action which Paul 
perceives is in the best interest of the Christian community.'" 

175 
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NORMALITY), every instance of ATTITUDE in vv. 1--4 realizes Paul's negative judgment of 

the readers. As for ENGAGEMENT, dialogue is consistently contracted which strongly 

suggests Paul's social goal is to provide correction. It appears the readers, at least as Paul 

portrays them, think of themselves as spiritual, but as Paul makes very clear their divisive 

behavior says otherwise.4 

Attitudinal Analysis 

The attitudinal evaluations of the readers in 3: 1-2b are based on Paul's recollection from 

his prior experience with them (cf. 2: 1). 5 Recalling that experience he says, I was not 

able to speak to you as ~piritual, but as fleshly. as immature in Christ (ouK ~ouv~8T)v 

Spiritual (rrveu~aTtKOt5) recalls orrveu~aTtK05 constructed at 2:15 and plays offthe 

contrast with ~UXtKC)5 av8pc.uTT05 established there. Not being able to speak to the 

readers as spiritual people insinuates that they, similar to the world-oriented person, were 

thinking and operating by the standards of this age and unable to fully or rightly discern 

God's wisdom (t,- JUDGMENT: CAPACITY). This insinuation becomes explicit in the 

subsequent clause where Paul says he could only speak to them as fleshly (oapKtVOt5) 

1• I • I

and as zmmature (VT)TTlOt5).
6 

It appears that Paul used oapKtVOt5 mstead of~UXtK05 to 

avoid suggesting the readers were devoid of the Spirit, which they clearly are not (cf. 

4 In collectivist group-speak. Paul argues the readers are not living and behaving by the norms of 
the group to \\hich they now belong (i.e .. the EKKAT]ota). That is. they do not seem to have fully converted 
or transformed their identity to their new group ( cf. Nock. Conversion. 7: Meeks. Origins o.fChristian 
A/orality. 21-36: Tucker. rou Belong to Christ. 205-8). 

5 Tucker ( rou Belong to Christ. 206) calls this "employing social memory." 
6 C[ Francis. "Babes in Christ": Thiselton. First Corinthians. 288-91; Fee. First Epistle. 123-24 

and sources they cite. Note that the double comparative clauses used here have a scaling effect similar to 
repetition. increasing Paul's investment in the judgment of the readers (GRADUATION: FORCE). 
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1:5-7 and the use ofthe group EV XptoTG? in v. I). 7 That said, the term aptly describes 

the readers who Paul maintains continue to operate by the world's ideology and values in 

spite of the fact that they have the Spirit. 8 At this point it is still unclear whether these are 

negative judgments of sanction or negative judgments of esteem. Collocation with the 

term vrrrrlot5 may be of some help. Immature contrasts with mature at 2:6. In that 

context, the mature ones were those who, because they had received the Spirit from God 

rather than the spirit ofthe age, were able to discern the wisdom of God. This strongly 

suggests that immature refers not merely to those whose behavior is childish (sanction), 

but to those who, despite having the Spirit, still operate by the wisdom of the age and are, 

thus, unable to fully discern God's wisdom (esteem). Thus, both oapKtVOl5 and VT]TTtOl5 

are both criticisms of the readers' incapability to rightly discern and apply to their lives 

9the wisdom of God(- JUDGMENT: CAPACITY). 

The references in v. 2 to giving the readers milk (yaAa) and not solid food 

(~pw1Ja) continues the imagery ofimmaturity. 10 Paul's play on words with ouvaiJat 

confirms that vv. I and 2 speak to the readers' inability to understand God's wisdom: 

Paul was not able (auK hovv~8T]v) to teach them as spiritual or, by analogy, give them 

anything more than milk, because the readers were not yet able to receive it(­

JUDGMENT: CAPACITY). One should not read this text as Paul's self-reflection on his 

teaching abilities or his effectiveness: nor should it be taken to mean that Paul taught 

7 Cf. Fee. First Epistle. 124: Thiselton. First Corinthians. 288. 

8 Cf. Fee. Ftrst Epistle. 124: Tucker. rou Belong to Christ. 206. 


q Fee. First Epistle. 125 says vr]mo5 ··refers to thinking or behavior that is not fitting:· in this case 

their behavior is not fitting for their ··adulthood .. in Christ. Cf. Braumann. ··vr]mo5 :· I :282. 

10 Tucker ( rou Belong to Christ. 206) rightly suggests that Paul here employs the resources of 
social memory to teach the readers. 
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elementary (milk) and advanced (meat) principles of Christian living. 11 Rather, '"the 

fundamental contrast in Paul's mind is not between two quite different diets which he has 

to offer, but between the true food of the Gospel with which he has fed them (whether 

milk or meat) and the synthetic substitutes which the Corinthians have preferred." 12 In 

this case, the "synthetic substitutes" consisted of the world's way of thinking, being, and 

operating. Spoiled by this diet of substitutes, the readers had not undergone a full 

transformation (including what Meeks calls ''social relocation") 13 as part of their 

conversion-at least as Paul perceived them. They continued to struggle with acceptance 

and application of the message of the cross and the life of humility it demands. So there 

are two negative judgments of capacity at work here: the analogy of being fed milk and 

not solid food, which is an ideational token of the readers' inability to discern and accept 

the wisdom of God when Paul first brought it to them (t,- JUDGMENT: CAPACITY): and 

Paul's directly inscribed assessment, you were not yet able(- JUDGMENT: CAPACITY). 

Although each ofthese criticisms would certainly challenge the honor of the 

readers and would likely be difficult for them to accept. they are softened somewhat by 

the fact that they describe an earlier point in the readers' spiritual development. However, 

in a major move in the final clause ofv. 3, Paul brings the accusation of immaturity 

forward to their present situation: Indeed, even now you are still not able (a"A"A' ovoi: ht 

vuv ouvao8E). This is yet another criticism of the readers' ability to accept and to apply 

God's wisdom to their lives(- JUDGMENT: CAPACITY). They have given assent to (cf. 

11 Cf. Garland. I Corinthians. I 07-9: Hooker ...Hard Sa) ings." 

12 Hooker...Hard Sayings ... 21. 


13 Cf. Nock. Conversion. 7: Meeks. Origins ofChristian Morality. 26-32. 
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Nock's '"adhesion") 14 the message of the gospel (cf. in Christ [v. 1 ]), but they have 

shown no growth, no maturation in their spiritual understanding. 15 Both the emphatic use 

of aAAa (indeed) and the particle ETl (even/still) realize instances of GRADUATION: 

FORCE: INTENSIFICATION. Indeed increases Paul's investment in the criticism he levels 

against the readers, while yet/still increases the force of the '"semiotic punch" delivered in 

the temporal shift. 16 Thus, not only is this the last in the chain of criticisms of the readers' 

capacity, it is the most prominent of those types ofjudgments. 

At v. 3, Paul says the readers are still not able to take solidfoodbecause they are 

still fleshly. :LapKtKOt in this context refers to behavior that is blameworthy and is, thus, 

an instance of negative social sanction (- JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). 
17 This becomes clear 

in following compound leading question (see Engagement Analysis below): orrov yap 'Ev 

UIJlV s~Aos- Kat Epts-, ouxt oapKtKo't 'mTE Kat KaTa av8pu.mov mptTTaTEtTE; (For 

where jealousy and discord exist among you, are you not fleshly and living in a merely 

J.l Nock. Conversion. 7. 

15 Not all scholars believe spiritual progress is the issue here because Paul chose the (t) pically) 
pejorative term v~mos- rather than niKvov which would be expected in contexts discussing grov.th and 
maturation (cf. Fee. First Epistle. 125: Francis ...Babes in Christ," 42--48). However. there is no reason wh) 
the idea of progress should be dismissed. Paul argues here in temporal frames: ..When I vvas with) ou 
before, you thought and behaved in ways unbefitting people with the Spirit-and you still act that wa: even 
novv !" Based on v. hat Paul has heard from Chloe· s people. no spiritual maturation has occurred among 
them, and their divisive behavior proves it. Cf. Malina and Pilch, Letters of Paul. 73. 

16 Robertson and Plummer(! Corinthians. 53) say that en ..adds force to the rebuke" and that 
a)... 'Aa ..has its strongest ·ascensive. force ... 

17 Fee (First Epistle. 121 n 3 ). Garland (I Corinthians. I 09). and somewhat hesitantly Thiselton 
(First Cortnthians. 288~89) make a distinction between oapKlVOS" and ocxpKtKOS" on the basis that the~ 
tvos- ending connotes "made of" while the ~tKOS" ending connotes ..characterized by." Conzelmann. on the 
other hand. argues the; are synonymous since they both are expressed by human behavior (cf. 
Con;:elmann. I Corinthians. 72). The sense should be determined from context. Paul used oapKtVOS" to 
criticize the readers for their inability to apply the message of the cross to their behavior (negative esteem). 
but he uses ocxpKtKos- to refer to blameworthy behavior (negative sanction). Thus, although the two overlap 
in sense, they have distinct sensess. 
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19 human way?). Two negative behavioral terms,jealou.sy (l;~Ao5) 18 and discord (EP15), 

are brought into the discourse in the locative clause that sets up the two-pronged 

rhetorical question. Since the expected answer to the rhetorical question is "'yes" (note the 

use of ovxi) it is implied that the readers do, indeed, have a problem with these kinds of 

behavior. Z~Ao5 refers to the implied readers' divisive behavior manifested in the 

formation of cliques around one or another leader in the church for whatever reason (cf. 

1: 12; 4:6). 20 This results in Ept5 (discord), for the formation of cliques naturally creates 

an agonistic environment, an environment of competition in which one person or group 

seeks to gain more honor or prestige than another. This is exactly the kind of worldly 

behavior that results from operating by the so-called "wisdom'' of the world, which is 

precisely why Paul deems it inappropriate (- JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY) to bring it into the 

. fb )" 11commumty o e tevers.­

:LcxpKIKOt (fleshly) is further defined by the second part of the rhetorical question 

KO:Ta av8pu.:mov mpt TTCXTEl TE; The NRSV's behaving according to human inclinations 

may be the best rendering of this clause. 22 Contextually, av8pc.urrov connects back to 

\jJUXtK<)5 OE av8pc.uTT05 (world-oriented person) at 2:14. 23 Such a person operates solely 

in accordance with the world's ideology and values without the benefit of the Spirit. 

Although Paul does not accuse the readers of being completely devoid of the Spirit (see 

18 On glossing this term as jealousy as opposed to em:v. ct: Elliott. ··God-Zealous or Jealous but 
Never Envious:· 90. CC also. Seeman. ··zeal/Jealousy."" 

19 Jealous.v and discord are paired as vices at 2 Cor 12:20. Cf. also Gal 5:20. where they are each 
listed among works ofthejlesh. 

2°C[ Malina and Pilch. Lel/ers ofPaul. 73. 342--43. 
21 Cf. deSil\'a. ··Honor Discourse." 64--67. 

22 Unfortunately. they do not carry the gloss through to the tlnal rhetorical question of the unit. 
where they gloss ··are you not merely human?"" 

23 Ct: Robertson and Plummer. I Corinthians. 54. 

http:terms,jealou.sy


181 

above), he does not back down from drawing a comparison between the readers and the 

world-oriented person to make a poignant if not painful comment about their improper 

behavior (t,- JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). What kind of behavior demonstrates that one is 

fleshly, living like someone who operates by the world's standards and not those of the 

Spirit? According to v. 4, it is making claims such as, "I am of Paul" or '"I am of 

Apollos." That is, anyone who divides up the community of believers through the 

formation of cliques around various people of status are av8pwTTOl (v. 4e) (t,­

JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). Fee's comment is apropos: "They are not only not giving 

evidence of life in the Spirit, but far worse, their quarrels and rivalry confirm that their 

behavior belongs to the present age, with its fallen, twisted values." 24 

Engagement Analysis 

The unit kicks off with a deny+ counter pair (v. 1) in which Paul denies that he was able 

to speak to the readers as TTVEVIJaTtKol (DISCLAIM: DENY): rather (aAA'), he was only able 

to speak to them as though they were oapKtVOl and V~TTlOl (DISCLAIM: COUNTER). The 

function of this rhetorical pair is to reject the readers' positive self-assessment as spiritual 

and to replace it with Paul's negative appraisal. Because the denial is directed against the 

readers-and especially because it rejects the positive attitude they had of themselves, 

even though it is depicted as an attitude they held at a previous time-this deny + counter 

pair puts writer-reader solidarity at serious risk. This is largely because Paul presents 

himself as being able to give a more accurate assessment of the readers than they are able 

to give of themselves. Further, the counter portrays Paul as correcting the implied 

24 Fee. First Epistle. I 26-27. Cf. deSilva. ··Honor Discourse:· 72. 
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readers' self-assessment, which clearly portrays them as being incorrect in their 

assessment. 

Following the assessment of the readers as immature or irifants (v~mot), Paul 

stays with the analogy and asserts that he gave them milk to drink (i.e., he gave them the 

basics of the gospel) (v. 2). Although this assertion is monoglossic, the ensuing clause 

construes a heteroglossic backdrop through the realization of DISCLAIM: DENY in which 

Paul contracts the dialogue and rejects any notion the readers may have that he had fed 

them solidfood (i.e., a higher level of teaching) during his prior experience with them. 

The reason for this is given in a further instance of DISCLAIM: DENY: for you were not yet 

able [to receive solidfood} (ovrrw yap 'Eouvao6E). As before, the denials depict Paul as 

one who was better able to judge the level of teaching the readers received. All of this 

sets up for the next dialogic move. 

The clause aM' OUOE ETl vuv ouvao6E (Indeed, even now you are still not able) 

(v. 2d) marks the major turning point in the argument in which Paul brings all of the 

negative appraisals regarding their earlier stage of belief and applies them to their current 

stage (see Attitudinal Analysis above). The grammar of this clause makes it challenging 

to classify in terms of engagement. On the one hand, Paul's use of cXAAcX is emphatic 

(indeed), 25 indicating the kind of authorial emphasis that marks instances of PROCLAIM: 

PRONOUNCE. On the other hand, the negative particle ovoe signals an instance of 

DISCLAIM: DENY. In terms of discourse semantics, the difference between these two is 

slight. Both denials and pronouncements stand diametrically opposed to some other 

dialogic position, but authors use denials to reject the opposing view outright and 

2
' CC Thiselton. First Corinthians. 291: Barrett. First Epistle. 81. 
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pronouncements to resist the alternative view by "speaking over top of' the alternative 

view. What tips the scale in favor of DISCLAIM: DENY is the use ofthe negative particle 

ouCE; pronouncements are typically stated positively. Rather than functioning as a strong 

disjunctive here, 26 the conjunction cXAAcX realizes GRADUATION: FORCE: INTENSIFICA TJON. 

which functions to scale up the degree of Paul's investment in the denial. What Paul so 

forcefully rejects here is the notion that the readers had reached a more mature level of 

spirituality since Paul's previous personal experience with them. 

Following this strong denial is an instance of PROCLAIM: PRONOUNCE: ht yap 

oapKtKot EOTE (v. 3). Typically, attributive relational clauses in which some Attribute is 

ascribed to a Carrier are monoglossic, stated without any acknowledgment of other points 

of view. In this instance, however, the adverb ETt changes things, for it signals an 

authorial emphasis (GRADUATION: FORCE: INTENSIFICATION). As mentioned, authors 

direct pronouncements at some assumed or directly referenced counter position in order 

to resist or challenge it by insisting that the authorial view is correct/better. Here, Paul 

resists the view that the readers are spiritual (or that they are not fleshly). 

To support (yap) this pronouncement, Paul calls on a so-called ''rhetorical" 

question (v. 3b). The interpersonal structure ofthe question is interesting. Paul uses a 

locative clause to place jealousy (~~A05) and discord (Ept5) among them, after which the 

question proper is asked: OUXl oapKtKO't 'wn Kal KOTcX av8pu.mov TTEplTTaTEtTE; (are 

you not fleshly and living according to human inclinations?). The negative particle ouxl 

creates the expectation of an affirmative answer ("Yes, we are fleshly ...'')and, 

therefore, functions to construe both Paul and the readers as being in alignment on this 

26 This reading is preferable because Paul is not here countering the previous assertion: in fact. he 
is building upon it. 
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point. This realizes PROCLAIM: CONCUR, which excludes from the colloquy any opposing 

points of view by positioning those who would advance them as being at odds with what 

is purportedly agreed upon by the writer and readers. 27 This is a powerful means by 

which Paul brings the readers-in-the-text into alignment with his point of view. 

The unit closes with a second '"rhetorical" or leading question (v. 4), but the setup 

differs slightly from the preceding one. Where a locative clause was used to create the 

interpretive context for the previous question, Paul uses two instances of reported speech 

introduced with a temporal clause: OTOV yap AEYlJ TIS" 'eyw IJEV E'tl-11 navAou, ETEpos­

OE' 'eyw 'ArroAAW, OVK av8pwrrot EOTE; (For when someone says, "!am ofPaul ... and 

someone else says. "!am ofApollos, "are you not humans?). With the reported speech, 

Paul overtly and intentionally connects back to his early directive against disunity (cf. 

1: 12ff.). Once this specific divisive, clique-forming behavior is reestablished in the 

discourse, Paul asks the leading question. Like the previous question, the negative 

particle ovK is used to create the expectation for an affirmative answer ("Yes, we are 

human"). Thus, also like the previous question, this one realizes PROCLAIM: CONCUR and 

portrays Paul and readers as in fundamental agreement on the point that the readers are 

merely human. Again, use of leading (''rhetorical") questions is a powerful means of 

positioning readers to align with Paul's value position. 

Summary 

As far as attitudinal appraisals are concerned, this section is entirely negative, consisting 

of negative judgments throughout. The first five of these eleven negative judgments 

speak to the readers' incapability to discern and then live by the wisdom of God, both 

27 Cf. Martin and White. Language o.fEvaluation. 124. 
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early in their spiritual walk and at the time Paul addresses them with this letter. The 

remaining six instances of negative judgment are directed at the implied readers' 

behavior. Although they are people endowed with the Spirit, their behavior demonstrates 

that they do not live by the things of the Spirit. Tracing attitude in this unit reveals Paul's 

thought pattern: incapability to discern and live by God's wisdom (vv. 1-2) results in 

impropriety (vv. 3-4), which in tum signals that one is living in a world-oriented manner 

rather than by the Spirit ( cf. 2:6-16). 

Paul's selections from ENGAGEMENT function to align the readers-in-the-text with 

the attitudinal assessments. Paul makes ample use of DISCLAIM: DENY to keep any 

opposing voices from being heard in this portion of the colloquy. One of these denials 

occurs at a key turning point in the argument, where Paul carries forward the negative 

assessments of the ''novice'' readers and applies them to their current stage of spiritual 

development. PROCLAIM: PRONOUNCE is called upon for the purpose of social name­

calling, in which he insists the implied readers are fleshly. Finally, Paul supports this 

pronouncement with two leading questions, both realizing PROCLAIM: CONCUR for the 

sole purpose of aligning the readers to agree with him that they are behaving as though 

they are fleshly. 

The Great Reversal (Reprise) (1 Cor 3:5-9) 

Paul's goal in this section is to help the readers do what, in the previous section, he 

chided them for not being able to do: apply the message of the cross to life. The 

virtue/value in which he is most interested in applying to life is humility. the "'socially 

acknowledged claim to neutrality in the competition of life.'' 28 Picking up directly from 

28 Malina. ··Humility." I I 8. 
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the reported speech in 3:4 (I am o.f Paul; I am o.fApollos), Paul demonstrates how a 

humble attitude ought to direct the way the implied addressees consider both themselves 

and others in the community of believers regardless of how the measure up by the 

world's standards. Farming proves to be a helpful analogy for accomplishing this goal: 

the social roles of master and farmhand are appropriate analogues for the point Paul 

wishes to make. 29 As with previous text exhibiting the theme of reversal, attitudinal 

appraisals aid in constructing the sense of reversal by generating positive prosodies 

around those things the world typically appraises negatively and by generating negative 

prosodies around those things the world typically appraises positively. Choices in 

engagement strategy vary between monoglossic and heteroglossic, but patterns typically 

trend toward dialogic contraction when heteroglossia is construed. 

Attitudinal Analysis 

The two open questions with which Paul launches this unit-T't ... EOTtv 'A rroAAws-; 

Tt OE 'wTtV nauAos-; (What is Apollos? And what is Paul?)--invite an appraisal from the 

readers, but Paul's immediate answer supplies an appraisal for them: otaKovot 

(servants). 30 To ajlesh(v audience, as which Paul has just construed the readers (vv. 1-5), 

this epithet would not likely evoke feelings of admiration for Paul or Apollos and, in fact, 

would likely evoke a negative appraisal(- JUDGMENT: NORMALITY). 
31 Yet, this is exactly 

the feeling Paul is likely hoping to evoke in order to make salient the topic of humility-

the polar opposite of boasting (i.e., self-aggrandizement) in which the readers were 

29 Cf Carson. The Cross and Christian ,\/inistry. 75-77. 

3°Cf. Robertson and Plummer. I Corinthians. 56. 

31 Cf Martin. Corinthian Bod_v, I 02: Garland, I Corinthians. Ill. 
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involved (cf. 1:29-31: 3:21; 4:7). 32 In naming Paul and Apollos servants Paul implies 

they are not ··masters" to which anyone may belong. 33 It is through them (ot' wv), not in 

them (ev ols-) the implied readers believed. Neither Apollos nor Paul were seeking honor 

and prestige for themselves by winning disciples with their teaching as the sophists do; 34 

rather, they were seeking disciples and honor for their master, the Lord (o Kuptos-) (t, + 

JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). 

As is proper for good servants to do, both Paul and Apollos fulfill their duties as 

assigned to them by their divine Master (v. 6). Drawing on the farming analogy, Paul 

says he was given the task of planting, so he planted (t, + JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY); 

Apollos was given the task of watering, so he watered (t, +JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). Yet, 

as the analogy goes, neither the one who plants nor the one who waters has anything to 

do with the actual growth of the crops (v. 7); that is the work of God ( 6 8EOS" fJu!;avEv 

[God makes grow] [v. 6]; oavl;avwv 8Eos- [God is the one who makes grow] [v. 7]). 

Therefore, Paul concludes, waTE ouTE 6 <j>vTEvwv EOTtV Tt OUTE 6 TTOTtl_;wv 0.!-.!.. ' 6 

avl;avwv 8EOS" (So then, neither the one who plants nor the one who waters is anything. 

but God who makes growth [is something}). 35 Here, the planter and waterer are appraised 

as not being all that special(- JUDGMENT: NORMALITY), but by contrast God is evaluated 

32 Clarke. Secular and Christian Leadership. 119-20; Tucker. You Belong to Christ. 211- I2. 
Schnabel. ·"Objectives of Change:· 180: ··Paul"s identification of preachers and teachers as ·servants· turns 
the frame of reference of Greco-Roman society and its notion of social prestige upside dmv n:· 

33 Fee. First Epistle. 129. Wire. Corinthian Women Prophets. 43: ··The point ofthe farming 
analogy and the following one from building is to undermine any tendenc) of the Corinthians to choose 
between leaders. since all \YOrkers have distinct roles that are strictly functional and complementary ... 

34 Cf. Winter. After Paul Left Corinth. 31--43. 
35 The assertion of the first clause that neither the planter nor the waterer is anything (or perhaps 

neither is anybody [special]) is countered and supplanted by the assertion of the second clause that God 
who makes gro\\th is something (or somebody [special]). In a context where boasting and self-glorying is a 
problem. the point seems to be that God is ··everything:· so that only he is to receive glory/honor. 
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as being very special ( + JUDGMENT: NORMALITY). As Conzelmann puts it, "Although Paul 

and Apollos are God's 'fellow-workers' (v. 9), they have no special merit. Their work is 

incommensurable with God's work." 36 Although the planter and the waterer act 

appropriately by fulfilling their tasks, they have no right to boast in their efforts (i.e., 

claim honor for themselves); rather, they must give all honor to God-they must "boast 

in the Lord" (I :31 }-who is ultimately responsible for the fruit of their efforts. 

What Paul has said so far is only half ofthe application he wishes to make. At v. 

8, he asserts o ¢uTEvc.uv cSe Kat o lTOTtf;c.uv EV E'totv (The one who plants and the one 

who waters are one). In the context of the analogy, one most likely speaks to the unity of 

purpose shared by the workers despite the difference in their tasks. 37 This description of 

oneness reflects the value of wholeness or completeness that Paul prizes; 38 not 

surprisingly, such singleness of purpose is viewed in positive light(+ JUDGMENT: 

PROPRIETY). 
39 Emphasis is placed on the mutuality of the planter and waterer, of Paul 

and Apollos; neither ofthem boasts in the results of their individual tasks, for doing so 

would destroy their singleness of purpose and hinder the growth God can bring. As 

Garland puts it, "[A] rivalry between a planter and a waterer is absurd. The field is not a 

battlefield where workers vie with one another for supremacy. It is a farmstead to be 

brought under cultivation so as to produce fruit. If the farmhands do not work 

cooperatively, the crop will be ruined.'' 40 Because the workers' unity of purpose stands in 

16 Conzelmann. I Corinthians. 74. 

17 Witherington. Conflict & Community. 132. Cf. Carson. The Cross and Christian Minisi!J'. 76. 


Cf. Thiselton. First Corinthians. 303. 
18 Cf. Neyrey. Paul. I I 2-14. 
19 This judgment operates on the assumption that the planter and waterer both have the end result 

of all the work in vie\\. not just the end goal of their O\\n task. 
40 Garland. I Corinthians. 112. Cf. Hays. First Corinthians. 52: Oster. I Corinthians. 94. 

http:lTOTtf;c.uv
http:uTEvc.uv
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such stark contrast to the divisiveness of the readers ( cf. I: 12; 3 :4; 4:6), the readers are 

indirectly implicated in hindering, if not ruining, the work of God (t,- JUDGMENT: 

PROPRIETY). They should heed the reminder that each will receive their own reward 

according to their own labor. If the planter and the waterer both do their part so the 

whole lot benefits (unity for the benefit of the whole), 41 then each worker involved will 

reap these benefits along with all the other workers. However, if either the planter or the 

waterer fails to do their part so the whole lot suffers (disunity negatively impacting the 

whole), then the worker not doing their part will forfeit their share to any benefits that 

might still have been gleaned. 42 

To conclude the unit (v. 9), Paul claims we (i.e., Paul the planter and Apollos the 

waterer) are .fellow workers belonging to God. Paul is not here suggesting that he and 

Apollos are fellow workers with God; for he has already established that they are servants 

of God, and in ancient culture servants are not co-workers with masters. 43 Rather, he 

reiterates his main point: he and Apollos, planter and waterer, both belong to God and are 

jointly commissioned (though each with his own task) to work for the common cause of 

planting and watering God's field (t, +JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY)
44-and the readers are 

that field (v. 9b) (t, +JUDGMENT: NORMALITY). 

41 Behaving in \\ays that support and build up the entire group is an important theme in the Pauline 
epistles. Cf. e.g .. Rom14:19: 15:2: I Cor 8:1: 10:23-24: 12:7: 14:12.26-33: Eph 4:12.29: I Thess 5:11. 

42 This interpretation takes into account the collectivist (group-oriented) culture shared by Paul 
and the readers. On group-orientation. see Malina . .Vew Testament World. 60-67: Neyrey...Group 
Orientation:· 94-98 (esp. 96). There is debate as to whether or not ~to8o5 is used in reference to 
eschatological reward (i.e .. eternal life) (c[ Kuck. Judgment and Community Coriflict. 167: Yinger. Paul. 
Judaism. and Judgment. 212). Many contemporary interpreters think the point here is that the reward. 
whatever it may be. will come from God (cf Thiselton. First Corinthians. 304: Tucker. rou Belong to 
Christ. 215). 

43 Cf. Garland. I Corinthians. 113: Carson. The Cross and Christian Ministry. 76. Contra 
Witherington. CoJ{f/ict & Community. 132-33. 

44 et: Fee. First t:pistle. 133. 
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Engagement Analysis 

Each of the two open questions leading off this unit (v. 5) are instances of ENTERTAIN. As 

expository questions they introduce the topic into the colloquy and thereby open space 

for discussion. However, Paul immediately contracts the dialogue by answering both of 

these questions with back-to-back instances of PROCLAIM: PRONOUNCE: 
45 servants 

through whom you believed and to each as the Lord gave a task. By insisting in the first 

clause that both he and Apollos are nothing more than OtcXKOVOt, Paul directly challenges 

the view that either one or both of them are to be venerated in some way based on 

worldly standards. The second clause insists that although each of them were 

commissioned by the Lord with different tasks, they both serve the same master and thus 

a single purpose. 

At v. 6, both I planted and Apollos watered are monoglossic, presenting 

propositions that are givens or "taken-for-granted." That said, they generate a certain 

expectation among the readers-in-the-text that because Paul planted and Apollos watered 

the two were also responsible for growth. Paul counters that expectation with a"A"Aa o 

8Eos- Tl'JSOVEV (but God gave the increase). The ··axiological paradigm"46 Paul projects 

onto the readers with this counter is that one ought to understand that God provides the 

growth, not God's workers. 

As if the counter in v. 6 was not strong enough to make his point, Paul follows in 

v. 7 with a deny + counter pair that emphasizes the same point, a realization of 

GRADUATION: FORCE: INTENSIFICATION along the same Jines as repetition. He concludes 

45 Although these statements appear to be monogloss. they are not because they arc obvious 
responses to the opening questions. serving to squelch (contract) other possible ans\vers. 

46 Martin and White. Language ofEmluation. 121. 
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WOTE OUTE 0 cpUTEUWV EOTIV Tl OUTE 0 TTOTtl;wv a"A"A' 0 au~avwv 8E05 (so then, 

neither the one who plants nor the one who waters is anything, but God who makes grow 

[is something]). The neither ... nor structure embeds two denials (DISCLAIM: DENY) into 

this single clause (a realization of GRADUATION: FORCE) by which Paul rejects the idea 

that the servants-the planter and the waterer-have anything to do with the growth of 

crops they planted and watered. He replaces this notion in the countering clause, a"A"A' o 

au~avwv 8E05 (but God who makes grow [is everything}). Again, Paul corrects the 

readers by supplying them with the value position by which they ought to appraise Paul 

and Apollos, or for that matter themselves, namely that they are servants of God who is 

ultimately responsible for the growth of the community. 

Like v. 6, v. 8 begins with a monoglossic statement, 6 cpuTEuwv OE Kat 6 

rroT'tl;wv !iv e'tatv (the one who plants and the one who waters are one), stating 

categorically that the two workers. though involved in different tasks, work together for a 

unified purpose. Any voice that might argue on the basis of their distinct tasks that they 

serve distinct purposes is ignored and thus completely shut out of the dialogue. Paul 

treats this proposition as though it is a given, something that both he and the readers may 

take for granted. In fact, the next proposition uses this ""taken-for-granted-ness" as its 

launching point, countering the expectation generated by {the workers] are one: EKOOT05 

oe Tov 'iotov ~ta8ov M~~ETat KaTCx Tov 'iotov Korrov (but each can expect to receive 

their own reward according to their own labor). Paul does not completely supplant the 

claim that the workers have a single purpose. He does, however, play offliv (one) with 

EKOOT05 (each) to make the point that, as noted above, the planter and the waterer must 

both do their part so the entire work is completed and the whole group benefits. otherwise 
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the one that fails to do their part will forfeit their access to any benefits that may still be 

gleaned. 

Paul closes the unit with two clauses that exhibit monoglossia (v. 9). Fee rightly 

sees these closing comments as a terse yet emphatic summation ofthe whole paragraph's 

argument."n The main point for which Paul has been arguing is that those who lead in the 

church--even apostles-are merely servants who work at God's behest. These servants 

seek honor not for themselves, but for God who has given each of them their own task in 

his larger plan. Thus, Paul concludes 8EOu yap 'w~Ev ouvEpyo't, 8Eau yEwpytov, 8Eau 

o'tK08o~~ EOTE (For we are co-workers belonging to God: you are God'sfield, God's 

building). These new '"slogans"~8 are not braggadocio statements; rather. they emphasize 

that all belongs to God, whether the work of the servants, the field (i.e .. the church at 

Corinth), or the building (i.e., the church at Corinth). As a result, all boasting is excluded. 

except that which is in the Lord. 

Summary 

It was noted at the outset of this section that Paul's intent was to demonstrate to the 

readers how the message of the cross ought to be applied to life. The first move was to 

name himself and Apollos as servants who work to fulfill the duties the Lord has 

assigned to them. It was very likely Paul's intention to evoke a negative reaction among 

the readers by casting himself and Apollos in this role, for with servants comes a negative 

evaluation-"not special." With this the reversal theme that was apparent throughout I 

Cor I: 18-2:5 is reestablished in the present text: the high-status, self-promoting people 

the world might expect to lead God's community are rejected by God in favor of humble 

47 Fee. First Epistle. 134. 

48 Fee (First Lpistle. 134) sees these as countering the "slogans" back at I Cor I: 12. 
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servants. Thus, Paul and Apollos are evaluated as nothing special, as mere farmhands 

doing their menial labor for the Master. They do not boast in their own efforts, but give 

honor to God who is ultimately responsible for growth. Any voices that may have 

appraised Paul, Apollos, or both as something special are squelched from the colloquy by 

means of pronouncements, denials, counters, and monoglossic assertions. This indicates 

that on the point of where honor should be given, Paul stands firm on one position: all 

glory goes to God. 

Consider Carefully How You Build (1 Cor 3:1 0-17) 

Paul moves now to elaborate on the metaphor of God's building (oiKOoo~~) which he 

introduced quite suddenly at the end ofv. 9. His purpose is to urge the readers to consider 

carefully the how they build the community of God (v. I 0). From the previous unit, he 

picks up the notion of each one receiving a reward in accordance with their labor (v. 8), 

repurposes it for the building metaphor, and relates it to the materials one uses to build 

(cf. ~to8ov ~-~~\j;nat and l)wtw8~oETat in vv. 14 and 15).49 If they build with 

appropriate materials, what they construct can withstand the test of fire on the day of the 

Lord and result in receiving a reward. Thus, Paul appraises both the builders and the 

(metaphorical) building materials in order to position readers to choose that which is 

appropriate. He also draws heavily on the semantics of expectation-what to expect 

when a someone builds on the foundation of Christ, what to expect on the day of the 

Lord, what to expect when one's building remains or burns, what to expect if someone 

destroys "the temple of God"- so dialogically, there are a number of instances of 

49 CL Fee. First £pist/e. 136. 
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ENTERTAIN expanding the dialogue around certain conditions. By this means, Paul 

attempts to get the readers to think critically about their actions. 

Attitudinal Analysis 

The unit opens with Paul's appraisal of the first of the builders he evaluates in this text: 

himself (v. I 0). He calls himself a wise (master) builder (aocpos apXITEKTwv) (+ 

JUDCiMENT: CAPACITY). 
50 Lest someone think he is guilty of the kind of boasting he 

proscribed earlier in the letter, Paul precedes his self-assessment with a very important 

qualification: KaTa T~V xaplV TOU 8EOu T~V 8o8Eioav \JOI (in accordance with the 

benefaction given to me from God). 51 Echoing the thought of I Cor 3:5 (i.e., servants 

perform the tasks God assigns [e8wKev] to them), Paul speaks here of the benefaction 

God gave him to complete his task. 52 Thus, in assessing himself as a wise builder, Paul is 

not involved in the kind of self-aggrandizing boasting he eschews in prior text rather. he 

is boasting in the Lord ( cf. I :3 I). It is God who enables him to function as a skilled 

(master) builder. 

There are a number of scholarly opinions regarding the nature of the benefaction 

Paul received from God, but in this context it likely refers to the foundation he put down, 

namely Jesus Christ. 53 This becomes the standard by which the next builder is appraised. 

Paul says 8EIJEA!OV yap af.Aov ou8els 8uvaTai 8e\val rrapO: TOV KE,liJEVOV, 05 'eaTIV 

'IT]oous XptoT05 (For nobody is able to put down another foundation other than the one 

50 While it is appropriate to gloss the adjective ooc)>os- as skilled here (LN 28.9: NRSV: NET). it is 
likely no accident that Paul chose this terminology. relating as it does to his argument that he speaks the 
wisdom of God (2:6-16). Cf. Garland. I Corinthians. 114. 

51 This Adjunct appears in the Prime of the clause so that everything in the clause· s Subsequent 
may be read in I ight of it ( cf. Dvorak. ·Thematization:· 19-20). 

5c For reasoning behind glossing xap1v as benefaction rather than grace, cf. Crook. ··Grace as 
Benefaction." 25-38. 

53 Cf. Crook. "Grace as Benefaction:· 34-38 (esp. 37). 
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already laid, which is Jesus Christ). Here laying a foundation other than the one Paul has 

already laid is portrayed as overstepping a major group boundary. Therefore, nobod;l" is 

able to put down implicitly appraises as deviant any builder who attempts to do so (t, 

-JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). Fee sees this verse as an intrusion into the analogy, which 

focuses upon the structure built on the foundation rather than the foundation itself; 

nevertheless, it functions to "anticipate the following elaboration by insisting that the 

reason for care in building the superstructure is related to the character of the 

foundation." 55 This suggestion has merit. In terms of attitude, the judgment implicit in 

Paul's utterance construes an attitudinal disposition of caution that permeates the entire 

paragraph. Not only is this fitting following the command in v. 10, take heed how you 

build, but it is also important since Paul will use a number of conditional structures in this 

paragraph (vv. 12-13, 14, 15, 17) that invite the readers to do exactly what he 

commanded: consider how to build. 56 

Having established that there is only one legitimate foundation upon which a 

person may build, Paul now moves on to appraise both the one who builds and what is 

built on that foundation (vv. 12-14). Verses 12-13a contain the first conditional structure 

of the unit. Although Paul's concern lies more with the ones doing the building than the 

materials, that he lists them indicates they are in some way important to the point he will 

make. He lists gold. silver. precious stones, wood, hay, straw (v. 12). It is far from certain 

54 Fee (First Epistle. 136) observes the dominance of indefinite pronouns used in this te'\t to refer 
to those who build. He suggests these pronouns refer specifically to the ones building with wood. hay. 
strm\ (i.e .. human wisdom) and thus allow Paul to make a "frontal attack" on specific people in the 
Corinthian church. However. indefinite pronouns refer to items or people as unspecified or representati,,e 
(Porter, Idioms. 135). So to speak of a ··frontal attack" is an overstatement. These pronouns are more likely 
used so Paul can make and ambiguous atTront. an indirect challenge to the honor of those who fit the 
representative form portrayed in the text. 

55 Fee. First Epistle. 139. Cf. Garland. I Corinthians. 115-16. 
56 In light ofthis air of caution. it may be appropriate to gloss ~AETTETC.:J as consider carefit!~r. 
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that Paul intends the addressees to read this list in terms of items of descending value, 

though that may be the case. 57 The conditional structure stretching across vv. 12-13 

introduces into the colloquy the expectation that whatever structure anyone builds on the 

foundation will be tested by fire on the day of the Lord (hence the reason for the cautious 

disposition of the unit). Thus, it is more likely the building materials listed here are to be 

considered in two groups, those that fire will not consume (gold. silver, precious stones) 

and those that fire will consume (wood, hay, straw). 58 Ifthis is the case, the first three 

items may be analyzed as+ APPRECIATION: VALUATION and the last three items as 

-APPRECIATION: VALUATION-not on the basis of costliness, but on the cultural basis that 

whatever fire does not consume is more valuable, more honorable. Fee appropriately 

suggests from context that the first three imperishable items represent what is compatible 

with the foundation of Jesus Christ, while the latter three perishable items represent 

human sophia in all its forms that passes away with the present age. 59 

The pair of conditional structures in vv. 14-15 are Paul's main conveyors ofthe 

reason why one is to carefully consider how/what they build on the foundation. These 

conditions introduce the possible results ofthe testing by fire. In v. 14 Paul says that if 

someone 's work that was built will remain. 60 that person will receive a reward. In the 

event that the builder's work survives the testing by fire, that work by implication is 

constructed of materials that are imperishable (gold. silver, precious stones) and are, 

57 Cf. Fee. First Epistle. 140: "Although this is indeed a ·studied scale of descending \alue· [cf. 
BDF § 460]. Paul's O\\n use of the analog) makes no point of it. Nor does he place emphasis on the ·value· 
(i.e.. costliness) of the first three in contrast to the last three:· 

58 Cf. Fee. First Epistle, 140. 
59 Fee. First Epistle, 140. 

60 There is a textual variant here. A number of manuscripts read a present tense JJEVEt. while others 
read future form JJEVEt. \\hich is maintained here. For an interpretation based on the present tense reading. 
see Porter. l'erbal Aspect. 313. 
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therefore, worthy ofthe foundation (t, +APPRECIATION: VALUATION). By contrast, in v. 

15 Paul says that if the work ofsomeone does not remain, that person will szif.fer loss. 

Thus, in the event that the builder's work does not survive the fire and she or he suffers 

loss, by implication that work was constructed of perishable materials (wood, haw. straw) 

and therefore not worthy ofthe foundation (t,- APPRECIATION: VALUATION). 
61 

At V. 16 Paul asks the readers OVK o'loaTE OTI vaos- 8eou 'eoTE Kat TO TTVEUIJO 

TOU 8eou otKEt 'ev VIJtV; (Do you not know that you are the temple ofGod and the Spirit 

ofGod chvel!s among you?). 62 Thiselton suggests that ovK o'{oaTE OTt indicates Paul's 

"intensity of feeling" and that the proposition to follow is "axiomatic for the Christian 

and should not have escaped attention as a cardinal element in the community's 

thinking."63 The readers' haughty behavior (not to mention that Paul is compelled even to 

ask this question) implies that the readers somehow "forgot" this point. Thus, negative 

JUDGMENT: CAPACITY ofthe readers is betokened here, even as Paul establishes the fact 

that they are the temple of God as evidenced by the fact that the Spirit dwells among 

them. This raises the question of what is to become of those who destroy the temple of 

God by forming cliques. Paul uses a conditional structure (v. 17) to explain what a person 

can expect if they are responsible for desecrating the temple in this way: {fsomeone 

destroys the temple ofGod, God will destroy that person. Herein, that "someone" is 

condemned for their impropriety (t, - JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). 

61 It should be noted that implicit in these evaluations of the superstructure are e\,aluations of 
beha\ ior. Building a superstructure that burns up is indicative of choosing materials poorly. a behavior 
worthy of sanction (t. -JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). 

62 This may also be glossed ..You know )ou are the temple of God and the Spirit dwells among 
you. right?" 

63 Thiselton. First Corinthians. 316. Thiselton also fails to note the stative aspect of the verb 
(otoaTE). which \\Ould provide support for his claim that the saying is axiomatic. 
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The end of v. 17 packs quite an interpersonal semiotic punch. What was 

insinuated in v. 16 ("'You know you are the temple of God, right?") is made clear at the 

ff I ' f ,...., 64 65
end ofv. 17: OtTtVE5 EOTE U~El5 (you are that temple) (t, +JUDGMENT: NORMALITY). 

The punch of this appraisal hinges on Paul's evaluation of the temple of God just prior to 

equating the readers to the temple. The temple, Paul says, is holy (+ APPRECIATION: 

VALUATION). 66 The reason the temple ofGod is holy is by virtue of the fact that the Holy 

God "occupies" this "space.'' Herein lies the interpersonal punch: if the temple of God is 

holy because God dwells in it, then the readers-now called the temple of God where 

God dwells (t, +JUDGMENT: NORMALITY}-are expected to exhibit holiness in their 

behavior so as not to "corrupt" the temple. 67 This means unholy behavior such as the 

divisive, clique-forming activities of the readers are inappropriate and potentially 

destructive to the community of God. These behaviors are to be avoided. In this way, 

selections from ATTITUDE aid in the construal ofthe axiological paradigm by which Paul 

wants the readers to live. 

Engagement Analysis 

This unit starts off "'single-voiced": none of the utterances in v. 1 0 acknowledge other 

voices. The first two clauses in this stretch, KaTCX T~V xaptv TOU 8EOu ... 8E~EAtOV 

E8T]Ka, af../,o<; OE ETTOlKOOO~El, assert what Paul sees as beyond doubt: he laid down the 

foundation of Jesus Christ and another is building on it. These two statements create the 

contextual frame for the remainder of the unit. The third clause is monoglossic by virtue 

64 Or. which temple you are. ct~ Robertson and Plummer, I Corinthians. 68. 

65 Cf. Malina. ,\'ew Testament World. 192. 

66 Cf. deSilva. Honor. Patronage. Kinship & Purity. 246--49: Malina. ,Vew Testament World. I61­

64: Neyrey. "Wholeness." 204-7: Neyrey. "Idea of Purity." 93-94. 
67 Cf. Fee. Ftrst Epistle. I49. 
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of the imperative ~AETTETW, since, as noted earlier, imperatives neither reference nor 

allow alternative actions in a text. The point of the imperative is to position the readers 

such that they will comply by engaging with Paul in the remainder of this paragraph in 

actually thinking carefully about how they build on the foundation he has established. As 

will be shown, Paul engages them through a series of conditional structures, all of which, 

as instances of ENTERTAIN. construe heteroglossia and expand the dialogue. 

Verse 11 construes a heteroglossic backdrop, but the dialogue is contracted by 

means of a denial: 8EJJEAlOV yap aAAOV OUOel5 OVVOTOl 8elvat rrapO: TOV KE,lJ.lEVOV (jar 

no one is able to lay another foundation other than the one already laid). The denial is 

realized through word negation ( ouoe Is-) instead of clause negation (i.e., negating the 

verb): as a result, emphasis is placed on the fact that nobody-not Paul, not Apollos, not 

anyone-is able to lay a foundation other than the one Paul has already laid down, 

namely Jesus Christ and him crucified. Paul is not necessarily suggesting that anyone is 

attempting to lay a different foundation; rather, it reflects the apparent situation among 

the readers that they were dividing into cliques around various people. 

Verse 12 begins a series of four conditional structures that stretch through to the 

end ofthe unit at v. 17. Every one of these structures is a realization of ENTERTAIN and, 

thus, expands dialogue. This reflects the interpersonal goal of getting the readers to 

consider how they build on the foundation of Christ, for the conditional structures invite 

the readers into dialogue (i.e., invites them to consider) about the specific propositions 

they offer regarding how to build. The syntax of the first conditional structure is 

somewhat convoluted. but may be summarized as follows: assuming for the sake of 

argument that someone builds on the foundation (first class condition), Paul fully expects 
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the kind ofthe work (orrolov) of each builder, which depends upon the materials they use 

(gold, silver, precious stones, wood, hay, straw), to be made manifest on the Day ofthe 

Lord, through the testing of fire with which the day ofthe Lord is revealed (v. 13). 68 

Because the future tense-forms used in this structure (i.e., yev~ona1, OTJAWOEI, and 

OOKq..JC~OEI) grammaticalize Paul's subjective ··emphatic expectation'' toward the 

processes represented, 69 the propositions they present are grounded in Paul's contingent 

individual subjectivity and therefore construe each proposition as but one of many 

propositions available in the current communicative context. It is for this reason they are 

classified as instances of ENTERTAIN. Paul stops short of categorical statements with 

regard to any of these propositions, which, in terms of his purpose, opens and even 

invites ''consideration." 

With the second and third conditional structures (vv. 14-15), Paul leads the 

readers to consider the consequences of work that survives the test of fire and work that 

does not. In both cases, Paul employs a conditional structure with Et +future in protasis. 70 

These conditional constructions are akin to the subjunctive mood and seem to take on a 

slight hypothetical sense (""!fit so happens that ..."). They also, like the subjunctive 

mood, modalize the processes and ground the proposition in Paul's subjectivity. Thus, in 

the first instance ( v. 14), the text may be glossed ifsomeone 's work happens to 

remain . .. he can expect to receive a reward. It is Paul's strong opinion (''emphatic 

expectation")--an opinion based on prior argument, the Scriptures, and God's activity in 

68 The clause on 'Ev rrvpl arroKCIAUTTTETm (jar [the day] is revea/edwithfire) is monoglossic. 
stating the cause/reason as a ··given ... On reading ~IJEpa as subject of arroKaAUTTTETCXI, cf. Fee. First 
Epistle. 142. 

69 Porter. l'erba/ Aspect. 414. 
7°CC Porter. Idioms. 264-65. 
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the world, but an opinion nonetheless-that one whose building survives the test of fire 

will receive a reward. On the contrary, in his opinion-again, a strong opinion based on 

prior argument, the Scriptures, and God's activity in the world, but still an opinion-the 

builder whose work burns up can expect to suffer loss (v. 15). Although open for further 

debate, these positive and negative expectations are strong moves for positioning the 

readers to build with what will endure the fire of testing. 

With ouK o'toaTE (v. 16) Paul again contracts dialogic space, but only for a brief 

moment in the colloquy. The entire question-You know you are the temple ofGod and 

that the Spirit dv.•ells among you, right?-is a leading question that expects an affirmative 

answer ("Yes, we know"). This is an instance of PROCLAIM: CONCUR in which Paul and 

the readers are construed as being in agreement on the point that the readers are. indeed, 

the temple of God, which functions as a set up for the final conditional structure (and last 

heteroglossic element of the unit) in v. 17. In the protasis of this structure, Paul 

introduces the question ofwhat would happen if someone destroys (¢8e'tpet) 71 the group 

of believers at Corinth, presumably through boasting, discord, and the formation of 

cliques. His response to this scenario, given in the apodosis, is quite stem: I expect that 

God will destroy (<jl8epet) that person. Again Paul uses a future form which by 

grammaticalizing expectation modalizes the process and grounds the proposition in his 

own subjectivity and construes the proposition as one among many that are available in 

the current communicative context. Like the previous instances, it is intended to invite 

dialogue and careful consideration ofthe issue. Even though it is open to resistance. the 

71 In the context of holiness as is the case here. the idea is that of destroying wholeness by 
corrupting what is holy/sacred. 
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strong language of destruction is quite powerful at positioning the readers to avoid 

dividing the temple of God. 

Summary 

Both attitudinal evaluations and linguistic engagement clearly serve Paul's main goal of 

this unit, namely to invoke the readers to careful consideration of how they "build" the 

community of believers. The dominant engagement strategy was to open the dialogue and 

invite the readers to consideration of a number of propositions through a chain of 

instances of ENTERTAIN realized as conditional structures. Attitudinally speaking, in 

Paul's view there are appropriate (imperishable materials that survive the fire of testing) 

and inappropriate materials (perishable materials that are consumed by the fire of testing) 

with which to build. The point of Paul's assessments is to position the readers such that 

they avoid building with inappropriate materials and build with those that are appropriate. 

If Fee's interpretation is correct (and it likely is) that the imperishable materials represent 

God's wisdom and the perishable represents the world's wisdom, then Paul's point to the 

readers is that they must not be involved in boasting and self-aggrandizement-both 

"perishable" because they stem from the ideology by which the world operates. Such 

things do not build, they destroy: and destruction of God's building/temple results in the 

destruction of the one(s) who destroy it. 

"All Things Belong to the Wise" (I Cor 3: 18-23) 

In this unit, Paul brings the entire wise/wisdom-fool/foolishness dialectic to application 

for the lives of the readers. 72 The theme of reversal appears again as Paul tells the readers 

that instead of presuming to be wise by the standards of the world, they are to become 

72 After the close of this section. lexical items on the *ao¢- stem and the *JJwp- stems no longer 
appear (except JJWpoi at 4: 1 0 ). 
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foolish by those standards so that they would be wise before God. Clearly, as the 

adjectives "wise" and ''foolish" indicate, attitudinal appraisals play a significant role in 

construing this reversal. It is also not surprising in light of the unit's social goal that the 

majority of Paul's language is monoglossic. 

Attitudinal Analysis 

The pattern of Paul's attitudinal selections in v. 18 clearly construes the theme of 

reversal. 73 The notion of deception is introduced into the discourse via the third person 

imperative that opens the clause, !lT]OEtS" eauTov E~arraTCXTC.U (No one is to deceive 

herselfor himselj). 74 Deceiving oneself here refers to thinking of oneself as wiser than 

she or he really is, which is an inappropriate attitude (t,- JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). 
75 The 

protasis of the ensuing conditional structure makes this explicit: E'i TtS" ooKEl oo¢os­

E"tvat 'Ev uitv EV Tc.\) a'twvt TOUTCy (Ifanyone among you presumes to be wise in this 

age). Presumes to be wise stands on par with deceiving oneself in the prior clause, thus 

Paul views it as inappropriate behavior (t, -JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). In contrast to 

deceiving oneself and presuming to be wise, in the apodosis of the conditional structure 

Paul says this person j.lwpos- yEvEo8w (she or he is to become foolish). This describes 

behavior in which one forsakes the world's system of values and adopts those God 

demonstrated at the cross and which Paul preaches (t, +JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). Finally, 

one is to become foolish 'iva YEVT]Tat oo¢6s- (so that she or he would become [truly] 

wise). Wise in this latter use describes someone who has rightly forsaken the wisdom of 

73 Cf. Witherington. Conflict & Community. 135: Allo. Premiere Epitre. 64: Schrage. Der erste 
Brie( I :311. 

74 Imperatives are tokens of a writer" s + AFFECT: INCLINATION (desire: I want): prohibitions are 
tokens of- AFFECT: INCLINATION (desire: I do not want). 

75 Cf. Neyrey. ·Deception," 40--45: Theissen. Psychological Aspects. 59-66 and 57-114. 
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this age and has accepted the "foolishness" of God that Paul preaches (+JUDGMENT: 

PROPRIETY). Thus, the pattern of appraisal aids in construing reversal as follows: 

deceiving oneself and presuming to be wise:- JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY ::becoming 

foolish in order to become wise:+ JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY. 

At v. 19a, Paul further appraises the wisdom of the world as foolishness before 

God(~ yap oo¢'ta Tou KOOIJOV TovTov 1Jwp'ta rrapa Tc.\) 8Ec.\) 'eaTtv), a negative 

appreciation with regard to its value (t,- APPRECIATION: VALUATION). This is not a new 

point in the argument (cf. 1: 18-25), but is a point he wishes to reestablish as he closes the 

discussion on wisdom and foolishness. The remainders ofv. 19 and v. 20 provide 

endorsement for this point from the Scriptures (Job 5: 13 and Psa 93:11 LXX). Paul uses 

the first text because its use of rravoupyt~ (cunning, trickery) supports his view that the 

wise ofthe world are deceitful (cf. v. 18) (t,- APPRECIATION: VALUATION). The second 

supports Paul's point because it portrays God as appraising the thought/6 ofthe wise as 

IJCnatot (jitti/e) (-APPRECIATION: VALUATION). 

Having given theological endorsement for his utterly negative evaluation of the 

world's wisdom and the social entrepreneurs who perpetuate it, Paul turns to his final 

point of application in V. 21: WOTE IJT]OElS" wuxao8w EV av8pwTTOIS" (so then, no one is 

to boast in a person). This reflects 1:29 (so that all people could not boast before God) 

and its positive corollary at 1:31 (the one who boasts is to boast in the Lord). Boasting in 

oneself or in another person for self-aggrandizing purposes is clearly behavior Paul 

appraises negatively (t,- JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). 

76 b.tcxf.oytoiJ05 may refer not only to thoughts, but to motives. 
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When Paul provides explanation (yap) for why no one should boast in a person, 

namely that all things are yours ... (vv. 21 b-22), 77 he apparently draws upon a Stoic 

maxim that states, "All things belong to the wise person."78 The language recalls the 

readers' ''slogans" (cf. 1: 12) and flips them on end. According to Paul, if the readers 

spurn the world's wisdom in favor of God's wisdom, then "I belong to ..." is supplanted 

by "All things belong to me," which, in light of the Stoic maxim, is a way for Paul to say 

the readers are truly wise (t, +JUDGMENT: NORMALITY). In similar fashion, in v. 23 you 

belong to Christ portrays Christ as wise (t, +JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) and Christ belongs 

to God portrays God as wise (t, +JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) (cf. 1:21, 24, 30). The readers 

are only wise if they accept God's wisdom of Jesus Christ and him crucified. 

Engagement Analysis 

Discussion here is circumscribed by the fact that much of Paul's language in this unit is 

monoglossic. This is not all that surprising because Paul is concluding his discussion of 

wisdom-foolishness and now wishes to present a number of propositions as givens (based 

on previous argument) as well as make a number of commands. 

The first clause in v. 18 is a command (no one is to deceive herselflhimselj). As 

mentioned several times above, imperatives are monoglossic since, textually, they do not 

acknowledge any action other than compliance. The protasis of the conditional structure 

in v. 18b briefly construes heteroglossia, in that it introduces into the colloquy the notion 

of someone presuming to be wise in this age (ENTERTAIN), but Paul immediately returns 

to monogloss in the apodosis (v. 18c), invoking again an imperative (she/he must become 

foolish). The purpose (iva) for becoming foolish is heteroglossic; the subjunctive mood 

77 The repetition of lTcXVTO UjJWV realizes GRADUATJON: FORCE: INTENSIFIC A TJON. 

78 Conzelmann. I Corinthians. 80. 
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ofyEVflTOl (she/he would become) signals modality, which leaves semiotic space open 

for negotiating other points of view (ENTERTAIN). 

Verse 19 commences with monogloss with which Paul asserts as a given that the 

wisdom ofthis world is foolishness before God. Immediately following this are two 

quotations from Scripture intended to provide warrantability for this claim. Thus, each of 

these two quoted texts is an instance of PROCLAIM: ENDORSE. Hence, the proposition the 

wisdom ofthe world is foolishness before God is grounded not in Paul, but in God. To 

take up an alternative position, then, would bring one into disagreement with God. 

The remainder ofthe unit (vv. 21-22) is monogloss. Verse 21 records another 

imperative and likely the final point of application of Paul's dialectic on wisdom and 

foolishness: So then, no one is to boast in a person. As mentioned above, this recalls and 

reiterates 1 :29 and 1:31 where all boasting is excluded except boasting in the Lord (i.e., 

giving honor to God). 79 Verses 21 b--23 are entirely monoglossic; no other voices or 

alternative views are acknowledged. This has the effect of construing Paul and the 

readers as completely aligned on the points that all things belong to them, they belong to 

Christ, and Christ belongs to God (i.e., they are wise, Christ is wise, and God is wise [see 

above]). 

Summary 

Selections from ATTITUDE and ENGAGEMENT throughout this unit aid in construing the 

reversal theme. Paul negatively appraises behavior associated with buying into the 

world's ideology (i.e., self-deception, presuming to be wise when one really is not, 

boasting). He also negatively appraises worldly wisdom itself. Alternatively, accepting 

7
q This is reminiscent of Rom 3:27: nov ovv ~ KOVXfJ015; E~EKAe'to8fj (Where then is boasting? It 

is excluded). 
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God's wisdom (i.e., becoming foolish) is positively appraised, as is the result of 

accepting it (i.e., "all things are yours"). In this way, Paul discursively constructs an 

attitudinal disposition that favors the acceptance of God's wisdom and disapproves the 

world's. Choices of ENGAGEMENT reflect the fact that Paul is wrapping up the dialectic 

about wisdom-foolishness (wise-foolish). Much of the text consists ofmonogloss; those 

brief instances of heterogloss serve to introduce notions into the colloquy or support 

monoglossic statements. 

''Only My Master Judges Me" (1 Cor 4: 1-5) 

Having just reiterated the directive no one is to boast in a person (3:21: cf. 1 :29, 31 ), the 

culmination of the discussion on oo¢1a and J..lwpla, Paul's goal in this unit is to explain 

how the readers ought to understand his and, secondarily, Apollos's (or any other 

leader's) 80 roles as servants and stewards. The spike in the language of'judgmenf'81 in 

this section may betray a concern for how the readers ought to behave toward Paul, 

though not necessarily since Paul uses himself(with Apollos) as for illustrative purposes. 

Regardless, judgments of behavior play an important role in the negotiation ofvalues. 

Much of the text is construed as heteroglossic, though dialogue is limited through a 

number of contractive engagement techniques. 

Attitudinal Analysis 

At v. 1, Paul returns to the notion that he and Apollos are servants: OVTWS" DJ..I05 

80 Because the theme of being a servant harks back to 3:5 v.here Paul and Apollos are named and 
because coming up at 4:6 Paul speaks of applying his teachings to himself and Apollos for the benefit of 
the readers. the "'us·· (~IJOS) here likely refers to Paul and Apollos (though other leaders are not necessaril) 
excluded). 

81 Terms used are Aoyi(;o!Jat. Kpivw. CxVO:Kp'tvw (3x). av8pwrriVfJS' ~IJEpo:. and OEOlKO:,lWIJO:l. 
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person is to consider us as Christ's servants and stewards ofGod's mysteries). 82 

Whereas cStaKOvot at 3:5 was likely intended to evoke a negative appraisal for the 

purpose of redefining the role of leaders (see above), here VTTfJPET05 and oi KOVOllOV5 are 

positively charged because of the way they are qualified. Because Paul and Apollos are 

servants ofChrist and stewards of God's mysteries, 83 both VTTfJPET05 and OtKOVOllOV5 

stand as tokens of esteem (t, + JUDGMENT: NORMALITY). 
84 

At v. 2, Paul stays with the role of oi KOVOI105 and adds that it is expected 

(demanded, strongly desired) 85 that such a servant should be found trustworthy (moTo5). 

Trustworthy directly inscribes feelings of esteem regarding the steward's dependability(+ 

JUDGMENT: TENACITY), which is the ''chief criterion by which stewards are judged.''86 No 

explicit agent is named in the passive structure regarding who is the head of household 

that examines the steward's trustworthiness. In fact, this vagueness may be by design, 

since at v. 3 Paul addresses the readers as though they have assumed that role. 

UTTO av8pc.urrtVf]5 ~11EP05 (It is quite insignificant to me that I am examined by you or b_v 

any human court). 87 The superlative EAcXXtOTov 88 inscribes a negative attitudinal 

82 The term VTTilPETT]S' is a broad term that refers generally to a person \vho renders service for 
another. Thus. Louw and Nida rightly say ...... it is important to avoid a term \\hich \\ould be too specific . 
. . . It may. in fact. be necessary to use an expression which means essentially 'helper"' (LN 35.20). 
O!KOvo~os-. on the other hand. is more specific: it typically refers to the servant who is in charge of 
running a household. the household manager. but occasionally. as here. simply means one who has 
authority and responsibility for something (LN 37.39: 46.4). 

83 God's mysteries connects back to 2:7. 
84 Secondarily. the second person imperative AoytsEo8E betokens Paul's desire: he wants the 

readers to consider him and Apollos as servants (t. +AFFECT: INCLINATION [desideration]). 
85 Cf. LN 33.167. 
86 Garland. I Corinthians. 126. 
87 On O:v8pwrrlvT]s- ~~Epos as human court. cf. LN 56.1. Cf. also Thiselton. First Corinthians. 

338. 
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assessment of sanction (- JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY), which can only be determined when it 

is read with the ensuing content clause. The content clause makes it clear that what Paul 

considers quite insignificant is that the readers or the ''court of public opinion" would 

examine him (i.e., their behavior of examining, not any particular verdict they may have 

reached). Exactly why Paul considers this improper behavior becomes clear at the end of 

v. 4: 6 OE avaKp'tvc.uv jJE KVpl05 EOTlV (the one who examines me is the Lord). "The 

assumption is that since the criterion is faithfulness to a committed trust, only the one 

from whom he had received the trust can judge him-not his fellow servants nor in this 

case those who might be 'under him,' the Corinthians themselves." 89 Thus, he considers 

it improper behavior(- JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY) for the readers or the court of public 

opinion to examine him-it is even improper for Paul to judge himself by the standards 

ofthe world (3c). 

Thus, the unit comes to a close with a prohibition IJ~ rrpo Ka 1 pov Tl Kp't VETE Eic.us 

av EA8n 6 KVpl05 (do not judge anything before the time when the Lord happens to 

come). In this context, the readers are not to be involved in measuring others with the 

world's measuring stick for two reasons: first because it is not their place to do so, it is 

the Lord's: and second, because the world's standards are not capable of shining light on 

the hidden things of darkness nor of revealing the motives of hearts, as the Lord's 

examination can and will do (v. 5b). Those who would judge Paul's or Apollos's 

motives, then, would be involved in improper behavior (t, -JUDGMENT: BEHAVIOR). Yet, 

88 This term is used in an elative sense here and thus realizes GRADUATION: FORCE: 

INTENSIFICATION (hence. quite insignificant). Intensification is infused in this lexical item (cf. Martin and 
White. Language ofEvaluation. 143--44). 

89 Fee. First Epistle. 161. Cf. also Martin. Corinthian Body. 65. 

http:avaKp'tvc.uv
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when the Lord comes and the motives of each servant90 are made manifest, God is 

expected grant appropriate commendation 91 to each of them on the basis of the faithful 

discharge of their duties. 

Engagement Analysis 

The unit opens with monogloss realized by the third person imperative Aoyi~Eo8c.u, 

leaving the readers-in-the-text no choice (in the text, that is) but to consider us 

(presumably Paul and Apollos) as servants ofChrist and stewards ofGod's mysteries. 

Staying with otKOVOJ.l05 as the analogue of their task, Paul expands dialogue around the 

notion that among stewards it is expected that one should/must be found trustworthy (v. 

2). The subjunctive mood form (eupe8-(l) grammaticalizes modality (in this context is 

likely OBLIGATION, hence should/must be found), which sounds like a strong directive but 

it is not as strong as the imperative is to be found. For this reason it is classified as 

ENTERTAIN. 

With the idea that a steward should be trustworthy-where trustworthy is a matter 

ofjudgment/examination (appraisal)-now introduced into the colloquy, Paul makes the 

pronouncement it is quite insignificant to me that I might be examined by you or by a 

human court (v. 3). That this is an instance of PROCLAIM: PRONOUNCE is signaled by a 

couple of grammatical cues. First, the personal pronoun EJ.lOl (to me) occupies the prime 

position in the clause, making "me" (i.e., Paul) the focal point of the clause. Second is the 

use of a matrix clause (it is quite insignificant to me) to encode Paul's modal assessment 

regarding the proposition in the following content clause (that I might be 

9°Contextually. Paul is speaking of each servant not each person including the readers (contra 
Fee. First Epistle. 164). 

91 Cf Thiselton. First Corinthians. 344 on glossing ETTCXIV05 and why it needs to be glossed 
somewhat ambiguous in terms of attitude. 
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examined . .. ). 92 With this pronouncement, Paul resists the notion that he should be 

concerned with how he is judged by the readers or that their judgment even matters. In 

fact Paul even rejects the notion that he examines himself(a/./.' ouce e~aun)v 

avaKp'tvcu; DISCLAIM: DENY) (v. 3c); that is, he does not judge his own trustworthiness by 

the worldly standards the readers appear to use. Even by those standards Paul says he 

knows of nothing in himself that would make him think he is unfaithful (oucev yap 

'E~aUT~ OUVOtCa; DISCLAIM: DENY) (v. 4a), but such a self-assessment matters little 

because I am notjustijied by this (ouK ev TOUTC~ CECtw'tcu~at; DISCLAIM: COUNTER+ 

93
DISCLAIM: DENY). 

The reason why neither the readers' assessment nor his own self-assessment 

matters-and why they should not even be involved in making these kinds of 

judgments-is revealed in the monoglossic statement in V. 4c: 0 OE avaKptvcuv ~E 

Kuptos- EOTt v (now the one who judges/examines me is the Lord). By stating categorically 

that it is the Lord who examines him, Paul insinuates that it is inappropriate for the 

readers to be passing judgment on him (cf. Appraisal Analysis above). 94 This is 

confirmed by the imperative (also monoglossic) that immediately follows, with which 

Paul proscribes the kind of worldly evaluation in which the readers were involved: so 

then do notjudge anything (woTE ~~ ... Tt KptVETE). Of course, what Paul teaches them 

in the remainder of the letter requires the readers to make judgments (cf. e.g., 1 Cor 5:5), 

92 Martin and White (Language ofEm!uation. 130-32) refer to this as an explicitly subjective 
pronouncement. In this case. EiJOt makes it subjective and that the modal assessment is given prominence in 
a matrix clause makes it explicit. 

93 The perfect passive verb OEOtKatwiJCxl is not intended to speak of Paul's justification in terms of 
eternal salvation. Rather. it emphatically (stative aspect) points out that his self-assessment of being 
trust\\orthy neither contributes to nor trumps what his master will say. Colloquially. '"Just because I think I 
am faithfully discharging my duties does not mean anything: what matters is how my Master assesses me:· 

94 Cf Fee. First Epistle. 162--63. 

http:above).94
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but those judgments are of a different kind because they arise from what Fee refers to as a 

genuine eschatological perspective. 95 That is, rather than examining and passing down 

judgments on the basis of worldly standards, the implied readers are to make decisions on 

the basis ofthe things ofthe Spirit (cf. TTVEUJ.10TIKOl5 TTVEUJ..lOTIKcX ouyKplVOVTE5 back 

at 2: 13). Hence, Paul prohibits judging before the time when the Lord would come (rrpo 

Katpou EW5 av EA8n 0 KVp105).0 0 0 

The remainder of the unit consists of a description of the Lord who will act as 

judge. In the description, Paul uses a number of future forms to construct an appropriate 

vision of what the reader can expect from the Lord. He will bring to light the things 

hidden in darkness and will make manifest the intentions ofhearts-presumably the 

intentions and hearts of the servants-after which, the appropriate commendation will be 

given to each [servant} from God. Both ofthese clauses are instances of ENTERTAIN 

given the use of the future form, which like the subjunctive mood modalizes each process 

depicted. Paul does not speak of any of these processes categorically: instead, he leaves 

open the possibility for other points of view. 

Summary 

The key attitudinal pattern in this unit consists of realizations of negative JUDGMENT: 

PROPRIETY. They generate a negative prosody with regard to the readers' behavior: that 

they are passing judgment (presumably from a worldly perspective) on Paul and other 

servants ofthe Lord and stewards of God's wisdom is depicted very negatively. In terms 

of ENGAGEMENT, Paul uses monoglossic text (imperative) to rule out any other view of 

him and Apollos as anything but servants of Christ and stewards of God's mysteries. He 

95 Ct: Fcc. First Epistle. 163. Note the stated purpose in I Cor 5:5: for the destruction ofthe 
flesh so that his spirit may be sared on the day ofthe Lord. 
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closes the unit with more monoglossic text to prohibit the readers from judging the 

servants. Between these two instances of MONOGLOSS, lies a number of dialogue-

contracting moves that serve the purpose squelching from the colloquy any voices that 

would support examining the servants with worldly standards. 

True Humility Exemplified by the Apostles (1 Cor 4:6--13) 

In this section Paul addresses the readers with a level of directness and candor similar to 

that exhibited in 1: 10-17 and 3:1-4. His goal in this unit is to apply the teachings 

recorded between 3:5 and 4:5 for the specific purpose of curbing their excessive pride. A 

major feature of this passage is the biting irony Paul employs as part of his strategy not 

only to chide the readers for their hubris but as a means of realigning them to a proper 

(i.e., humble) perspective of themselves and their leaders. Recognizing the use of irony in 

this text is crucial for arriving at an appropriate interpretation of the attitudinal tokens in 

this unit. In most cases, when Paul evaluates the readers positively, he actually intends a 

negative evaluation. Regardless, the positive and negative attitudes expressed in this unit 

are used to create a positive disposition for the humility exemplified in the lives of Paul 

and Apollos (and other apostles) and to create a negative disposition for the haughty lives 

the readers are living. 

Attitudinal Analysis 

At v. 6, Paul says he applied the preceding figures (cf. 3:5--4:5) to himself and Apollos 96 

for the purpose of teaching the readers the lesson of "Not beyond what is written, "97 

which, itself, should result in none of them taking pride in one person over against 

96 et: Garland. I Corinthians. I 32-33. 
97 On the possible ways this can be unpacked. cf. Garland. I Corinthians. 133-36: Fee. First 

Epistle. 168--69: Thiselton. First Corinthians. 352-55. 
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another. Yet context indicates the readers, being motivated by pride and jealousy, were 

showing undue allegiance to certain leaders in the community of believers to the point 

that it was causing discord ( cf. 1:1 0-13; 3: 1-4). Paul considers this improper behavior (t, 

JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY), and the readers should already know this, but need to be taught 

again (t, -JUDGMENT: CAPACITY). 

Verse 7 consists of three expository questions designed to draw the readers' 

attention to the fact that '"the roots oftheir conflict lie deep in the human desire to 

distinguish oneself from others and to rise higher on an imagined social ladder. " 98 The 

first question, Tt5 yap oE btCXKpt VEt; (For who distinguishes you?), may be interpreted 

'"positively'' in that if the implied answer is God, then Paul means that the readers are, 

indeed, "distinguished" (t, +JUDGMENT: NORMALITY). 
99 Alternatively, the question may 

be read negatively ("Who in the world sees anything special in you?'' 100
), but this is 

unlikely because Paul wants to show the inconsistency of boasting for something that was 

given as a gift. The second question, Tt bE EXE 15 oovK EACX~E5; (And what do you have 

that you did not receive?), follows the logic of the first question, reminding the implied 

readers that everything they have is a gift from God (t, +JUDGMENT: NORMALITY): he 

saved them ( 1: 18), chose them ( 1 :27-28), and revealed his secret wisdom (2: 1 0-12), with 

the result that all boasting is excluded (I :30; 3:21 ). 101 The positive prosody generated by 

these first two questions is contrasted in the third: 102 Et be Kcxt ef.cx~E5, Tt Kcxvxaocxt ws­

98 Garland. I Corinthians. 136. 


99 Cf Garland. I Corinthians. 136--37: Thiselton. First Corinthians. 356. 


10°Cf. Moffatt. First tpist/e. 48. 


101 Garland. I Corinthians. 137. 


10
" The suddenness of the shift from positive to negative judgment and from normality (esteem) to 


propriety (sanction) construes prominence on the third question (GRADUATION: FORCE: INTENSIFICATION). 
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, , r:J. • I hlo3 . h b hlo4IJTJ 1\0t-'wv; (But event wug you recetve, w ~·do you oast as thoug you are not 

receiving?). The question assumes boasting on the part of the addressees, which in prior 

text Paul clearly denounced as improper (t,- JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). The incongruity of 

boasting about something they received as a gift serves as the launch pad into the biting 

irony Paul uses in the remainder of the section to make the crucial point that God's 

gracious gifts "must be forever humbling, for they finally lead to a discipleship that goes 

the way of the cross, not the way of false triumphalism." 105 

In staccato-like fashion, Paul rattles off a series of statements that are at once true 

and false and, thus, ironic. On the one hand You are already full (DOTJ KEKOPEOIJEVOt 

EOTE), You are already rich (DOTJ ETTAOVT~OaTE), and You reign as kings (E~aotAevoan) 

all reflect the truth that God has filled the rea'ders, made them rich, and made them to 

reign (cf. 1 :4-9). On the other hand, these statements reflect the readers' boasting (v. 7) 

which flows from their tendency to operate by the world's standards like people who are 

oapKtVOt/oapKtKOl (cf. 3:1-5). In this regard the terms are to be read as ironic, 

betokening Paul's negative appraisal of the readers (t,- JUDGMENT: NORMALITY [3x]). 106 

With regard to the readers' "reign," Paul says they do so without us (XWPI5 

fJIJWV); that is. they reign without the apostles having a share in it. 107 The irony of this 

statement is made clear by Paul's exclamation of an unfulfillable wish: 108 Would that you 

did, indeed reign so that we might reign with you (Kal o¢EAOV YE E~OOIAEUOaTE, 'iva 

103 Concession is grammaticalized by Et Kai. 

104 Concession is grammaticalized by the participle. 
105 Fee. First Epistle. 172. 
106 Cf. Martin. Corinthian Bod_v. 65. 
107 Cf. Fee. First Epistle. 173; Garland. I Corinthians. 138. 
108 Cf. A.l\'LEl(; BDAG. 
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Kat ~IJEt5 VIJtV OUIJ~aatAEuocu1JEV). 109 Contra Thiselton and others who claim Paul here 

combats an overrealized eschatology, 110 it is more contextually sound to understand this 

statement as opposing the readers' egotism and hubristic boasting. 111 Thus, Paul's wish 

ironically betokens a negative appraisal-"1 wish you really did reign (though you 

don't) ... '' (t, -JUDGMENT: NORMALITY). 

Verses 9-13 offer the apostles' way of life as a model of how the cross is to direct 

the lives of believers, including leaders such as apostles. Again, one must interpret Paul's 

assessments as ironic; he reconstrues what the world considers "bad" or negative as 

something that is "'good" or positive (Table 4.1 ). The dominance of JUDGMENT: 

NORMALITY is obvious. 112 With these judgments, Paul redefines the standards by which a 

person is considered "special'' in the EKKAJlOta. The reversal theme is conspicuous: what 

the world considers signs that something or someone is wrong or bad, Paul, through the 

lens ofthe cross, reconstrues as signs of being right or good. Thus,joo/s because of 

Christ (v. I 0), a negative judgment from the world's point of view, is for Paul a positive 

judgment indicating that he and the other apostles are rightly living cross-directed lives. 

Similarly, working with one's own hands (v. 12; cf. 3:5-9). considered disgraceful by the 

social elite, is for Paul a positive illustration of a cross-centered life of humility. 113 

10 
q Would that (o<j>eAov) is a modal element that grounds the (ironic) v.ish in Paurs subjectivity. 

Cf. LN 71.28 on o<jleAov: ..that which ought to be if one only had one's wish:· 

11°Cf Fee. First Epistle. 172-73: Thiselton...Realized Eschatology .. (though he has since changed 
his vie\\ [First Corinthians. 40--41 ]). 

111 Cf. Garland. I Corinthians. 138 and sources there. 

112 Although a number of the ideational tokens in vv. 9-13 (e.g.. insulted) could be read as implied 
-JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY. they are best taken as tokens of the apostles· lot since Paul addresses the life of 
an apostle and not those actions specifically. We bless praise. we endure (v. 12). we encourage(\. 13) are 
not interpreted ironically: these are proper behaviors. even in light of insult. persecution. and slander ( cf. 
Matt 5:38-39). 

113 Cf. Winter. Afier Paul Lefi Corinth. 42. Philo. Det. 34 spoke ofthe social elite as those \\hose 
..hands knew no labor:· 
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Vs Appraiser Appraised Appraisal Congruent (Ironic) 
9 Paul us apostles displayed as last, 

condemned to die 
t, - JUDGMENT: NORMALITY 

(t, + JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 

9 Paul us apostles become a spectacle t, - JUDGMENT: NORMALITY 

(t, +JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 

10 Paul we 
(apostles) 

fools because of Christ t, - JUDGMENT: NORMALITY 

(t, + JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 

10 Paul you 
(readers) 

wise in Christ + JUDGMENT: NORMALITY 

(-JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 

10 Paul we are weak -JUDGMENT: NORMALITY 

( + JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 

10 Paul you are strong + JUDGMENT: NORMALITY 

(-JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 

10 Paul you honored + JUDGMENT: NORMALITY 

(- JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 

10 Paul we shamed/dishonored - JUDGMENT: NORMALITY 

(+JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 

11 Paul we hunger - JUDGMENT: NORMALITY 

(+JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 

11 Paul we thirst - JUDGMENT: NORMALITY 

( + JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 

11 Paul we poorly clothed - JUDGMENT: NORMALITY 

( + JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 

11 Paul we beaten - JUDGMENT: NORMALITY 

( + JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 

11 Paul we homeless - JUDGMENT: NORMALITY 

(+JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 

12 Paul we work with hands -JUDGMENT: NORMALITY 

(+JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 

12 Paul we insulted - JUDGMENT: NORMALITY 

( + JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 

12 Paul we bless/praise t, + JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY 

12 Paul we persecuted t, ­ JUDGMENT: NORMALITY 

(t, +JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 

12 Paul we endure t, + JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY 

13 Paul we slandered t, ­ JUDGMENT: NORMALITY 

(t, + JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 

13 Paul we encourage t, + JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY 

13 Paul we made like refuse/filth t, - JUDGMENT: NORMALITY 

(t, +JUDGMENT: NORMALITY) 

Table 4.1 Att1tudmal Analysis of 1 Cor 4:9-13 
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Engagement Analysis 

Verse 6 opens the monoglossic statement that Paul applies the foregoing figures to 

himself and Apollos for the sake of the implied readers. This is followed by back-to-hack 

instances of ENTERTAIN, each realized in their own purpose clause: so that you would 

learn "Not beyond what is written" and lest each ofyou are puffed up with pride for one 

against another. Both purpose clauses introduce Paul's opinion that the readers still need 

to learn that boasting is inconsistent with the message of the crucified Messiah. 114 Both 

claims are grounded in Paul's subjective point of view on the readers' behavior as had 

been reported to him by those from Chloe (v. 1:11 ). 

Verse 7 contains three more instances of ENTERTAIN and an instance of 

PROCLAIM: CONCUR. The instances of ENTERTAIN are realized by three open, expository 

questions. None of these signals an expected answer (i.e., there are no grammatical 

markers signaling an expectation of either affirmative or negative responses); they are 

asked to entertain possible propositions. Who distinguishes you? raises at least the 

possibilities that someone does distinguish them or no one distinguishes them. What do 

you have that you did not receive? raises at least the possibility that nothing they have 

was received as a gift or that everything they have was received as a gift. The concessive 

clause although you did receive realizes PROCLAIM: CONCUR which functions to contract 

the possible answers to the second question as well as to set up the interpretive context 

for the third question in that with it Paul portrays himself and the readers as agreeing that 

what they have they had, indeed, received as a gift. Assuming, then, that the implied 

114 Because it both follov.s 'iva and is negated by !J~. two contextual indicators typically follovved 
by verbs in the subjunctive mood. <jlu01ow is not subjunctive. Nevertheless. 'iva followed by non­
su~junctive in the New Testament (esp. with the future form and !Jri negation) is modal. 
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audience has received what they have as a gift, then the third question, Why do you boast 

as though you are not receiving?, is open for dialogue not around whether or not they 

have received but around whether or not they are boasting with regard to what they have 

received. 

The next three clauses (v. 8)-Already you are full, Already you are rich, and You 

reign apart from us-are each realizations of MONOGLOSS. Of course, each ofthese is 

still very much a focal point in the argument; thus, although they are declared 

categorically, they are not "givens." Although they construe Paul as taking them as 

"givens,'' they construe the readers as not necessarily in agreement with what they 

propose (ironically, "you are not full by the world's standards," ''you are not rich by the 

world's standards," and "you do not reign according to the world"). Rather, they are 

construed as perhaps anticipating further argumentation related to these (implied) 

propositions. 

Paul's own response to these categorical statements ( v. 8d) takes the form of a 

wish that is considered unattainable or unfulfillable: Would that you were indeed 

reigning. In a sense, the verbal particle o¢EAOV \\S modalizes E~aatAEUOOTE along the 

lines of I wish that you did reign (cf. NRSV, NET, NIV), though in Greek there is no 

hypotactic clause structure expressing the wish as if it was a mental verb/attribute 

projection. 116 Nevertheless, o¢eAov appears to ground the proposition in Paul's 

contingent, individual subjectivity making it one among many possible propositions 

available in the current communicative context. Thus, it realizes ENTERTAIN. The purpose 

clause following Paul's fruitless wish, so that we could reign with you, is also an instance 

I
15 Though it is not certain. o<jlEAOV may be the second aorist participle of o<jlEIACU (A/'.,IL£)(). 

116 I.e .. the structure here is not made up of a reporting clause (\reported clause. 
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of ENTERTAIN by virtue ofthe subjunctive mood ofthe verb (OVIJ~OOIAEUOWIJEV). As 

emphasized on a number of occasions above, the subjunctive mood projects the 

proposition as but one of any number of other propositions that may be appropriate for 

the current context. For this reason, it expands dialogic space and acknowledges that 

those alternative voices exist. 

Verse 9ab consists of an explicitly subjective modality metaphor realized as a 

mental verb/attribute projection nexus, where OoKw yap (For I think) is the projecting 

clause and 0 6E05 ~1-105 TOU5 cmooTOAOV5 EOXcXTOV5 cmEOEI~EV W5 'c:meavaTIOV5 

(that God has exhibited us apostles as last, as condemned to die) is the projected clause. 

In the Appraisal model, such structures are considered modal/interpersonal rather than 

experiential/informational in their function. I think expresses an assessment of probability 

(i.e.. I think it is probable) that gets mapped onto the proposition in the reported clause, 

thus modalizing it. Thus, the proposition God has exhibited us apostles as last states 

Paul's opinion on the matter ofwhere God has exhibited the apostles in the mix with 

other possible voices on the matter (ENTERTAIN). 

The reason why Paul thinks God has exhibited the apostles last as condemned to 

die is because we have become a spectacle to the world and to angels and to people (v. 

9c). As causal clauses typically are, the proposition of this clause is stated categorically 

(MONOGLOSS). Paul assumes it as a given, hence it serves as the basis (cause) for his 

opinion. However, as with previous monoglossic statements in this unit, the disposition 

of the text is such that this bare assertion may not be accepted as a given by all (if any) of 

the readers. Thus, it is still in a sense arguable. In fact, what follows in vv. 10-13 is a 

series of descriptions (most of which occur in concede+ counter pairs) that back this 
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assertion. So, although monoglossically declared and although Paul accepts it as a given, 

this bare assertion is not formulated as "taken-for-granted" by everyone in the 

communicative context. 

Verse 10 consists ofthree concede+ counter pairs (Table 4.2). These are 

interesting to interpret because they occur in a discursive environment of irony or 

sarcasm. When Paul concedes, for example, that the apostles are fools because ofChrist, 

on the one hand he concedes that those who operate by the standards of the world are 

bound to evaluate them as "fools'' as defined by worldly standards. Yet, throughout his 

argument he has called the readers to become fools in order to be wise ( cf. 3: 18). Thus, 

on the other hand, he "covertly" makes the claim that the apostles are, indeed, fools 

because of Christ-and that is the way it should be! 

f]JlEtS" JlWPOl 010 XptOTOV 
(We are fools because o.f Christ) 
[PROCLAIM: CONCUR] 

VIJEtS" OE ¢poVliJOl EV XptoT~ 
(but you are wise in Christ) 
[DISCLAIM: COUNTER] 

f]JlElS" ao8EVEt5" 
(We are weak) 
[PROCLAIM: CONCUR] 

VJJEtS OE toxupot 
(but you are strong) 
[DISCLAIM: COUNTER] 

UIJElS" EVOOSOl 
(You are honored) 
[PROCLAIM: CONCUR] 

f]JlElS" OE OTliJOl 
(but we are without honor) 
[DISCLAIM: COUNTER] 

Table 4.2 Concede (Concur)+ Counter Patrs m 1 Cor 4:10 

When he counters by saying but you are wise in Christ, on the one hand, he claims that, 

again by the world· s standards, the readers may in some way be wise, 117 yet Paul has 

previously described them as less than ''sensible'' in that they were not able to discern the 

things of the Spirit (cf. 2:6-16). Thus, he sarcastically claims in his counter that they are 

wise, when he means that they are not. Thus, each of these concede+ counter pairs 

117 The term ¢povq.1o5 is used here instead of oo<)lo5. Fee (First Epistle. 176 n 60) that ¢povt).J05 
is typically pejorative in Paul (cf. 2 Cor II: 19: Rom II :25: 12:16 ). 
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packages a double-entendre: we apostles may be fools, weak, and dishonored by the 

world, but that is what a cruciform life looks like. You readers may be wise, mighty, and 

honored by the world, but that is not what a cruciform life looks like. Thus, each pair 

positions the readers to align with the view that they are not living in a way that reflects 

the values of God, but the values of the world. 

In vv. 11-13, Paul abandons irony and speaks plainly. In these verses he describes 

the life of an apostle, much of which likely comes from his own catalog of experiences. 

Verses ll-12a are monoglossic; with each clause Paul states categorically and 

emphatically that even to the present time we hunger and thirst, we are poorly clothed 

and beaten and homeless and we labor as we work with our own hands. By the world's 

reckoning, each of these experiences would result in dishonor; some of them (e.g., 

beaten) may refer to public shaming. From v. 12c to the end of the unit, Paul shifts back 

into using concede+ counter pairs (Table 4.3). Each concession is grammaticalized as a 

present participle and each counter a finite verb with present tense-form. This changes in 

the very last clause of the catalog where Paul closes with monoglossic assertion that we 

have become refitse ofthe world, the filth ofall things. In all of these, Paul portrays the 

kind of humble life members ofthe community of believers, whether "'leaders" or 

"laypersons," ought to live in light of the crucified Messiah. 

Aotoopou~Evot EVAoyou~Ev 
(Although insulted) (we bless/praise) 
OlC.UKO~EVOl avEXO~ESa 
(Although persecuted) (we endure) 
OUO<pT]~OU~EVOl rrapaKaAov~EV 
(Although slandered) (we encourage) 
Table 4.3 Concede (Concur)+ Counter Pairs in 1 Cor 4: 12c-13 
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Summary 

Instances of JUDGMENT dominate this unit and most of them are personal judgments of 

esteem (APPRECIATION), though a handful of moral judgments of sanction (PROPRIETY) 

appear as well. A key to interpreting these judgments is recognizing that they appear in a 

section where irony is thick. The result is that many of the positive judgments are to be 

interpreted as negative and many of the negative judgments are to be interpreted as 

positive. These judgments, especially because they are ironic, create strong attitudinal 

dispositions opposed to measuring and being measured by the world's standards that 

results in boasting even for gifts, while at the same time generating a positive disposition 

for living a humble life as dictated by the cross. As far as ENGAGEMENT goes, to support 

these attitudinal dispositions Paul opts for a number of concede + counter pairs, but in the 

ironic context, what Paul ""concedes" actually supports his value position as do each of 

the counters. In this way, Paul makes a strong bid to align the readers to his value 

position. 

Maintain the Family's Honor by Imitating Me (I Cor 4:14-21) 

Paul begins the final section of 1 Cor 1-4 with an attempt to rebuild solidarity with the 

readers, for he certainly risked and perhaps damaged writer-reader solidarity in the 

previous sections. To do this he reminds the readers that he is their father in the faith, and 

as a father is supposed to do, he has been providing correction to his beloved children so 

they do not bring shame upon the family. By the close of the section, however, he returns 

to using bold speech and risks solidarity with the readers by engaging in social ""name 

calling" (some are puffed up) and even in threatening to come to Corinth with a rod (i.e., 

the rod of correction used by fathers). The chief concern of the section is with the 
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readers' behavior, and Paul's central purpose is to direct the readers to become his 

imitators and so apply the lesson of the cross to their lives as he has done in his. The 

positive and negative inscribed and implied judgments of sanction (propriety) correspond 

respectively to the behaviors he wants to promote and those he wishes to suppress. Most 

of the text is construed as heteroglossic as Paul dialogues with the readers-in-the-text 

regarding his purpose for writing in such a bold tone and how he might come to come to 

them when the Lord allows him to visit. However, the key point of the paragraph-the 

directive to become his imitators-is, not surprisingly, monoglossic and categorical. 

Attitudinal Analysis 

Paul opens the final unit with an account for the bold language he has used in the first 

four chapters. He explains that he writes not to shame them (ovK EVTpErrwv) but to 

correct their behavior (vov8nwv). 118 This stated purpose obviously implies the readers 

have been behaving improperly as Paul sees it and is therefore an ideational token of 

negative sanction (t, - JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). Yet Paul balances this implied judgment 

by enacting the father-child relationship, calling the readers his beloved children (TEKVa 

1-iOV ayam}Ta), which betokens a positive judgment of esteem(+ JUDGMENT: 

NORMALITY). 
119 Taken together, these appraisals aid in portraying Paul as a loving father 

who, as fathers in the ancient circum-Mediterranean world did, 120 corrects his 

118 The verb vou8new refers to instruction and/or rebuke with regard to belief or behavior (cf. 
A!\'LE'() and may refer to correction which fits the current context. 

119 Beloved children. together. is a positive judgment ofnormalit): the readers are Paul"s (fictive) 
kin and are therefore special. The definer ayo:TTfJTcX realizes+ AFFECT: HAPPINESS (affection). 

120 In the ancient circum-Mediterranean world (ca. 300 B.C. E. to 300 C.E.), fathers commanded 
uncompromised respect and obedience from their children (unequal status) (cf. McVann, ··Family­
Centeredness:· 76). and \\ere also responsible for passing on and establishing the tradition among them (cf. 
Deut 6:6--7: Prov 22:6: I Cor 15: 1-8) as \\ell as providing correction for the sake of family honor should 
their children become involved in foolish. shameless. or deviant behavior ( cf. Prov 19:18: 23:13-14: 



225 

misbehaving children in order to protect the family's honor (t, +JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). 

He continues this depiction into v. 15, where he reminds the readers that if they happen to 

have myriad 1 ~ 1 guardians (rrmoo:ywyous-) in Christ, 122 only he is their father in Christ, 

which he became when he preached the gospel to them and they believed (Ev yap 

Xp1aTu? 'IT)oou 010 Tou EvayyEX1ou 'Eyw u~a5 EYEVVT)OO: [For I became yourfather in 

Christ Jesus through the gospel] ). Thus, only he inhabits this special relationship with 

them (t, +JUDGMENT: NORMALITY). 

Based on his role of father, Paul urges the readers to imitate him (~1 ~T)To:'t ~ou 

y'1vEo8E [Be imitators ofme]) (v. 16). 123 Castelli points out that in the ancient Greco-

Roman world, sameness was valued above difference at least in part because it affected 

other core values such as unity, harmony, and order. 1 ~4 Moreover, change and novelty 

met sometimes quite violent rejection because they put tradition and its values at risk. 125 

Thus, as a father urges his children, 126 Paul urges the readers to become imitators of him 

so that by applying the message of the cross, a lesson in humility, as Paul had, the readers 

would maintain the integrity of both the EKKAT)ala (i.e., the fictive family of believers) at 

Corinth and the gospel itself that Paul had passed down to them. The integrity of neither 

29: 17). This appears to be the kind of role Paul takes up with respect to the readers. Cf. also Castelli. 
Imitating Paul. I01-2. 

121 Azvriad realizes GRADUATION: FORCE: QUANTIFICATION. 

122 It is possible that Paul implies here that the readers are still in need of a rrmcSa:ywyo5. 
insinuating that they are still immature. unlearned children. However. this cannot be certain since the 
portrayal is hypothetical (third class condition) and Paul's speech is hyperbolic (myriad ofguardians). It 
seems the point has more to do with emphasizing Paul"s role as the readers· father. 

121 Cf. Stanley. ··Imitators ... 872-73: Fee. First Epistle. 186. 
124 Castelli. Imitating Paul. 86. But cf. the critiques of Castelli in Witherington. Coriflict & 

Community. 	144-46 and Thiselton. First Corinthians. 371-73. 
125 McVann. ··change/Novelty Orientation ... 19. 
126 Cf. deSih a. Honor, Patronage. Kinship & Puri(v. 185-88. 
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can be maintained if the readers do not apply to their lives the lesson of humility taught 

through the cross. In a way, then, calling the readers to imitate him implies that they have 

not applied the lesson of the cross and have been acting in ways incompatible with the 

message of the cross (t,- JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY). 

Since Paul could not immediately travel back to Corinth to teach the readers in 

person, he sent Timothy to facilitate their imitation of Paul (v. 17). Timothy is appraised 

quite positively, likely so the Corinthians would give him a hearing upon his arrival. As 

Fee says, 

This verse implies that Timothy is going in Paul's stead, and therefore that he is to 
be regarded by them as though Paul himself were present among them .... Paurs 
point, then, is not to inform the Corinthians about someone they already know, 
but to reinforce Timothy's own relationship to Paul so that they will pay attention 
to what he says. P7 -

Paul calls him his beloved and loyal child in the Lord (~ou TEKVOV ayaTTT]TOV Kat 

moTov EV Kvp'tcy) (17b). This language is very similar to that used to appraise the 

readers in v. 14. Just as beloved children there realized a positive judgment of esteem for 

the readers, so too here it realizes positive esteem for Timothy(+ JUDGMENT: 

NORMALITY). 1 ~ 8 

Garland says this puts Timothy on the same level as the readers, 129 in that they are 

all Paurs children (i.e., converts to Christ through his preaching). However, that Paul 

adds the additional definer loyal(+ JUDGMENT: TENACITY) to Timothy realizes 

GRADUATION: FORCE: INTENSIFICATION, which signals a greater degree of positive 

127 Fee. First Epistle. 189. 

128 As noted \\ith regard to the readers. beloved andfaitlifzt! child taken together is a positive 
judgment of normality: Timothy is Paul"s (fictive) kin in Christ and is therefore special. Additionally. the 
definer ayaTTTJTOV realizes+ AFFECT: HAPP1NESS (affection). 

129 Cf. Garland. I Corinthians. 147. 
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evaluation for Timothy and sets him apart from the readers. He is sent as a model for the 

readers to follow-not that they are necessarily to imitate him, but to imitate how he 

imitates Paul. This is what Paul means when he says Timothy will remind you ofall my 

ways in Christ Jesus (v. 17c). Of course, as Garland points out, this need not mean the 

readers had forgotten all that Paul had taught while he was among them, 130 but given 

Paul's heavy emphasis on the readers' inability to apply what he had taught as 

demonstrated by their fleshly behavior ( cf., e.g., 3: 1-5), it implies quite strongly that Paul 

doubted their ability to imitate him and to apply the lesson of humility taught by the cross 

(t, -JUDGMENT: CAPACITY) without someone like Timothy acting as a facilitator. 

Having just established that he sent Timothy in his stead because he cannot 

immediately go to Corinth in person, at v. 18 Paul fixes his gaze on some (TtVE5) who 

assume that the father, PauL is not going to come home to Corinth any time soon and, 

thus. as Garland colloquially states it, act like ''little children who have the house to 

themselves when the parents have slipped out for a minute." 131 These "children" talk like 

they have the authority of the head of household, but upon his next visit to Corinth Paul 

will see if they have any power (ovva1Jt5) to back up their talk (Tov Aoyov) (v. 19). That 

he refers to these people as puffed up(- JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY) and that he asserts the 

kingdom ofGod is not exhibited in speech, but in power (v. 20) strongly implies that he 

does not regard these people as all that powerful (t,- JUDGMENT: CAPACITY). 

In the final verse (v. 21), the salience ofPaul's role as father is renewed when he 

asks them if he should come with a rod (i.e., severe discipline) or with love and a gentle 

spirit. The question itself implies Paul's belief that the readers were at the time of writing 

no Garland. I Corinthians. 147. 


131 Garland. I Corinthians. 148. 
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behaving badly (t,- JUDGMENT: PROPRIETY) and they had to choose whether they would 

change their behavior to reflect the humility demonstrated by a crucified Messiah 

(resulting in Paul coming in love and with a gentle spirit) or continue in their world-

oriented, boastful arrogance (which would require Paul to come with a spirit of 

discipline). By juxtaposing the rod (negative) with a spirit of love and gentleness 

(positive). Paul hopes to position the readers to align with his value position and to 

modify their behavior. 

Engagement Analysis 

Paul adopts a deny+ counter pair for his first move in rebuilding solidarity with the 

readers (v. 14). The denial I do not write these things to shame you construes Paul as 

being aware that at least some of the readers may feel as though he has addressed them 

too harshly. However, as is the nature of denials, Paul acknowledges this voice only to 

reject it. He supplants the rejected notion with more appropriate description of the 

132 insituation: he was not writing to bring shame, but the exact opposite, to correct you, 

order to protect the ··family name" from shame like any honorable father would do in his 

culture. So then, the deny + counter strategy functions to reject a misguided notion and to 

supplant it with one Paul deems to be more appropriate. 

The realizations of ENGAGEMENT in the three clauses comprising v. 15 all function 

together to position the readers to view Paul-and only Paul-as inhabiting the social 

role of father of the implied readers. The first clause is the protasis of a third class 

conditional structure, portraying a hypothetical situation for consideration. In doing so. it 

opens the dialogue to the idea that its proposition might possibly hold (ENTERTAIN): If 

132 The participles svTpErrwv and vou8nc3v both express purpose (on this use ofthe participle. cf. 
Porter, Idioms. I92-93 ). 
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you happen to have a myriad ofguardians in Christ . ... 133 The apodosis, however, 

contracts the dialogue with a counter: at least 134 [you will] not have many fathers. 135 This 

counter contracts dialogue around the notion of the number of fathers the readers will 

have compared to the number of guardians they may have. This sets up for the final 

clause in the verse in which Paul asserts For I myselfbecame your father in Christ Jesus 

through the gospel. The use ofeyw realizes Paul's subjective interpolation into the text 

and signals that this clause is an instance of PROCLAIM: PRONOUNCE. Paul overtly resists 

the view that anyone else could be their father in Christ. He and only he brought the 

gospel to them; they had believed in Christ through his service to God (cf. 3:5). 

Like 1 Cor 1:10, napaKOAw in v. 16 is an interpersonal modality metaphor, but 

with the significant difference that here the semiotic space opened by the modality 

metaphor for interpersonal negotiation is overridden by the ensuing imperative 1-111-.rrJTO,l 

I-IOU ytvm8E. On the one hand, the modality metaphor grounds the command in the 

subjectivity of Paul's desire 136 for the readers, which is generally something that is open 

for negotiation (ENTERTAIN); on the other hand, however, Paul closes up space for 

negotiation and, in fact, does not even acknowledge the possibility of resistance, by using 

the imperative (MONOGLOSS). It is as though he says, "As your father, I want you to do 

this: be my imitators.'' 

131 In order to make sense of the relationship bet\\een the first two clauses. most English ,,ersions 
transform the conditional prot as is into a concession (For though you have a myriad, , , ). but doing so 
changes the semantics of the structure. A third class condition signifies an indefinite or unfulfilled 
hypothesis. but a concession signifies that the proposition holds and that both writer and reader stand in 
agreement on the point. Paul intends the former. not the latter. 

134 Ct: Turner. s_vntax. 330 on glossing af..Aa following a conditional protasis. 

m C[ Robertson. Grammar. 1018. 
136 Urging someone to (or away from) a certain attitude. belief. or behavior stems from that 

person's desire (t. +AFFECT: INCLINATION [desire]). 
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As noted above, Paul sent Timothy, his beloved and loyal child in the Lord 

(MONOGLOSS) to Corinth as his emissary (v. 17). He will remind the readers of the ways 

Paul applies the message of the cross in his ministry to all the churches everywhere. The 

future form O:vaiJV~OEl realizes ENTERTAIN in that it modalizes the process because it 

grammaticalizes expectation. Thus the proposition I expect that he will remind you is 

grounded in Paul's contingent subjectivity and presents what he believes Timothy will 

accomplish during his time in Corinth. 

At v. 18, Paul references the apparent attitude of some (TtVES") of the readers, that 

they have become arrogant (puffed up) thinking that Paul will not be visiting them any 

time soon (ATTRIBUTE: DISTANCE). In response (v. 19), Paul opens the possibility that he 

will come to (EAEVOOIJat [I expect to come]) the addressees relatively soon, ifthe Lord 

will it (ENTERTAIN). Upon his arrival, assuming he does visit them, he expects to find out 

(yvwooiJat) whether or not these people have any power (ovvaiJtV) backing their talk 

(Aoyov) (ENTERTAIN). For to Paul, the kingdom of God is not exhibited merely in talk 

(DISCLAIM: DENY), but in power (DISCLAIM: COUNTER) (v. 20). To think otherwise, as the 

deny + counter pair signifies, is wrong and must be corrected. 

The unit closes, indeed the entire argument contained in chapter 1-4 closes, with 

two open, expository questions. The first, What do you want? is dialogically expansive in 

that it invites the readers to enter into the dialogue with a response. The second question, 

Shall I come with a rod or with love and a spirit ofgentleness? although not quite as wide 

open as the first since it limits answers to two possibilities, is still dialogically expansive, 

which is signaled by the use of the subjunctive mood form (ef.8c.u) and the fact that the 
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choice is left open to the readers (i.e .. Paul does not contract dialogue by answering the 

question for them) (ENTERTAIN). 

Summary 

The attitudinal evaluations in this closing unit aid in accomplishing several things. First, 

Paul uses attitude to create a positive disposition toward the way he has engaged the 

readers in the text thus far. He portrays himself as acting appropriately toward them, not 

shaming them but correcting them as a father corrects his beloved children. This is Paul's 

attempt to restore any solidarity that may have been damaged or lost thus far in the 

argument. Second. Paul's command to the readers to imitate h"im implies that his ways 

are worthy of being imitated. This is a betokened attitude, but crucial nonetheless. Third, 

appraisal is used to portray Timothy as the model child whom the implied readers can 

trust to remind them of Paul's ways and teachings. Of course, attitude is also used to 

portray the readers as needing to be reminded of Paul's ways. Finally, Paul uses attitude 

to generate a negative disposition toward those who have become haughty in Paul's 

absence. The indirect threat to come with a rod signifies that Paul, as their father. is quite 

displeased with their behavior. 

The two main engagement strategies adopted in this section are ENTERTAIN and, 

as a rhetorical pair. DISCLAIM: DENY and DISCLAIM: COUNTER. With these Paul engages 

the readers in dialogue. positioning them to reach certain conclusions. He denies shaming 

them, countering with the proposition that his intent is to correct them as his beloved 

children. He entertains the notion that they may have a myriad of guardians, but they only 

have him as their father. He entertains the expectation that he will visit them and learn if 

the puffed-up ones have any power or if they are all talk. And he opens the possibility 



232 

that when he does visit, he may need to come with the rod of correction-if they do not 

change their ways. Together Paul's selections from ATTITUDE and ENGAGEMENT, as has 

been the case throughout the argument in 1 Cor 1-4, have been to bring the readers into 

alignment with the controlling ideology (i.e., theology) and system of values that direct 

Paul's way of life, namely those expressed through a crucified Messiah. 

Conclusion 

At the conclusion of the previous chapter, it was noted by way of reminder that a main 

claim of this study is that Paul's attitudinal evaluations and engagement strategies reveal 

the values by which he believes the Corinthian believers (really, all believers everywhere 

[cf. I:2: 4: 16]) ought to live and those by which the ought not live. Although a number of 

these will be revisited in the conclusion in the subsequent chapter, it is nonetheless 

instructive to conclude this chapter by highlighting the key values that surface as I Cor 

3--4 unfolds. 

Paul's language in I Cor 3:1-5 is exacting: he steps into the lives ofthe readers to 

point out what they have wrong and how they ought not to live, hence the repeated 

negative judgments regarding their capacity to discern what is proper and to behave 

properly. It becomes clear through the social name calling and rhetorical questioning in 

this unit that Paul stands quite opposed to the formation of cliques around people in the 

church who are people of status by the world's standards. Such behavior reveals the 

readers have not grown in their faith but are still as fleshly and immature as they were 

when Paul first brought them the gospel. Paul rebukes them because their divisive 

behavior is inconsistent with the fact that they are in Christ (3:1) and presumably have 

the Spirit of God (cf. 1: 1-9). When the readers involve themselves in clique formation (I 
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am ofPaul . .. I am ofApollos) they behave according to human inclinations (3:4), 

mirroring the ~VXtKC)S" av8pc.urros- (world-oriented person) constructed at 1 Cor 2:14 

rather than the TTVEVIJOTtKos- (spiritual person) (2: 15)--not the reference person they 

should emulate. Clearly, then, the value at issue here is that of wholeness. Wholeness is 

concerned with the integrity of belief (faith) and behavior and by extension the integrity 

of the group ofbelievers. 137 For Paul, to lack wholeness is to be unholy; to act like mere 

humans undermines the '"set-apartness'' that distinguishes the community of believers 

from an unholy society. 

The farming analogy in 1 Cor 3:5-9 allows Paul to teach the readers the proper 

way to view people in the family of God. Using himself and Apollos as representatives of 

people who are presumably "'important"' in the church, Paul destroys any notion of self-

aggrandizement and social self-betterment ('"boasting") by defining them as btaKovot 

(servants). He explains in the language of the analogy that both he and Apollos were each 

given a specific task-planting and watering, respectively (3:6)-but that these tasks 

served a single purpose. Neither he nor Apollos completed their distinctive tasks for their 

own self-promotion or honor: rather, they discharged their duties to the glory of their 

Master, God who makes the crop grow. The value propagated here is humility. As a 

social value, humility directs a person to remain in their inherited social status, to remain 

neutral in the social competition of life. 138 To humble oneself is ""to declare oneself 

powerless to defend one's status'" and then to act accordingly either factually or ritually 

by renouncing one's status, setting aside the use of power, or eschewing boastful, self­

137 Cf. Neyrey. ··wholeness:· 205. 

118 Malina. ··Humility:· 118. 
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promoting behavior. 139 Paul and Apollos exemplify humility in this text by fulfilling the 

tasks to which God has commissioned them without seeking more honor for themselves 

by "moving up" to a more honorable task. This is a lesson the boastful Corinthians need 

to learn and apply, hence the use of attitude and engagement to position the reader to live 

an "upside-down" life (upside-down in the eyes of the world, that is). 

At 3:10-17, Paul changes metaphors rather abruptly from the world of farming to 

the world of building, and, specifically, to building the temple of God. As noted above, at 

the outset of this section, Paul issues a directive to the readers to carefully consider how 

and with what they build the temple (3:10). For Paul, God's temple was no longer a 

specific designated area of sacred space; rather, "'temple" referred to the groups of 

believers among whom the Spirit of God dwelled (3: 16--17). 140 Thus, as one on the 

foundation of Jesus, she or he must take care not to build with materials that are 

perishable-things of the present age-that would corrupt (¢8E'tpEt) God's temple (3: 17). 

By this analogy Paul emphasizes holiness which is related to wholeness. If the believers 

at Corinth constitute the temple of God, which Paul assumes (3:16), then they must 

exhibit holy behavior. Dividedness (i.e., the lack of wholeness) is considered indicative 

of defilement and corruption; 141 thus, the one who causes division among the group of 

believers is guilty of defiling the very temple of God. Such a one would be seen as 

violating the ""purity law" of keeping the EKKAT]Ot a free from behavior that did not fit ""in 

Christ," 142 and would thus be in danger of being destroyed (¢8Ep{i) by God (3: 17). 

13 
q Malina. ··Humility.·· 118. 


14°Cf. Malina. ,Vew Testament World. 192. 

141 Cf. dcSilva. Honor, Patronage. Kinship & Purity. 247-48. 

142 Cf. Malina. Sew Testament World. 194. 
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Holiness (wholeness) is, once again, revealed as a core value undergirding Christian 

morality. 

1 Corinthians 3: 18-23 perpetuates the value of humility. It does so by suggesting 

that one who presumes to be wise by the standards of the world has fallen prey to self­

deception, thinking they are something when they are not (v. 18). Further, wisdom as the 

world defines it is cast as foolishness before God (vv. 19-20), thus no one is to boast in a 

person (v. 22). In fact, those who avoid being self-deceived and become "fools" as the 

world sees it are described as having everything belonging to them (v. 22), apparently a 

play on the stoic saying ''all things belong to the wise person.'' In this, the reversal theme 

is reestablished: what the world considers wise, God considers foolish, and what the 

world considers foolish, God considers wise. The readers are directed to humble 

themselves, to "become foolish,'' in order to be wise before God. 

Paul continues to propagate the value of humility in 1 Cor 4:1-5. Here he 

positively portrays servanthood as well as the faithful discharging ofthe duties that God 

has assigned to each (vv. 1-2). Another facet of humility appears in this passage as Paul 

negatively appraises the readers for judging him (presumably by the standards of the 

world). A humble person does not take on roles higher than what they have been allotted. 

In this instance, the readers are depicted as improperly having taken on the role of the 

master and are judging Paul and, assuming Paul is representative of other important 

people, others. This is inappropriate, haughty behavior, for as Paul says, the one who 

judges me is the Lord (v. 1 0). In this way Paul again emphasizes humility as a core value 

of the EKKI.f]ota TOU 8EOu, and it is a value that contributes to the wholeness/holiness of 

the community in that it does not encourage divisive behavior. 
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Perhaps the most poignant yet powerful depiction of humility applied to one's life 

appears in I Cor 4:6-13. Ironically, Paul holds up the defamed life of us apostles as the 

quintessence of humility lived out. It is so, Paul argues, because God wanted to 

demonstrate in the apostles the lesson of the cross applied. The apostles are considered 

fools because of the message of a crucified Messiah they preach, dishonored, hungry, 

thirsty, poorly clothed, beaten, homeless, and having to work with their own hands (vv. 

I 0-12). Yet, despite the shame heaped on them by the world, they humbly respond to the 

difficulties they face. When they are insulted, they respond with blessing/praise; when 

they are persecuted, they endure; when they are slandered, they encourage (vv. 12-13). In 

these descriptions, the negativity of humiliation is supplanted with positivity, so that 

humility becomes honorable before God. 143 

Finally, in I Cor 4:14-21 at least two key values surface in Paul's language. The 

first is honor. In reality, honor undergirds the entire argument surfacing at various times 

in the text where it becomes an explicit issue. Such is the case at the beginning of this 

text where Paul must defend the appropriateness of the challenging, if not harsh, 

language he has used to address the readers. He claims to have acted in an honorable way 

toward the implied readers because his intent was not to shame them but to provide 

correction. In describing his use of language as corrective, he not only protects his own 

honor, but more importantly he construes himself as protecting the honor of the EKKAT]Ot a 

Tou 8EOv that exists in Corinth and beyond. If, as the father of the Corinthians, he allows 

their improper behavior to fragment the church, he would thereby invite shame on the 

fictive kin group, which could ultimately end up bringing dishonor to God. The idea that 

143 Cf now deSilva. Honor. Patronage, Kinship & Purity. 65-70 under the heading "When 
Dishonor is No Dishonor." 
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God's name might be defamed motivates him to respond to the readers with frankness, 

even if it might risk solidarity between them. 

A second value that appears in 1 Cor 4:14-21 is that of respect. As their father in 

Christ (not to mention the apostle to their church), Paul commands the respect ofthe 

readers. That is, Paul expects the readers to change their behavior because he, as their 

father, has directed them to do so. Most of the time in this and other of his letters, Paul 

does not play the authoritarian as if all f:i;ovoia (power. authority) resided in him. Rather, 

the authority with which he speaks derives from God. This being the case, it is quite 

interesting that at 4: 16 Paul would command the readers to imitate him. Contra to 

Castelli's notion 14
--1 that Paul makes this command as some sort of self-aggrandizing 

political power play-which would contradict a staple teaching in 1 Cor 1--4-it appears 

that the command is a call to the readers to appropriate the kind of humility exemplified 

in 4:6--13, namely seeking what station God has called them to in Christ and humbly 

taking it up for God's glory. If they respect Paul as their father, they will imitate him in 

this way, and he will not have to bring the rod of correction when he comes for a visit. 

144 Cf Castelli. Imitating Paul. 98-111. 



Conclusion 

The purpose of this work has been to examine the role of Paul's language in the 

resocialization of the assumed readers of 1 Corinthians 1-4. Since resocialization is about 

convincing people to replace certain beliefs, values, and behaviors with new or modified 

ones-a social task accomplished primarily through language-a sociolinguistic model 

of interpersonal discourse analysis called Appraisal Theory was adopted for text analysis. 

This model operates on the supposition that people negotiate values and ideologies 

through the negotiation of attitudes. If one's goal is to convince an arrogant person to be 

humble, she or he will adopt a negative stance or attitudinal disposition toward arrogance 

and arrogant behavior while taking up a positive stance toward humility and humble 

behavior. These stances are encoded in text and exchanged with the person to be 

convinced as positive or negative evaluations or appraisals. The model of appraisal 

identifies these evaluations and the strategies of engagement that together attempt to 

impress an axiological paradigm (i.e., a framework of what is "right" and what is 

"wrong") upon the person to be convinced. This model is used to analyze 1 Cor 1-4 to 

see what stances Paul took up vis-a-vis the readers to get a sense for the core values, the 

axiological paradigm, he wished to impress upon them as believers in Christ and 

members of the EKKAT)aia Tou 6EOu. 

Applying the model to 1 Cor 1-4 brings several things to light. First, the 

attitudinal appraisals and engagement strategies do, indeed, reflect Paul's social goals of 

each unit of the text. The major moves are mentioned here in broad strokes. It has long 

been argued the letter opening and thanksgiving serve to build writer-reader solidarity. 

This is reflected in the dominance of positive judgments of normality (those that bespeak 
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how unique or special a person is) of the readers. Moreover, these judgments are stated 

matter-of-factly, almost entirely in monoglossic text. There is a major shift to the 

dominance of negative judgment ofthe readers' behavior and heteroglossic text in 1 Cor 

1.10-17, which corresponds to Paul's statement of the problem and the beginning of his 

argument against that problem that occurs in the letter body. Alternation between positive 

and negative appreciations appear in 1 Cor 1.18-25 as Paul invokes the thematic 

formation of reversal in his attempt to align the readers to an appropriate view of the 

message of the cross. First Corinthians 1.26-31 and 2.1-5 offer more alternations 

between positive and negative appreciation continuing the reversal theme, though here 

applied to the readers' transformative experience and to the power of God's message 

despite Paul's weaknesses. The goal here is to convince the implied readers that God has 

put them in the position they enjoy, so they must give him honor, not try to keep it for 

themselves. The goal in 1 Cor 2.6-16 is still primarily to establish that what Paul 

preaches is, indeed, wisdom from God. Thus, the engagement strategies and positive 

appreciations continue to function to this end. However, starting in this section, there are 

an increasing number of negative judgments regarding the readers' capacity to discern 

what Paul preaches as God's wisdom. These mark the beginning ofthe shift in the 

argument from teaching about God's wisdom to applying it directly to the readers' lives. 

This transition is made in 1 Cor 3.1--4 where there is a definite spike in negative 

judgments regarding the readers' behavior, which dominate through 1 Cor 4.5. Clearly, 

Paul's goal in these sections (i.e., 3.1--4, 5-9, 10-17, 18-23; 4.1-5) is to emphasize the 

implied readers' bad behavior and, through positive evaluations, point out the kind of 

good behavior with which they ought to replace it. The appraisals and engagement 
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techniques used in 1 Cor 4.6--13 strongly suggest that Paul is about the business of 

correction. The reversal theme is clearly invoked as Paul appraises positively those things 

the world appraises negatively and vice versa. In terms of engagement, this section is 

dominated by concede + counter pairs in which, ironically, the points Paul concedes 

ultimately support his value position, as do the counter points. This is a powerful section 

of text in terms of reader alignment. The final section, 1 Cor 4.14-21, sees positive 

appraisals of Paul as he seeks to rebuild solidarity with the readers in order that he might 

command them to imitate him. Yet, he ends the unit on a mixed note designed to move 

the readers to his value position: ifthey remain puffed up, he threatens the rod, but if they 

humble themselves and change their ways, he will come with love and a gentle spirit. So 

then, the model of appraisal can help interpreters trace Paul's social goals through the 

text. 

A second observation that comes into focus through the application of the model 

is that the core values Paul wishes to impose upon the readers become apparent. As the 

model was applied to the thirteen units of text comprising chapters 1--4, the evaluations 

and reader alignments through engagement began to project a pattern with regard to 

values Paul wanted the readers to accept. In six of the thirteen units (cf. 1.26--31; 2.1-5; 

3.5-9; 3.18-23; 4.1-5; and 4.6--13), the value of humility clearly rose to the top. 1 This 

value was communicated though negative appraisals of boasting and the readers' 

hubristic behavior, positive appraisals of Paul completing his task of preaching the 

"foolish" message of the cross with less than impressive speech and stature (according to 

the world), positive appraisals of the role of servant, negative appraisals of overstepping 

1 Cf. Malina. ··J-Iumilit) ... 118-20. 
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one's bounds to judge another's servant, and the reconstrual of what the world considers 

shameful as what God considers honorable. Another value that is foregrounded several 

times (cf. 1.1 0-17; 3.1--4; 3.1 0-17) is that ofwholeness/holiness.2 This value is 

propagated mainly through positive evaluations of unity and behavior that results in unity 

and negative evaluations of division and divisive behavior. Other values that surface 

throughout Paul's argument include: loyalty (faithfulness), respect, sameness (i.e., 

resistance to diverting from the tradition Paul has handed down to them), 

patronage/beneficence of God, and, of course honor and (positive) shame. 3 This is a 

significant observation because it demonstrates that the model was able to aid in 

successfully accomplishing the goal of the study. 

This study opens a number of avenues for future research. One of the hallmarks of 

the current study is that it focuses its gaze on interpersonal meaning in text, but much 

more work with this emphasis needs to be done in nearly every area of biblical studies. In 

the area of Greek grammar, for example, the vast majority of Greek grammars-

beginning, intermediate, and advanced-privilege ideational meanings in their definitions 

of grammatical concepts. For example, one specific grammatical topic that could benefit 

from the insights of interpersonal analysis is that of verbal mood. Even those who rightly 

emphasize the role played by the language user's subjective view still often define mood 

in terms of the language user's view of the action in relation to reality. This favors 

c Ct~ Neyre). ··wholeness:· 204--7. 
3 Cf Malina. ··Faith/Faithfulness:· 72-75: Malina. New Testament World. 30 (respect): McVann. 

""Change/Novelty Orientation."' 19-21: deSilva. Honor. Patronage, Kinship & Purity. 95-156 (patronage): 
deSilva. Honor. Patronage, Kinship & Purity. 23-93 (honor): and Plevnik. ""Honor/Shame." 106--14 
(honor). 
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ideational meaning. There is little to no discussion of the interpersonal semantics of 

mood/modality (e.g., the dialogic expansiveness of the subjunctive mood). 

Another area of linguistic analysis that could benefit from Appraisal Theory is 

paragraphing. Debates continue to swirl around the definition of paragraph and how units 

of text should be marked off. Many contemporary discourse analyses, especially those 

arising from within the SFL paradigm, tend to focus on features related to the textual 

metafunction. This is certainly the most appropriate approach, but perhaps attitudinal 

appraisals could be added to the number of features analyzed when determining 

paragraph or unit breaks. For example, most scholars would place a break at I Cor 2.6, 

and there are good textual reasons for doing so, such as the change of aspect and person, 

and the introduction of new participants. One other key indicator is the shift from 

negative evaluation of oo¢1a to a positive one. This is helpful since Paul continues to use 

a lexical item from prior text, but in spite of this the semantic link to the previous uses 

has been broken on account of the shift in attitude. 

Another area in biblical studies that could benefit from the kind of discourse 

analysis modeled in this study is the area of exegetical methodology. Even a cursory 

perusal of commentaries in the major series (e.g., NIGTC, NICNT) reveals the 

privileging of ideational and textual meanings. Commentators exert great effort (and in 

many cases use lots of ink!) in describing the meaning of a text in terms of what the text 

is about (text as representation [ideational]) and to a fair extent the "stylistic" features a 

writer uses to convey their message (text as message [textual meaning]). Often very little 

space is given to the interpersonal question of what the writers are attempting to do to 

their assumed audiences with their texts (text as exchange [interpersonal meaning]). As a 
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result, important features oftexts, such as the creation and maintenance of social relations 

and value systems, are often left completely out of the discussion even though, as argued 

in this study, these are often (if not always) the main reason the New Testament 

documents were penned in the first place. 

Finally, in the broader field of biblical criticism and hermeneutics, it would be 

especially interesting to see the kind of discourse analysis modeled here adopted by 

practitioners of Social-Scientific Criticism. In many cases, those who practice this 

approach adopt rhetorical or socio-rhetorical criticism as the main tool for analyzing text, 

but rhetorical-critical models often stall out on matters of generic form and content and 

fail to deal adequately with the formal features (i.e., the linguistic features) of the 

language in use. It would be refreshing to see practitioners of social-scientific criticism 

utilize a SFL-based model of interpersonal discourse analysis to study again ancient 

documents, both biblical and non-biblical, in order to revise as necessary the description 

ofthe social landscape of the ancient circum-Mediterranean world and the axiological 

paradigm(s) of the early Christians. 



Appendix 

A Survey of Literature on the Study of 1 Corinthians 

This appendix contains a brief survey of the key works related to the work presented 

above. In this survey. one will find works from a broad spectrum of approaches to the 

interpretation of I Corinthians. All of the works included in this survey deal with the 

interpretation of I Corinthians to some degree; some deal specifically with I Cor I-4. 

others with specific texts in I Corinthians but outsides chapters I-4. still others with 

issues related to I Corinthians as a whole. The spectrum of approaches includes but is not 

limited to: linguistic criticism and discourse analysis; rhetorical and socio-rhetorical 

criticism; social-scientific criticism; and social identity theory. The works are treated in 

order of their year of publication (if more than one work exists for a single publication 

year, they are ordered alphabetically by last name). 

In 1990, Antoinette Clark Wire published The Corinthian Women Prophets, in 

which she attempts to reconstruct the social and theological location of the women 

prophets at Corinth. Her stated interest in these women is ''their behavior, daily and 

occasional, their position in society and the church. and their values and theology.'' 1 To 

accomplish her task, Wire adopts for her analytical framework a model built on the New 

Rhetoric espoused by Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca. What attracts her to such a model 

is its emphasis on the point that persuaders like Paul must be keenly aware of the 

audience with whom they share the rhetorical situation. On the basis of this audience and 

the situation they share, persuaders shape their arguments in ways they believe will have 

1 Corinthian Women Prophets. I. 
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the greatest persuasive impact on that audience in that situation. Moreover, as Wire 

points out, ''because to argue is to gauge your audience as accurately as you can at every 

point, to use their language, to work from where they are toward where you want them to 

be,"2 an argumentative text such as 1 Corinthians will contain both Paul's point of view 

as well as, to some extent, the alternative and/or opposing points of view Paul sets out to 

argue against to which at least some of the audience holds. If this is the case, as Wire 

argues, then rhetorical analysis of the text ought to produce enough data to reconstruct a 

social and theological profile3 not only ofthe whole group to which Paul writes but even 

of a subgroup, such as the women prophets in Corinth. Procedurally, Wire categorizes 

Paul's key arguments according to Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca' s four kinds of 

argument (i.e., quasi-logical arguments, arguments from the structure of reality, 

arguments to establish the structure of reality, and dissociation of concepts), -land then 

she "factors'' for the role of the women prophets within the argumentative situation. Wire 

borrows the term "factoring" from the world of algebra on the analogy that in an 

algebraic equation one may determine the unknown value of variable x on the basis of its 

relationship with the other variables in the equation that have known values. The 

variables that have a known value include: (I) Paul's intent is to persuade the audience 

with the letter; (2) everything Paul says about human beings, Corinthians, believers in 

Christ, women, and prophets-if it serves his goal of persuasion-is a possible resource 

for understanding the women prophets in Corinth; and (3) the points upon which Paul is 

2 Wire. Corznthians Women Prophets. 3. 
3 Wire draws on an eclectic array of social models to help with her task. including those of Gerd 

Theissen. Victor Turner. Bruce Malina. Mary Douglas. Wayne Meeks. and Elisabeth SchUssler Fiorenza 
(cJ: Connthian Women Prophets. 5). 

4 Wire. Corinthian Women Prophets. 6--7: cf. Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca . .'\lew Rheroric. 190­
92: Perelman. Realm ofRhetoric. 48-53. 
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most insistent and intense reveal the opposing point of view. The variable to "'solve for" 

through "'factoring'' is the social location of the Corinthian women prophets in the 

Corinthian church and, concomitantly, their role in the rhetorical situation of 1 

Corinthians. 5 Wire concludes that these women were very much caught up in the wider 

social changes occurring in first-century Corinth. Due to the collapse of the Roman 

republican system about a century before Paul, achieved honor status began to bypass 

attributed honor status in importance competition for honor status/power increased. 6 In 

terms of religion, Wire claims, "established Jews and Jewish Christians were more 

interested in recovering the stability and respect traditionally theirs by alliance with 

Rome." 7 Thus, as traditional social and religious mores were faltering in this changing 

social environment, the Corinthian women prophets were taking advantage of the 

potential for ·'upward mobility'' both in the church and in society at large. However, PauL 

having come from the "'class among Jews with education, family influence, and Roman 

citizenship,"8 rejects this social trend at least as it impacts the church. Self-aggrandizing 

competition for honor status (i.e., "'boasting'') is rejected in favor of humility. Paul 

"makes virtue out of the losses he has taken to keep his integrity in and unstable world, 

first as a Jew and even more as a servant of Christ."9 He does this in an effort to 

"strengthen 'group' boundaries and secure discipline and group order modeled after his 

O\\-n apostolic sacrifices in the name ofthe cross ofChrist.'' 10 Paul does not advocate a 

5 Wire. Corinthian Women Prophets, 8-9. 

6 Wire, Corinthian Women Prophets. 191. 

7 Wire. Corinthian Women Prophets. 191. 

8 Wire. Corinthian Women Prophets. 192. 

0 

Wire. Corinthian Women Prophets. 192. 

10 Wire. Corinthian Women Prophets. 192. 
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return to Torah, but, according to Wire, he does try to limit the Corinthians' loss of 

traditional privileges at the expense of rising groups in society (e.g., the women prophets) 

"by calling all believers to remain in the positions they had when called." 11 Wire· s work 

was helpful for the present study for several reasons. First, she rightly approves and 

applies New Rhetoric as a tool for historical inquiry. She correctly observes that 

persuasive/argumentative texts do not only give one side of an argument; they provide a 

window through which one may see opposing points of view. Second, her use of 

Douglas's (and Neyrey's) grid/group framework for reconstructing the social situation of 

the Corinthians is both apropos and enlightening, particularly as she uses the tool to 

reconstruct the social boundary that existed between the church at Corinth and 

Corinthians society. Finally, her perspective on how to understand Paul's (and the 

Bible's) authority is compelling: 

Two appropriate standards for determining a text's authority are the way it claims 
authority and the authority it actively exercises with the receptive reader. Paul 
claims a hearing on the basis of insistent arguments from God's calling, from 
revelation, from hard work, and from modeling Christ. The letters do not claim to 
be authoritative in their own right or this argument would be redundant. For Paul, 
such intrinsic authority belongs to God alone. Paul's letters' authority depends 
upon free assent to Paul's arguments because they are convincing. 12 

The work's major weakness, however, lies in the fact that Wire reads the women 

prophets in so many sections of I Corinthians. As Scroggs asks, ''Are they as pervasive in 

Paul's mind and thus, at least covertly, in his statements as Wire thinks?" 13 The 

perspective on Wire's work taken up in the present study is that she has not convincingly 

argued for the appropriateness of singling out and reconstructing the social and 

11 Wire. Corinthian Women Prophets. 192. 

12 Wire. Corinthian Women Prophets. 10. 

11 Scroggs...Revie\\ of The Corinthian Women Prophets:· 547. 
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theological location of the women prophets from among Paul's intended audience. At 

best, her findings would apply to the more general audience Paul has in mind. 

Elizabeth Castelli's 1991 work Imitating Paul is an analysis of Paul's discourse of 

power. Although this monograph is a discourse analysis in the vein of Michel Foucault 

and not a linguistic discourse analysis per se, the work does take into account the use of 

language for the construction and perpetuation of ideologies. Castelli's thesis is that Paul 

uses the notion of mimesis as a strategy of power to articulate and naturalize a particular 

set of power relations in the social formation of the early Christian communities for 

which he is responsible. 14 She argues on the basis of a survey of mimesis in Greco-

Roman antiquity that (I) mimesis is always articulated in terms of a hierarchical 

relationship in which the "copy'' is always a derivation of the "model" (and can never 

reach the "privileged status" of the model); (2) mimesis perpetuates sameness over 

against difference; (3) the "model" in a mimetic relationship is generally seen as 

authoritative. 15 When Paul commands the putative readers to become his imitators (1 Cor 

4: 16), argues Castelli, he evokes among them these three associations so that he puts 

himself in the privileged position of "model,'' he perpetuates sameness by "erasing" 

discursive space for difference, and, by construing himself as father, he assumes total 

authority over his children. Castelli's work offers a number of helpful insights for 

interpreting Paul's directive for the readers to become his imitators. First, her point that 

mimesis in Greco-Roman antiquity reflects a positive value for sameness over against 

difference is essentially correct. Change and novelty, especially in religious contexts, 

were often met with sometimes fierce resistance because they challenged the traditions 

14 Castelli. Afimesis. 15. 


15 Castelli. Mimesis. 16. 




-----·-

249 

that were supposed to bring stability and constancy to life. 16 Second, in her discussion of 

I Cor 4:16, she rightly argues that the paternal imagery Paul adopts must be interpreted in 

light of cultural context as a role that possesses total authority over children. 17 Fathers in 

the first-century Greco-Roman world, including Jewish subculture, demanded utmost 

respect and loyalty from their children. 18 Finally, her engagement with Foucault has led 

her to the worthy conclusion that discourse, whether in Foucault's broader sense of social 

practice or in the narrower sense of written or spoken text (which is a form of social 

action), never functions "disinterestedly'' and "'is an active constructor ofideology.'' 19 As 

it applies to I Cor 1-4, this means that Paul wrote the text in order to ''do something" to 

the readers; namely, he aimed to dissuade the readers that the dominant ideology of the 

world was an appropriate guide for life in the church of God and to persuade them to 

adopt instead the ideology (theology) ofthe cross. However, Castelli's main claim that 

Paul uses mimesis as a means of executing a political (i.e., coercive) power move to 

establish himself at the top of a hierarchical relationship with the putative readers is 

problematic. If she is correct, then Paul acts in a way contrary to the very teaching he has 

given the putative readers in I Cor 1-4, namely to avoid the kind of haughty behavior 

encouraged by the dominant ideology of the world. This would mean Paul was dishonest, 

encouraging the readers to humble themselves so that he might be exalted! Although Paul 

does claim status in I Corinthians, both as apostle and as fictive father, he does not do so 

in self-interest. He fills these roles because God has granted it. Thus, in the end, although 

16 Cf MeV ann. ··Change/Novelt) Orientation:· 19-20. 

17 Castelli. Afimesis. 101. 

18 Cf. deSilva. Honor. Patronage. Kinship & Purity. 185-88. 

19 Castelli. Mimesis. 53. 
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Castelli's work does offer a number of helpful insights into interpreting Paul's relation to 

the putative readers, her work is only of modest value for the present study. Because her 

Foucaultian perspective is not tempered by other social theories or social-scientific 

perspectives or sociolinguistic theories, she arrives at a conclusion that does not fully take 

into consideration genre, register, and the text of I Corinthians. 

Margaret Mitchell's Paul and the Rhetoric ofReconciliation, published in 199L 

seems to have captured and maintained the attention of scholars. The purpose of her work 

is not to offer a rhetorical-critical commentary of canonical 1 Corinthians, but to use 

rhetorical criticism (of the Betz school) to determine if the letter is, indeed, a unitary 

composition. Her basic methodology is to determine the overall genre of the letter and to 

see if the topoi (topics) and taxis (arrangement of arguments) support the genre 

throughout the entire text. If so, according to Mitchell, it is reasonable to insist the current 

literary form of the letter is a compositional whole rather than a series of other letters 

''sewn together'' into its current form. 20 Mitchell's basic argument is that I Corinthians is 

deliberative (i.e., political) rhetoric, which, she says, is supported by the fact that the 

majority of the letter's content (i.e., I :18-15:57) provide ''proofs" (advice) as to why the 

readers ought to be unified as called for in the letters thesis at 1 Cor 1:10. Mitchell is 

quick to deduce these proofs from 1 Cor 1: 18--4:21, which she says as a unit has the 

purpose of censuring the readers for their factions. 21 In this section she offers several 

very helpful insights. She correctly identifies the wisdom of the world as ''the norms and 

values of human politics" (i.e., power struggles) that the believers were mirroring in the 

2°Cf Anderson. Ancient Rhetorical theory and Paul. 254-65 for a critical revie\\ of \\hether or 
not Mitchell achie\ed her goal. 

21 Mitchell. Rhetoric ofReconciliation. 209-10. 
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church which resulted in boasting and ultimately in division. 22 In the end, she says, the 

main point of 1 Cor 1:18---4:21 is to highlight the implied readers' blameworthiness for 

the purpose of reprimanding them and persuading them back to unity. The major 

shortcoming of Mitchell's work here is that she interprets the entire section of 1 Cor 

1:18---4:21 through a lens of negativity. She only sees rebuke, censure, and vituperation. 

Because of this she fails to recognize any of the positive values Paul put forward as 

replacements for the negative. A closer look at Paul's engagement strategies, particularly 

the way he uses deny + counter and concede + counter pairs, would have brought many 

of these positives to light. Although Rhetoric ofReconciliation offers a number of helpful 

insights and interpretations, because its purpose and scope are much broader than I Cor 

I-4, its overall aid for the current study is limited. 

Kathleen Callow's 1992 essay ''Patterns of Thematic Development in I 

Corinthians 5: 1-I3," though it does not pertain directly to 1 Cor 1-4, does introduce a 

number of issues pertinent to the present study. As its title suggests, the purpose of her 

paper is to demonstrate how discourse analysis (SIL school) enables interpreters to see 

patterns of thematic development in a text as it unfolds. She starts with the assumption 

that a communicator always communicates about something and for some purpose with 

text that is coherent (this is similar to SFL's ideational, interpersonal, and textual 

functions). 23 The topic of 1 Cor 5:1-13 (what it is about) is "the immoral man." Callow 

discovers this by identifying lexical/semantic chains related to rropve Ia (5: I), which she 

argues in this context is a reference to the person committing the sin, not the sin in the 

abstract. She goes on to emphasize that "all the references [to this person] are 

22 Mitchell. Rhetoric ofReconciliation. 211-12. 

2

J Callow. ··Patterns:· 194-95. 
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unequivocally negative,'' which factors into Paul's final command to expulse the man, an 

action which is ''an inherently negative evaluation.''24 Here is where Callow makes a 

number of points relevant to the present study. First, "all willed action" (e.g., the 

expulsion of the man) "is based on some evaluation, and it is therefore common in 

volitional messages that at least some of the supporting material is evaluative, presenting 

certain situations and actions as good, others as bad."25 Callow's point here is valid but 

too restrictive. Her claim makes it appear as though attitudinal evaluations only impact 

the meaning of a discourse in volitive (hortatory) contexts. While attitudinal evaluations 

may be more prominent in such contexts, they are always present in every text type. 

Every text--even those we often think are strictly "informational''-is intended to ''do 

something" to the reader, to fulfill some social task; thus, evaluation (attitude) is always 

present. Another point she makes that has some merit is that "special devices" such as 

exclamations or rhetorical questions are used by a writer to "express or arouse emotion,'' 

and as such they gain "special prominence'' constituting a separate ''thematic strand'' that 

intertwines with the "structural theme'' of the text. 26 What Callow seems to be trying to 

put her finger on here is, in SFL terms, the fact that both ideational and interpersonal 

meaning are encoded in text simultaneously. But this occurs in every clause of every text 

type, not just in hortatory or volitive contexts, as Callow's point implies. The key points 

from Callow's article of value for the present study are, first, that texts are not just 

ideational, they are interpersonal-they try to do something to the reader. Second, 

attitude (what she refers to as emotion) plays a significant role in the identification and 

24 Callow...Patterns ... 196. 

2
' Calla\\. "Patterns:· 196. 


26 CallO\\. ··Patterns:· 199. 
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interpretation of thematic material in texts. The shortcomings of the article revolve 

around her limited applications of these ideas, restricting, for example, the 

meaningfulness of emotion/attitude to hortatory textual environments. 

Stephen M. Pogoloffs 1992 monograph entitled Logos and Sophia: The 

Rhetorical Situation of1 Corinthians, sets out, as its subtitle suggests, to define the 

rhetorical situation of canonical 1 Corinthians. The work is not really interested in 

rhetorical theory per se; rather, it is mainly interested in the recreation of the rhetorical 

environment in which Paul writes-not just the exigence of the letter, but the 

environment of Paul himself-and specifically the role that environment plays in 

determining the manner in which it is written. He is particularly interested in defining 

what Paul means by ovK EV ao¢ict ~oyov (not in wisdom ofspeech) at 1 Cor 1:17. Much 

of the work is spent making a case for reading the phrase as a reference to rhetoric 

("cleverness ofspeech"). 27 Pogoloffs next move is to show how rhetoric has attached to 

it high social value, 28 and if one was good at it that person would gain not only the 

adulation ofthe people but also followers. In fact, Pogoloffargues that Paul's rhetoric 

was good enough that the presumed audience of 1 Corinthians perceived him ·'as a 

Hellenistic oo¢os- suitable for divisive allegiance,"29 hence the "slogan" I am ofPaul at 1 

Cor 1: 12. This causes a problem for Paul, for the message of the cross that he preaches 

opposes the cultural sources of power and status. So, Paul, in this environment, must 

"defend himself as a credible orator" yet reject the status that comes with this role. 30 To 

27 Cf. Pogo1oti Logos and Sophia. 111. 

28 Cf Pogo1oti Logos and Sophia. 129-72. 

2 Pogo1otl Logos and Sophia. 153.
Q 

3°Cf. Pogo1off. Logos and Sophia. 153. 
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accomplish this he must remind the readers that although his speech may have been 

persuasive and "'wise" he only used this speech "'to draw the readers into a world in which 

the 'champion' is crucified.'' 31 Pogoloffs approach and argument are certainly very 

interesting, and his creative (though speculative) narrative of the exigence is intriguing. 

However, an important lynchpin in his argument is too weak to hold up his claim. 

Pogoloff accepts BAG D's gloss of I Cor 2: I, "'I have not come as a superior person in 

speech or (human) wisdom,"32 but he seems to miss the point of both I Cor 2: I and 

BAGD's gloss. He sees this as evidence that Paul is dealing not only with rhetoric but 

with the social status that comes with it. 33 Yet, as Anderson has also noticed, 3~ the point 

of the text, reflected in BAGD, is that Paul is not a superior person with regard to speech 

or wisdom, not that he does not have superior social status as such. Thus, the foundation 

of Pogoloffs argument is quite badly fractured, making his overall claim unattractive. 

That said, his work does emphasize that social status is a factor in·the exigence of I 

Corinthians. Certainly, the putative readers are concerned about gaining honor and status 

for themselves, to which Paul responds with the directive to humility. Overall, though 

Logos and Sophia delivers a handful of significant insights into the exigence of the letter, 

it is of minimal value for the current study. 

In 1994, Duane Litfin published a study of I Cor 1-4 (focusing specifically on 

I: 17-2:5) entitled St. Paul's Theology ofProclamation. The work does not offer a 

rhetorical-critical analysis of this text per se; rather, it investigates Paul's conception of 

31 PogolofT. Logos and Sophia. 119. 

32 Pogoloff. Logos and Sophia. 131 (cf. 108-9); BAGD. 841. 

31 Pogoloff. Logos and Sophia. 132. 134. 

34 Anderson. Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul, 271. 
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his own preaching-his ''philosophy of rhetoric" or "theology ofpreaching.'-35 To 

accomplish this, Litfin argues, one must examine Paul's comments at I Cor I: I7-2:5 

against the backdrop ofGreco-Roman rhetorical-philosophical tradition prominent in his 

day (viz. "Isocratean-Aristotelian tradition" of rhetoric as exemplified by Cicero and 

Quintilian). 36 Litfin's interpretation ofthe available data portrays a philosophy of rhetoric 

that placed very high value upon eloquence of speech, associating such eloquence with 

fame, power, status, and wealth. This, according to Litfin, is this kind of"'dynamic 

rhetoric'' that Paul disavows as inappropriate ( cf. I Cor I: I 7-2:5) "because ... the 

results would have been rooted in his own facility as an orator, his own ability to adapt 

malleably to the rhetorical demands, his own capacity to manipulate the persuasive 

possibilities of the rhetorical situation so as to engender belief ... in his audience."37 This 

approach, says Litfin, is what Paul believed would void the cross's own power to create 

belief. 38 Although insightful at times, there are two major issues that curtail the 

usefulness of Litfin's work for Tenor ofToughness. First, Litfin's separation of 

proclamation from persuasion is unjustifiable. 39 Because the message of the cross is 

value-laden and ideologically (i.e., theologically) shaped and because it is a message that 

Paul himself believes, one may presume he would proclaim the message in a manner that 

privileges it over competing messages so that his hearers, too, might believe it. .to Second, 

even if Paul eschews the rhetorical practices of his day as self-aggrandizing and 

35 Litfin. Theology ofProclamation. 2. 17. 

36 Littin. Theology ofProclamation. II. 

37 Littin. Theology ofProclamation. 192. 

38 Lit fin. Theology ofProclamation. 192. 

39 C[ Litfin. Theology ofProclamation. 247-8. 

4°Consider Paul's claim at I Cor 9:20-23. 
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potentially damaging to the message of the cross, to claim that he avoids persuasive 

strategies altogether and that he does not adapt them based on audience is a non sequitur 

and does not do justice to the textual evidence. 41 

In his 1995 monograph, The Corinthian Body, Dale B. Martin set out ''to sketch 

the logic underlying [the] ancient discourses about body and see how the different Greco-

Roman concepts ofthe body and its components relate to one another.'' 42 He does this in 

an effort to access and to interpret the clashing ideologies represented in the text of 1 

Corinthians. Martin argues that "the theological differences reflected in 1 Corinthians all 

resulted from conflicts between various groups in the local church rooted in different 

ideological constructions of the body.''43 This assumes the body was viewed as a 

microcosm of the universe at large and, more specifically, the social world in which the 

first-century people lived. 44 On the basis of how Paul treats the issues of rhetoric and 

philosophy, eating meat that had been sacrifice to idols, prostitution, sexual desire, 

marriage, speaking in tongues, and bodily resurrection, 45 Martin argues that "Whereas 

Paul and (probably) the majority of the Corinthian Christians saw the body as a 

dangerously permeable entity threatened by polluting agents, a minority in the Corinthian 

church ... stressed the hierarchical arrangement of the body and the proper balance of its 

constituents, without evincing much concern over body boundaries or pollution.''46 To 

41 If the record ofPaul"s ministry and proclamation in Acts is to be considered (cf. Bruce ...Paul of 
Acts." 282-305). the account of Paul"s speech before the Areopagus (Acts 17:18-33) clearly illustrates his 
willingness to adapt his strategies depending upon audience. 

42 Martin. Corillfhian Body. :-.iii. 
43 Martin. Corinthian Body. xv. 

44 Martin. Corinthian Body. 3-37. Cf. also Neyrey. ""Body Language:· 131-38. 
4

' Cf Neyrey. ··sod) Language:· 138-64. 
46 Martin. Corinthian Body. xv. 

http:evidence.41


257 

support this claim, Martin turns to an investigation of ancient "medical and other upper-

class discourses," 47 which he rightly says reflect and the dominant ideology and system 

ofvalues ofthe elite and privileges a hierarchical view of society with "those who to a 

great extent controlled their own economic destiny'' at the top of the hierarchy and those 

who did not control their own economic destiny at various points below them. 48 With 

regard to 1 Cor 1-4, Paul's primary concern is with the social body as it pertains to both 

the church and to the world. More specifically, Paul is concerned with the hierarchy of 

the social body. Martin points out that although Paul's purpose is to promote unity in the 

Corinthian church, he neither attacks social hierarchy nor preaches equality. "'Instead, he 

appropriates the terminology of status ('wisdom,' 'power') and claims it for the 

oppositional realm apocalyptic discourse.'' 49 Hierarchies are not dissolved into equality in 

the apocalyptic world, but ""are acknowledged but then turned on their heads. The 

apocalyptic gospel reveals the instability of the values assumed by Greco-Roman culture, 

replacing them with a mirror world in which top is bottom and bottom top."50 Thus, what 

the world views as foolish, weak, and shameful, God, from the perspective of an 

apocalyptic world view, views as wise, strong, and honorable. Although Martin's 

engagement with the ancient sources on body and their reflection of the social "'body 

politic" is both intriguing and quite enlightening, it is this discussion about Paul's 

apocalyptic worldview and concomitant use of apocalyptic thematic formations that has 

47 Martin. Corinthian Body. xiii. 
48 Martin. Corinthian Body. xvii. It is important to note that Martin's "guess is that the more 

affluent members of Paul's churches \vere in that middle area between the true elite and the poor" and that 
the Corinthian church did not contain anyone from the highest levels of Greco- Roman culture (Corinthian 
Body. xvii). 

49 Martin. Corinthian Body. 59. 

' 
0 Martin. Corinthian Body. 60. 



258 

the most impact on the present study. This is especially insightful with regard to 

interpreting I Cor 1:18-2:5 and 1 Cor 3:5-9 where the theme of reversal is, perhaps, at 

its most prominent. On a number of occasions in the former stretch of text, Paul calls on 

the Jewish Scriptures to oppose the hierarchical ideology and value system by replacing it 

with the view that the humble downtrodden would be exalted by God above those who 

are currently exalted. 51 In the latter text, Paul uses the analogy of the farmer (i.e., planter 

and waterer) to supplant the dominant ideology that privileges the elite with one that 

exalts the servant. Martin argues that in neither case is Paul suggesting the those of high 

status must evacuate their standing; rather, according to Martin, they "can retain the high 

position assigned to them only by avoiding the schisms that would destroy the house of 

God:' 52 

In 1995 Ralph Bruce Terry published A Discourse Analysis ofFirst Corinthians. 

The stated purpose of the work is '"to discover discourse-linguistic features that are used 

in the Greek text of ... I Corinthians:'53 Terry's model is built upon the tagmemic 

theories of Pike and especially Longacre. 54 His methodology reflects the strong emphasis 

upon sentence grammar typical of tagmemic discourse analyses, 55 though the model does 

contain parameters for identifying and interpreting larger structures such as paragraphs. 56 

Perhaps the most important portion of Terry's book relative to the current project is his 

' 
1 Cf. Martin. Corinthian Body. 60. 


sc Martin. Corinthian Body. 65. 


53 Terry. Discourse Ana~vsis. I. 

54 Cf Terry. Dzscourse Ana~vsis. xi. On tagmemic theory. cf. Pike. Language in Relation to a 


Unified Theory: Longacre. Grammar ofDiscourse: de Beaugrande. Linguistic The01y. 187~222. 
55 Cf. Porter's critique of this kind of approach in Porter. ··Discourse Analysis and New Testament 

Studies." 24~7 (reiterated in Porter and Pitts. "Ne\v Testament Greek Language and Linguistics:· 236-7). 
Cf. also. Porter. "Linguistics and Rhetorical Criticism:· 73~7. 

56 Cf. Terry. Discourse Ana~vsis. 65~9. 
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discussion of"peak." Following Longacre, Terry defines peak as ··a zone of grammatical 

or stylistic turbulence within a discourse that corresponds to its climax and/or 

denouement.'' 57 "Turbulence'' is indicated by changes in a text's surface structure, 

particularly in the form of deviations from "routine features." 58 Common manifestations 

include increases or decreases in lexical density, changes in the nominal/verbal balance, 

and various other shifts in grammar and/or syntax. 59 At one point in his analysis, Terry 

correlates peak with emotion: '' ... it can be said that the peak area in I Corinthians does 

indicate topics about which Paul felt and showed a marked increase in emotion and 

wanted to convey that emotion to his intended audience.'' 6°From the perspective of the 

present study, Terry is correct to make this correlation; however, his model lacks a 

framework for defining how emotion gets encoded in text and what kinds of linguistic 

realizations of these encodings would be considered ''grammatically turbulent.'' 

Nevertheless, the correlation is an important one, and the current project addresses it by 

tying inscribed ATTITUDE (AFFECT, JUDGMENT, APPRECIATION) to the notion of 

prominence and grounding. 61 In the end, Terry's Discourse Analysis is of limited value to 

the current project for one major reason: the model makes no explicit connection between 

the structure(s) of I Corinthians and its social function(s) (i.e., the social action Paul tries 

57 Terry. Discourse Ana~vsis. 9. Cf. Longacre. Grammar ofDiscourse. 37-48. 

58 Cf. TeiT). Discourse Ana~vsis. 3: Longacre. Grammar ofDiscourse. 38. 


'" ct~ especially Longacre. Grammar ofDiscourse. 38-48. 

60 Terry. Discourse Ana~vsis. I 24. 

61 On prominence and grounding. cf. Halliday. Explorations. I I 2-21: Porter. r·erba/ Aspect. 92-3: 


Porter. "Prominence:· 45-74: Westfall. '"Analysis of Prominence:· 75-94: Westfall. Hebrews. 35: Porter 
and O'Donnell. Discourse Ana~~·sis. 119-60. 
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to accomplish with the text). 62 Consequently, the model lacks the ability to fonnulate the 

interactional semantics of 1 Corinthians-how it contributes to the creation and/or 

maintenance of social relations and value systems. Because of this, Terry's book comes 

across more as a textbook on tagmemic-based discourse analysis that uses texts from 1 

Corinthians to illustrate methodology than the application of a model and method for the 

purpose of explicating the text of 1 Corinthians. 

John Paul Heirs 2005 monograph The Rhetorical Role ofScripture in 1 

Corinthians addresses the rhetorical or instrumental effects ofthe use of scripture (i.e., 

"scriptural quotations" and "other explicit references and allusions to scripture")63 in 1 

Corinthians. Methodologically, Heil adopts a rhetorical-critical approach, though his 

model is eclectic, drawing upon classical rhetorical criticism, 64 New Rhetoric, and 

speech-act theory. 65 The main concern of the work is to detennine how Paul's use of 

scripture plays into the persuasive force of each "rhetorical demonstration"66 (i.e., major 

unit) in 1 Corinthians. For the current study, the most influential notion from Heil's work 

is the recognition that most often Paul cites or alludes to scripture in order to advance his 

rhetorical or argumentative agenda67 as he seeks to convince readers to believe and/or 

behave in a certain way. Beneficially, this centers the discussion on the function of these 

scriptures in making meaning with text. Despite Heil's care to place each use of scripture 

62 Terry·s model. like other tagmemic models. is concerned withflmction. but only in terms of 
grammatical or syntactic function. It is not direct!) concerned \\ith the socialfimctions of language. Cf. 
Halliday. Explorations. I 04. 

61 Cf. Heil. Rhetorical Role ofScripture. 2. 
64 Heil refers to this as ··historical-critical'· rhetorical criticism (Rhetorical Role ofScripture. 4). 

65 Heil. Rhetorical Role ofScripture. 4-5. Here one may see the influence ofStanley·s articles. 
"Rhetoric of Quotations·· and "Paul"s ·use· of Scripture:· 

66 Heil adopts Collins·s terminology here. Cf. Heil. Rhetorical Role ofScripture. 10 n 25: Collins. 
First Cormthians. 86-7. 

67 Cf. Stanley. ··Rhetoric of Quotations." 50, 55. 
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into its argumentative context and despite his effort to draw out implications of each, the 

significance of his work for the current study is limited in that, due to methodological 

limitations, his insights rarely amount to anything more than the point that a scriptural 

citation is "persuasive" or that it enjoins the readers to do or to think (or not) a certain 

thing. There are no linguistic or semiotic explanations as to why a scripture citation is 

considered to be persuasive or how it contributes to the persuasiveness of a given 

"rhetorical demonstration." 

In his 2010 monograph You Belong to Christ: Paul and the Formation ofSocial 

Identity in 1 Corinthians 1--1, J. Brian Tucker utilizes Social Identity Theory (SIT)68 and 

Self-Categorization Theory (SCT) in his attempt to demonstrate that "some in Corinth 

were continuing to identify primarily with key aspects oftheir Roman social identity 

rather than their identity 'in Christ' and that this confusion over identity positions 

contributed to the problems within the community."69 These problems manifest 

themselves in various forms of division and discordant behavior among the believers, 

such as identification with certain sub-groups for the purpose of self-enhancement, 

boasting, and a general over-reliance on the world's wisdom and power. In language very 

similar to Meeks's "resocialization,"70 Tucker argues that Paul writes 1 Corinthians to 

"realign the positions within the Corinthians' identity hierarchy in order to produce an 

alternative community with a distinct ethos," 71 namely an ''in Christ'' social identity. 

Stated generally, SIT and SCT theories argue that social identity is formed through social 

68 Ct: Esler, ··Group Boundaries and Intergroup Conflict."' v.hom Tucker credits as the first to 
apply SIT in Ne\\ Testament Studies (Tucker. rou Belong to Christ. 41 ). 

6 
q Tucker. rou Belong to Christ. 2. 

7°C[ Meeks. Origins ofChristian ,\!orality. 8-11. 
71 Tucker. }'ou Belong to Christ. 2. 
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comparisons in which individuals find similarities and differences in values and 

ideologies that can then be used to form ''in-groups·· and "out-groups."72 In this equation. 

ideology and values play a central formative role in group formation, and Tucker argues 

that the problem reflected in the text of 1 Corinthians is that the putative readers were 

basing their group identities on the values and ideology of the Roman world in which 

Corinth was situated. 73 

In chapters 5-9 of his book. Tucker methodically analyzes the text of 1 Cor 1-4, 

carefully applying his hybrid SIT/SCT model. His work elucidates a number of important 

ideas regarding both the problem at Corinth Paul addresses and how Paul attempts to 

realign the readers. In his discussion of 1 Cor 1:10. Tucker (citing Tajfel) says that group 

definition realizes three features: a sense of knowing that one belongs to a group 

(cognitive dimension); a sense that the notion of the group may have a positive or 

negative value (evaluative dimension); and a sense that the cognitive and evaluative 

aspects may be accompanied by emotions (affective or emotional dimension). 7 
-l The 

problem within the Christ-movement in Corinth was that none of these components was 

functioning adequately. As a result. the community of believers exemplified instability as 

a group and experienced conflict within. Tucker identifies as the root of the problem that 

some of the believers were relating to other believers on the basis of worldly values 

rather than the values exemplified and demanded by the cross. So then. Paul sets out to 

reshape the identity of the group by providing them with a distinct ''in Christ" identity. as 

Tucker calls it. One of the main tactics Paul uses to accomplish this is social 

7
: Cf Tucker. rou Belong to Christ. 42. 


73 Cf. Tucker. rou Belong to Christ. 89-128 on the impact of Roman ci\ ic identity on the 

Corinthian addressees. 

74 Tucker. rou Belong to Christ. 152. 
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categorization in which Paul categorizes certain desired kinds of thinking and behavior as 

appropriate for those who are in Christ and categorizing undesired thinking and behavior 

as belonging to those who are not in Christ. 75 It is here where Tucker's work has bearing 

on the present study. Tucker is certainly right to say that Paul attempts to realign the 

putative readers in this way, and that is one of the basic premises ofthe present study. 

Where Tucker's work falls short is in describing how this realignment tactic is encoded 

into language. Tucker promises to draw on the tools of discourse analysis to explain how 

the language of the text functions in forming meaning, 76 but nowhere does he really 

engage with the language beyond what most traditional commentaries and grammars 

have to offer. For this reason, Tucker's work, although quite insightful in terms of the 

formation of social identity among groups, is limited in its ability to help the present 

study fulfill its purpose. 

7
' Cf. Tucker, rou Belong to Christ. J67. 

76 Tucker. }'our Belong to Christ. 32. J le even cites Martin and Rose. Working with Discourse. as a 
model of discourse anal) sis. 
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