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ABSTRACT

Death Dismantled: Reading Christological and Soteriological
Language in 1 Corinthians 15 In Light of Roman Imperial 1deology

Matthew Forrest Lowe
McMaster Divinity College
Hamilton, Ontario
Doctor of Philosophy (Christian Theology), 2011

This dissertation investigates the theopolitical background of the imagery Paul
employs in 1 Corinthians 15, particularly in his proclamation of the story of Christ’s
parousia and the defeat of Death. It suggests that the apostle appropriated many of the
images that comprise this story from the ideology of the Roman Empire, and that the
manner in which he co-opted them illustrates his critical response to that ideology. In 1
Corinthians 15, Paul redeploys significant imperial titles (e.g., kUp10s), actions
(BoaotAevetv), and events (Tapoucia, vikn) to frame the gospel narrative that connects
Christ’s resurrection, arrival and rule (15:20-28) to his final subjugation of death (50—
58). Re-read in light of the images’ meanings as prescribed by Rome and as re-
appropriated by Paul, these passages reveal a clash of rival soteriological narratives:

Paul’s “master story,” his gospel of salvation won through the resurrection of his

crucified lord, contests the salvific claims of the imperial discourse, the “story of

v



mastery” as dictated by Rome. The Pauline soteriology that emerges from this
engagement can enrich postmodern understandings of what it means to be “saved.”

The study opens with an assessment of the contemporary (mis)use of Pauline
christological and soteriological terms, which seem obscure or arcane when unmoored
from their original, sociopolitical milieux. This first chapter proposes that if these obscure
images are understood as initially embedded in the context of Roman theopolitics, then
their meanings should be reappraised in that setting and again as Paul redeploys them.
This entails a repositioning of the study of the images, first with respect to the narratival-
soteriological relationships they imply (chapter two), then to previous assessments of the
texts where Paul reassembles them (three). Chapter four develops a socio-rhetorical
model of the hermeneutical obstacles to reading 1 Corinthians through first-century
Corinthian eyes and ears, and then addresses the central theopolitical imagery in Rome’s
story. Chapter five’s exegesis finds that the anticipated dismantling of every power,
including Death, foregrounds the empire as Death’s proximate ally. This and other
findings resolve into an exegetically founded Pauline soteriology (chapter six) that calls

postmodern theopolitical allegiances into question.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This dissertation would never have reached completion were it not for the support
and friendship of many people. First and most closely related to my project and course of
study are the faculty and staff of McMaster Divinity College, who welcomed my interest
in the imperial contexts of biblical theology and provided guidance as I struggled to find
my methodological bearings in this fast-growing field. My supervisors worked patiently
and prayerfully with me: Michael Knowles supplied constructive critique and important
nuances that have greatly improved the structure and phrasing of my argument, while Jim
Peterson brought reflections from his own fields of expertise. Michael Gorman, Dean of
the Ecumenical Institute of Theology at St. Mary’s Seminary and University, offered
generous praise and thoughtful insight as external examiner, and Mark Boda chaired the
defence with characteristic tact and humour. Stanley Porter, Lee Beach, Gord Heath,
Cindy Westfall, and Phil Zylla gave knowledge and wisdom that helped to shape the
dissertation and its author alike. Current and former staff, among them Nina Thomas,
Teresa Howe, Alicia McTaggart, Virginia Wolfe, and Joanne Kater, contributed further
direction and encouragement. Fellow students and friends such as Sean Adams, Lois
Dow, Jim Dvorak, Francis Pang, Andrew Pitts, Karen Sheil, Sandy Smith, Beth and Jon
Stovell, and Colin Toffelmire responded warmly to my ideas. All of these and many
others have my deep gratitude.

Outside of the College, many more people have opened their hearts and homes
during my time there, including the members of Westside and (more recently) Wentworth
Baptist Church, Jim and Louise Barber, and the Elliott and Martin families, who have all

welcomed me as one of their own. The members of the Graduate Christian Fellowship at

vi



Wrycliffe College helped me to shape my thoughts and my attempts to integrate them into
the sharing and receiving of hospitality. Foremost among my many supportive family
members have been my mother and sister, Peggy and Chandra Lowe, who have followed
my studics with interest, testing their favourite doctoral candidate’s skills with good
questions drawn from their lives and ministries. Finally, this project grew alongside of a
deepening relationship with my best friend. Karen Elliott Lowe has given tireless love
from her pastoral and prophetic heart to me and my writing, both before and after she

became my wife in December of 2010.

Vil



TABLE OF CONTENTS
Abstract
Acknowledgments
Abbreviations

I. Prologue: The Problem of De-contextualized Soteriological Language in
Contemporary Church and Society
Introduction
The Structure of the Argument

I1. The State of Paul’s Soteriological Language, Part One:
From De-contextualized Titular Christology to a Narrative
Soteriological Discourse
Introduction: What Effect Does Paul Intend His Theopolitical
Language to Have?
The Narrative Function of Paul’s Terms: Responding to Recent
Christological Views
1) Titular Christology
2) From Titular Christology to a Narrative Soteriology
3) Moving between Christology and Soteriology
The (Neglected) Soteriological Deployment of Imperial Terms
in Paul’s Christology

1. The State of Paul’s Soteriological Language, Part Two:
Recent Interpretations of 1 Corinthians 15
Introduction
Initiatory Orientations: Fee and Thiselton
Apocalyptic Perspectives: de Boer, Brown, and Holleman
Rhetorical Perspectives: Pogoloff, Saw, Eriksson, Heil, and Ackerman
Socio-Rhetorical Perspectives: Barrett and Conzelmann
Imperial Perspectives: Witherington and Horsley

I'V. Theopolitical Dimensions of Roman Imperial Language
Introduction
Hermeneutical Models, Empire, and Socio-Rhetorically
Enabled Biblical Theology

The Chatman/Moore Narrative-Critical Model
Culpepper’s Modified Narrative-Critical Model
Lucie-Smith’s Narrative-Moral Models
Robbins’ Socio-Rhetorical Model
Schiissler Fiorenza’s Kyriarchal Model
The Gravitational Model Proposed

Transition: Exploring the Components of Rome’s Story of Mastery

Theopolitical Terminology in Rome’s Imperial Discourse
1) Lord, lord over (kUp1os / KupigUeIv)
2) King, empire, reign (Booihevs / Paciheia / Baoiheveiv)

viii

v
vi
xi

27

27

31
32
35
47

48

53
53
57
63
71
84
90

97
97

98

99
100
102
103
106
109
119
120
120
123



3) Saviour, Salvation (0 THp / CLTNPIX)

4) Father and Son (TaTnp, utos); Sonship and Adoption
5) Body (0wuo)

6) Rule, Ruler (apxn, &pxwv)

7) Authority (eEoucia) and Power (Suvapis)

8) Glory (8ofa)

9) Presence / Arrival (TTapoucic)

10) Victory, Victor (Vikn, VIKOS, VIKCV)

V. Exegesis: Re-reading 1 Corinthians 15:20-28, 50-58
Introduction
Socio-Rhetorical Context: Reading 1 Corinthians in Roman Corinth
Literary Context: Reading 1 Corinthians 15 in 1 Corinthians
Soteriological Context: The Master Story as Narratio
First Corinthians 15:20-28
15:20-21
15:22-23
15:24
15:25-26
15:27-28
Interregnum: 15:29-49
First Corinthians 15:50-58
15:50-52
15:53-54
15:55-56 The Personification of Death
Greco-Roman, Prophetic and Apocalyptic Sources
and Conventions for Death’s Enmity
Allegory: Victory over Death as Victory over Empire?
15:57-58
A Rhetorical Possibility: The Failure of the Gospel

VI. Reading and Contextualizing Paul’s Theopolitical Soteriology Today
Introduction: Ancillaries, Interpreters, & Theopolitical Reading Scenarios
Ancillary Texts

Philippians 2:5-13: Christus Victor?

Philippians 3:20—4:1: Salvation, Citizenship, Imperial
Leadership, and Mimesis
Contingency and Mimesis: Theopolitical Realms

and Rulers Shaped by Enemies
Citizenship Owed to a Resurrected Saviour
Contemporary Theopolitical Reading Scenarios

Scenario 1: Wearing the Mantle of the Reaper

Scenario 2: “To Deliver Their Soul from Death™?

Scenario 3: Just Do It?

Scenario 4: Story Fail

Scenario 5: Jesus Saves

ix

127
136
142
144
146
150
152
154

161
161
163
168
169
172
172
173
179
190
195
199
202
202
206
209

211
216
226
232

235
235
240
240

250

254
258
262
263
267
274
276
279



Appendix: Preaching a Theopolitical, Pauline Soteriology
Sermon: Called out of Death (Romans 6:1-11)

Bibliography

282
283

294



ACNT
ANTC
ASP
BLG
BNTC
BTB
BZNW
CBC
ConBOT
ESV

ET

FS
HCSB
JSNTSup
KJV
LCL
LNTS
LXX
Message
MNTC
ms
MNTS
NASB
NCV
NICNT
NIGTC
NIV
NKIJV
NLT
NovTSup
NTS
NRSV
Repr.
RSV
SBLDS
SBLSymS
SNTSMS
TDNT
TNIV
UBS

Vg
Voice

ABBREVIATIONS

Augsburg Commentaries on the New Testament
Abingdon New Testament Commentaries

American Studies in Papyrology

Biblical Languages: Greek

Black’s New Testament Commentaries

Biblical Theology Bulletin

Beihefte zur Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft
Cambridge Bible Commentary

Coniectanea biblica: Old Testament Series

English Standard Version

English text

Festschrift

Holman Christian Standard Bible

Journal for the Study of the New Testament Supplement Series
King James Version

Loeb Classical Library

Library of New Testament Studies

Septuagint

The Message: The Bible in Contemporary Language (paraphrase)
Moftatt New Testament Commentary

manuscript

McMaster New Testament Studies

New American Standard Bible

New Century Version

New I[nternational Commentary on the New Testament
New International Greek Testament Commentary
New International Version

New King James Version

New Living Translation

Novum Testamentum Supplements

New Testament Studies

New Revised Standard Version

reprint/reprinted

Revised Standard Version

Society of Biblical Literature Dissertation Series
Society of Biblical Literature Symposium Series
Society for New Testament Studies Monograph Series
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament
Today’s New International Version

United Bible Societies

Vulgate

The Voice New Testament (paraphrase)

X1



Prologue: The Problem of De-contextualized Soteriological Language in

Contemporary Church and Society

Introduction

How does the claim to trust in Jesus Christ as saviour shape the story of one’s life
in the church and surrounding culture?' One need not agree completely with Marcus
Borg when he recommends replacing “personal lord and saviour”—a favourite
expression of faith in the North American evangelical tradition—with political lord and
saviour, though Borg rightly argues that a failure or refusal to see the political aspect of
Jesus’ crucifixion is tantamount to a betrayal of his Passion.” It is perhaps overly facile to
analyze this question as a dichotomy between a sociopolitical focus and a theological
one,” as though overstressing one necessarily leads to neglecting the other. There should
be a way to call attention back to the sociopolitical significance of salvation without de-
prioritizing the relationship that forms between God (acting in and through Christ) and

his people, whether imaged as individuals or as a collective whole.

! The evocative promise of seeing individual lives, including one’s own, as stories is a fundamental
premise of the present work, as is the conceptualization of the Bible as a diverse and polyvalent
metanarrative; it will also be argued that certain discourses within Scripture function as narratives in
interactive tension with the “story” of Roman imperial discourse. For a concise description of the “lure and
power” of biblical and personal stories in postmodern culture, see Rabey, In Search, 110-15, especially his
quotation of Brian McLaren, who argues that a story “doesn’t teach by induction or deduction. It teaches by
abduction. It abducts your attention and won’t let you go until you have done some thinking for yourself”
(111-12). But when the teaching is effected by an imperial narrative, one could speculate that the outcome
may be more of a colonization that a temporary “abduction.”

2 Borg, Jesus, 291-92; earlier, Borg cleverly explains that it was Jesus’ passion (for God’s kingdom, for
Jjustice, for Israel) that led to his Passion (shorthand for his suffering and crucifixion; 273-74).

* As Borg sometimes does, e.g., in the underlying assumptions of his book: he stresses the socio-cultural
world of the New Testament era as its “social canopy” without any noticeable attention to that canopy’s
relationship to, or integration with, the sacred canopy (as seminally construed by Berger in Sacred
Canopy). See Borg, Jesus, 78.



But how should this salvific equation between the personal/theological and the
sociopolitical be negotiated? As the idiom “personal saviour” indicates, the subject is a
touchy one: it concerns how Christians understand their own salvation, or, in effect, what
it means to be saved. Important as this concern is today,” it is all the more imperative to
redirect the question to Scripture, the better to understand the biblical roots of the
underlying problem.” If one takes the New Testament writers at their word, then the
significance of the salvation offered to them and their communities in and through Jesus
is at once personal, theological, and sociopolitical. As N. T. Wright describes this duality
in the early Corinthian church, the “confession of ‘one God, one Lord” marked the
community out sociologically as well as theologically.”® For example, a growing
scholarly consensus indicates that Paul was a skilled negotiator in political settings, not
just theological ones,’ and that the shape of these first-century settings was determined to
a great extent by the Roman Empire. If one chooses to confront Paul with the question of
how he conceived of his lord and saviour and the salvation he offered, then one must join
him in confronting and engaging Roman theology and politics—or theopolitics, a term

that reflects the smudged boundaries crossed when one asks questions that involve both

* See the essays in Stackhouse’s anthology, What Does It Mean, particularly Bacote, “What Is This Life
For,” 95-113; Nordling, “Being Saved,” 115-36; and Wilson, “Clarifying Vision,” 185-94.

’ This may be the reason why the first essay in Stackhouse’s What Does It Mean is Watts, “New Exodus,”
15-41.

®N. T. Wright, Climax, 132.

7 See for instance Horsley, ed., Paul and Politics; or Carr and Conway’s focus (Introduction, 247) on
Paul’s identity as a diasporic Jew in a first-century world whose “many instances of imperial domination
across the Mediterranean made the existence of a ‘pure’ cultural identity virtually impossible,” and the way
m which his hybridity influenced his thought. For example, to force gentile believers to become Jewish
“would be to return to the idea of God being the local God of Jews only. For Paul, this way of thinking
diminishes God” by retreating to a theological and Roman provincialism (262).

¥ In employing this term, one can follow the lead of writers such as Lind, who uses “theological-political”
and “theopolitical” to refer to elements such as rebellion and covenantal law in Sound of Sheer Silence, 89
and 101; and, in New Testament scholarship, Gorman, Apostle, throughout.



sociology and soteriology.” A better understanding our own salvation would be affected
by our discernment of the manner and degree by which Paul understood the story of
salvation through Christ in interaction, or competition, with the story Rome offered—the
claim to have saved the world through the victorious rule of Caesar. '

Ideally, then, the questions one asks of Paul would be soteriological in content,'!
sensitively critical in character, and theopolitical in context, with regard to the imperial
loci of Paul’s writing and contemporary readings of his gospel. The irony is that this
gospel, a message that grapples with the imperial contexts in which (or from which) God
saves, is only just beginning to be proclaimed in North American evangelical churches;
even mainline denominations, traditionally more engaged with their cultural and
sociopolitical surroundings, are only starting to work out the ramifications of

contemporary imperial contexts upon teaching, preaching, and hermeneutics. 12 This is not

? This is not to recommend speaking confessionally of Jesus as “theopolitical saviour”; while accurate, the
phrasing is unwieldy, devoid of personal appeal, and likely too provocative to be productive—i.e., using
theopolitical in confessional contexts would seem to purposely antagonize conservative constituents who
still struggle to admit the mutual influence of religion and politics in North American Christian traditions.
On this score, see Jewett and Lawrence, Captain America, throughout; for an autobiographical engagement
with the same issues, see Kuo, Tempting Faith.

' For an illustration of the argument that “the empire has brought peace to a war-torn world” as one of
Rome’s “fundamental claims,” see Carr and Conway (Introduction, 316) in dialogue with the imperial
propaganda of the Priene Calendar Inscription (9 BCE). This inscription will be mentioned again later as the
present work develops the concept of a Roman imperial “story of mastery” that influences the “master
story” of Paul’s gospel.

"' This soteriological emphasis complements and corresponds with projects that focus principally on the
imperial context of Paul’s Christology, such as “Resisting and Reframing Lord: Christology and the Roman
Empire,” Rieger’s first chapter in his Christ and Empire, 23-67.

'2 The United Church of Canada (UCC) appears to be the only North American denomination to have made
“engagement and animation on empire” a principal focus for reflection, teaching curriculum, and
reassessment of praxis, as shown in “Living Faithfully in the Midst of Empire (the Empire Report)”, a
document featuring Douglas John Hall and other voices, available at www.united-
church.ca/economic/globalization/report, accessed April 15,2010. The UCC’s three-year (2006—-2009)
commitment to this initiative resulted in the narrative-centred resource guide Challenging Empire: Justice
Seeking in Your Faith Community; “Empire and Racial Power” as the theme of the May 2008 issue of
Mandate magazine; Challenging Empire: A Call to Community, a DVD of televised interviews including
empire-critical biblical scholar Ched Myer; and a follow-up report by an Empire Task Group. Other
denominations have placed welcome emphasis on the impact of empire on theology and ethics, as in
“Liturgy and Empire: Faith in Exile and Political Theology,” a themed issue of Letter & Spirit, a Catholic



www.united

to imply that the contemporary church deliberately de-contextualizes Paul—though a
“disembodied, decontextualized” soteriology can be a tacit form of evangelical
accommodation to modernism,'” and perhaps to postmodernism, too.'* The problem is
not such an active unmooring of Paul’s language from its original platforms, but the
cumulative effects of dynamic shifts in culture and language over the course of the
church’s theological history. Simply put, a contextual reading of Paul must account for
the linguistic, locational, and temporal barriers that impede cross-cultural communication
and de-contextualize Paul’s story; a hermeneutical model for visualizing these cross-
contextual obstacles will be offered later in the dissertation.

Paul’s soteriological terminology seems de-contextualized in contemporary North
American church and society because language is embedded in the context of its
engendering culture. Paul clearly thought his conceptual vocabulary would be understood
and appreciated in Corinth and the other major cities and regions to which he wrote, even
as the thoughts behind his vocabulary developed and matured over time: his re-
interpretations of prophetic/apocalyptic texts and Christian creedal traditions, for
example, attest to the fracturing effects'” that the word of the cross had on his own
thought and on that of his church communities. But the exact words chosen by Paul
(together with his amanuenses) refracted the meanings assigned to them in Roman

imperial soteriology, meanings that have been further altered and attenuated by

journal of biblical theology, but the journal does not attempt to be as thoroughgoing as the UCC’s
programming.

3 Wilson, “Clarifying Vision,” 189.

'* But compare Borg, who highlights the rediscovery of biblical and theological contexts as an attribute of
the postmodern-friendly Emergent Church movement, in Jesus, 300-2.

'* For this “fracture” paradigm, see Harrisville, Fracture, throughout. The “gravitational” hermeneutic
proposed in chapter four of the present study suggests that deflection or refraction may be preferable to
Jfracture as an index of change in individual and collective constructions (and reconstructions) of
theological meaning and praxis, especially with regard to significant sociopolitical systems (e.g., the
Roman Empire) and events (such as the resurrection of Christ).



subsequent biblical interpretation, translation, and cultural integration. According to
Garry Wills, discerning “what Paul meant” requires a process of removal: “to scrub away
linguistic accretions on Paul’s text is as necessary as to cleanse away the buildup of
foreign matter on old paintings.”'® But to reflect upon what Paul meant, contemporary
interpreters also need to account for the hermeneutical distances, boundaries, and
obstacles involved in reading and/or hearing his gospel, not just the cultural and linguistic
“accretions” of previous interpretation.

Paul, though collectively characterized in modern scholarship as the apostle of
many titles,'” was a preacher and writer who addressed specific problems among the
gatherings of Christians for whom he felt responsible, adapting elements of his
theopolitical, cultural environment in the process.'® In Corinth, for instance, his letters
were read aloud when received,'® with another layer of meaning provided by the reader,
who would also have been well-versed in the Hellenistic Jewish and Roman imperial
milieux—if not as thoroughly as Paul himself was! Each reading was a unique event, and

each circle of reader and auditors* would have possessed varying levels of skill in

' Wills, What Paul Meant, 177.

17 Including but not limited to Gorman, Apostle of the Crucified Lord, Goodwin, Paul, Apostle of the Living
God, R. N. Longenecker, Paul, Apostle of Liberty, Bruce, Apostle of the Heart Set Free; and Schreiner,
Paul, Apostle of God’s Glory in Christ. It is not the intention of the present work to add “Paul, Apostle of
Theopolitics” to this list.

'8 Karen Elliott Lowe deserves credit for the discussion and some of the phrasing of this paragraph and the
next.

' The principal, critical method that will be applied to 1 Corinthians 15 below will be a form of socio-
rhetorical criticism, but literary criticism’s concern for “audience response” will receive an occasional
hearing, as the latter helps to gauge the degree to which Paul’s adaptations of both biblical and Roman
imperial material would have been successfully conveyed. For public delivery and reception as components
of epistolary composition, see Stirewalt, Paul the Letter Writer, 6, 11-18, and especially 13—14 on the
epistles’ adaptability for added oral messages and readings in other congregations; also Polhill, Paul and
His Letters, 121-22, on the “*encyclical’ nature” of Paul’s letters and their reading in a largely oral culture;
Stirewalt and Polhill both refer to Colossians (4:7-9, p. 13, and 4:16, p. 121, respectively) for hints of
Pauline epistolary reading practices among the early churches. On the “orality” of New Testament texts,
see Shiner, Proclaiming the Gospel, and Horsley, Draper, and Foley, eds., Performing the Gospel.

2% For a treatment of audience members as spectators and auditors, avidly engaged in performances and
capable of momentarily blending their perceptions of actor and character, see McConachie, Engaging



cultural literacy, but in every reading and hearing, all would have shared to some extent
the struggle of shaping a tradition indebted to both Jewish and Roman media, yet
coextensive with neither: the “peace” with which Paul greeted his communities (cf. 1 Cor
1:3) had little to do with the Pax Romana that the Caesars established and defended
through victorious war.

With every change that fledgling Christianity and its texts went through—
canonization, creedal codification, local and imperial persecution, imperial sanction, and
so on—the way in which Paul’s vocabulary was heard changed as well. Today’s North
American readers encounter Paul in churches caught between modernism and
postmodernism, and in cultures founded on curious admixtures of Christian principles
and oppressive practices. The creeping awareness of its own imperial,! “hyper-power”
status unnerves the post-9/11 United States in its fight to end the “global war on terror” it
once waged so eagerly; its drive to dismantle and triumph over terrorist networks carries
theological and hermeneutical repercussions that have only begun to be assessed. Next
door to the empire, Canada defines itself in ambivalent interdependence, as it once did
(and often still does) with regard to Great Britain. Seated in churches and homes so
distant from the theopolitical locations of Paul and his congregants, how are readers in
these theopolitical settings to interpret the soteriological expressions that form a Pauline
power language? What kind of credence can they give to terms like “lord,” “authority,”

A INYY

“ruler,” “power,” or “saviour”? How do they expect the Spirit of the living God to

Audiences, 48, 68, 193. While less dramatized than the Gospels, Paul’s letters would have required (and
still do require!) performative skill to be read aloud well, so in a sense such readings were, and continue to
be, auditions.

*! On characterizing the United States in comparison with prior hegemonies, see Laxer, Perils of Empire. A
2003 comment from Edward Said is similarly revealing: “What America refuses to see clearly, it can hardly
hope to remedy,” cited in Khalidi, Resurrecting Empire, 152.



nourish them with these words? How should they understand and participate in Paul’s
gospel, his story of salvation?

A response to these questions begins with unpacking the constraints that govern
the communication of that story, the ways in which theopolitical language is embedded
within the changing cultural and hermencutical contexts noted above. Theopolitical
expression is inherently and interfluentially fixed to the culture(s) in which it emerges,
growing and changing in connection with culture. As William Dyrness expresses the
point, language is contextually embedded in its engendering culture. Concerning the
communication of the Christian message, he remarks that this cultural embedment
constrains the expression of the gospel, but these constraints issue from human finitude;
that is, the limits are universal, not specific to any one culture.”> They can even be
healthy and helpful, delimiting the range and meaning of communication. To speak in
terms of revelation afforded by the gospel, these constraints circumscribe the revelatory
domains in which the Spirit exercises lordship (2 Cor 3:18), providing safe anchorage for
finite creatures to hear and understand the Spirit’s leading. Todd Billings exhorts readers
to celebrate the Spirit’s work in indigenizing God’s word in various contexts and cultures,
though the same Spirit also enables the critique of cultural idols that resist the
transformative word”—and, surely, the critique of imperial idols that so resist the word

or co-opt its content.”*

2 Dyrness, How Does America, 19-21, 25.

3 Billings, Word of God, xvi, 107n3, and 109-22, and focusing specially on indigenized reception of God’s
word, 117-22. When performed faithfully, this Spirit-enabled cultural critique must surely also be
celebrated, regardless of its perceived success.

?* Following initially the example of Hays, who asserts “that Paul’s pastoral strategy for reshaping the
consciousness of his pagan converts was to narrate them into Israel’s story through the metaphorical
appropriation of Scripture” (Conversion, xi), it will be argued below that Paul is inviting his readers to
participate in the gospel’s soteriological story. But this invitation has another function in addition to Hays’
“conversion of the imagination,” namely counter-colonization, competing with the empire’s colonizing,


http:culture.22

There exists, then, a basic cultural contingency in the communication of Paul’s
theopolitical gospel, whether the attempt to be heard and understood originates from God
or between human beings. The contingency is sociocultural in nature, but it can also take
historical, religious, political, military, technological, economic, and artistic forms, as
well as many combinations of these and other facets of culture. One’s own observations
and interpretations of another time and place are bound to be thoroughly contingent upon
the presuppositions one forms within one’s own contexts. For example, twenty-first-
century North Americans will hear and explain the word “church” differently than the
first-century Paul would have done with exkAnola—a word evocative of a still earlier
age’s custom of free citizens assembling, an ideal that Paul and perhaps other Christians
employed as a nostalgic, counter-imperial anachronism.” To put the challenge of
addressing theopolitical and historical contingency succinctly, the past is a foreign
empire: they rule things differently there.

Can twenty-first-century North American interpreters escape their preconceptions,
to hear more accurately what Paul and other ancient writers would say to them?

Systematic theologian Anders Nygren argued that domination by the presuppositions of

pacifying ideology. It may be helpful to consider Roman colonization and this proposed counter-
colonization as processes akin to that of the indigenization noted immediately above. That is, Rome
reinforced the imperial-ideological story of its god-given right to rule (via images such as kingship, victory,
and peace, and actions such as the destruction of enemy strongholds and the establishment of its own
colonies in their place) in the minds and everyday lives of its people; Paul proclaimed his Lord as one
whose reign, through his Spirit, had already actually begun to provide unity and peace among the
gatherings of his people, the very qualities that Rome could not fully deliver. Participation in such a project
of counter-colonization would also be a crucial question to consider for those who read Paul in later
imperial contexts.

%% Wiley, “Paul and Early Christianity,” 58. Wiley argues further that the deployment of the term
determines that the church (unlike the empire) is not to use conquest as its method of expansion. The
current connotations of church push Wills to replace the term with “gathering” (in What Paul Meant, 180—
81 and applied throughout).

26 Deliberately misquoting L. P. Hartley’s opening line, “The past is a foreign country: they do things
differently there,” from The Go-Between, 3; cited by Borg, Jesus, 78, and with a slight variation by editor
Roma Gill in Shakespeare’s Coriolanus, 161.



the present age can frustrate the faithful picturing of past ages and their worldviews, but
escaping one’s own presuppositions and totally immersing oneself in the past would not
be a viable solution even if it were possible: one would risk subjection to the
presuppositions of the very age one seeks to understand, losing any historical perspective
in the process. In short, one would cease to be a historian.”” One would be unable to grasp
the historical (and theopolitical) contingency of contemporary theology with the
perspective one has now, appreciating, for example, how the cross as the most concrete
form of God’s suffering is contingent upon first-century Mediterranean history in general
and Roman imperial history specifically.® One can read Paul’s words in the same
language in which his Corinthian congregants heard them, but if one were really able to
hear exactly as they did that “the message of the cross is foolishness to those who are
perishing, but to us who are being saved it is the power of God” (1 Cor 1:18; cf. 2 Cor
2:15), one might not understand how much Paul’s soteriology was shaped by the context
of the empire, because one would never have known any other context for comparison.

A contextual reading of Paul’s story, then, must account for cultural, linguistic,
and theopolitical contingencies that shape the experience of readers, and locational and
temporal distances that impede their cross-cultural communication with the Pauline text.

The fallout from this cross-contextual problem is that many Pauline words and images

" Nygren (Meaning and Method, 354) shared advocacy for motivsforschung (theological “motif research™)
with Gustaf Aulén, whose thematic work on the atonement-as-victory will re-emerge in chapter six, below.
Nygren’s criticism of Bultmann and others seeking to demythologize the New Testament message (305-7)
sounds surprisingly apt amid attempts to rediscover cultural contexts of the past: demythologization’s error,
he says, begins with the commendable attempt to re-contextualize meanings rather than rejecting them out
of hand, but fails because of the introduction of foreign criteria, inapplicable constructions, and arbitrary
rubrics—a warning that surely applies when comparing theopolitical languages.

2% As Ferré suggests in Christ and the Christian, 170-71.
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seem obscure, archaic, or oppressive,*’ and therefore inappropriate when employed in
contemporary settings. Borrowing momentarily from the language of semiotics, one
could say that the words are signifiers, or signs, that have lost contact with the concepts
they once signified; the signifiers have been gradually emptied of much of their
significance, so discerning and coming to terms with their meanings becomes ever more
challenging for today’s readers and auditors of Paul.*’

The issue is not that Paul’s terms are no longer employed, but that the jobs they
are asked to do have changed, in some cases dramatically so. In the case of ebayyéAiov,
“gospel,” the “good news” initially entailed “imperial announcements, such as the birth
of a new royal child, an imperial military victory, or the ascension of a king.”*' So the
word’s function was hardly generic when Paul recruited it to convey a different kind of
news, the inbreaking news story of God working salvation for his people through Jesus

Christ.*? Providing this etymology of a propitious announcement does not solve the

problem of translation, nor would the repeated rendering of the noun and verb forms,

?° On the tradition of the oppressive use of biblical language, including what she calls kyriarchal language
and power dynamics (derived from kUpios, denoting elite-male, Herr-schaft structures of sociopolitical
domination, a category designed to enable critical feminist exegesis), see Schiissler Fiorenza, But She Said,
6-8.

® McConachie (Engaging Audiences, 193) credits theatre audiences with playing a more “complex and
interesting” role vis-a-vis signifiers than that adopted by semioticians, who are likely to discard signifiers
once they have ascertained the signifieds. Lectors and auditors of Paul have the option of discarding
seemingly empty or archaic signifiers, but it will be argued below (though not in semiotic terms) that it
requires a more faithful integrity and creativity to refill or redeem them.

3 Wiley, “Paul and Early Christianity,” 59; Gorman (4postle, 108-9, adapting material from his own
Cruciformity) complements this by pointing out that gbayyéAiov could mean the “good news of God’s
salvation” in Jewish contexts, not just the announcement of the emperor’s beneficence or the “good news of
military victory or of the emperor’s birth/reign” that characterized the Greco-Roman definition.

32 This phrasing will be fleshed out later, but see Keesmaat’s summary that “the invasive action of God in
Jesus Christ introduced a new element into the story, an unexpected twist in the plot, which meant that
Paul’s dialogue with Scripture involved a transformation and reappropriation of the tradition for the
communities which had come into being in Jesus Christ,” in Keesmaat, Paul and his Story, 233, and, more
broadly, Gorman, Apostle, 106-14.
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133

with results like 1.3

the gospel I gospeled to you’ in 1 Cor 15:1.° But when one pauses
enough to recall the etymological source of the “good news,” one faces incongruities
between Paul’s deployment of the term and its contemporary uses. The North American
gospel has been domesticated in some instances, sometimes as a series of propositional
bullet points™* to be taught and defended in reactionary tones, or as a bill of goods to be
branded and marketed.” Even creative theological adaptations of the canonical Gospels’
opening format, “(the Gospel) according to...,” still struggle to build accessible bridges
across the gap between the narratival eUaryyéAiov and propositional statements.*®

This hermeneutical incongruity is jarring—or at least it should be!—and
sometimes painfully so, when it involves images or titles used to describe members of the
Trinity. Titles such as “Lord” and “King” are increasingly rare in current North American
idiom; they do not sit well in a democratic ethos.’” For some readers, they remain

emblematic of a legacy of violence and oppression surrounding the church, to such a

degree that they continue as loci of categorical controversy in contemporary theology and

> Wills, What Paul Meant, 181-82. “Revelation,” the alternative translation Wills suggests, is no less
problematic than “gospel,” save for its more natural verb form; nor does revelation imply the news of a
narrative in the same way that “gospel” does. Christopher Wright’s Salvation Belongs could be read as a
counter-argument, as it takes Rev 7:9—10 as its control text, but Wright (96-98) carefully unpacks salvation
as a story, “constituted within the all-encompassing biblical metanarrative” of which the gospel must be a
primary focus.

** To which Miller objects in Searching, especially chapter ten, “The Gospel of Jesus: It Never Was a
Formula,” 151-64. The gospel is more about relationships and the story they inhabit: biblically, one is
“hard-pressed to find theological ideas divorced from their relational context,” 157.

3% See Christopher Wright’s reflective question in Salvation Belongs, 55: how can something that belongs
to God be packaged in “popular forms of mission and evangelism” as a product to be marketed? Also
appropriate here is McLaren and Campolo’s discussion of salvation and the gospel in Adventures in
Missing the Point, 18-30, including a careful critique of the church’s preoccupations with “getting saved”
and accepting Christ as “personal Savior,” 19.

3¢ For example, choices made by contributors to the deliberately accessible “Gospel According to...” book
series show a marked divergence in their treatments of Christian themes in various popular media,
variously emphasizing religious elements within successive movies as episodes in the larger story of the
Walt Disney Company in Pinsky, Gospel According to Disney, or the emergence of faith, hope, and charity
in a more tightly woven saga such as The Lord of the Rings in Wood, Gospel According to Tolkien. “The
Gospel” is thus told as much “according to” the author as it is by the subject.

37 As Bartholomew and Goheen remark in Drama of Scripture, 131, as those who live “as we do in modern
Western democracies, the whole notion of kingdom is alien to our everyday experience.”
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hermeneutics. Elisabeth Schiissler Fiorenza bases her critique of kyriarchal or
kyriocentric power structures around the New Testament term for “lord,” kUp1os, and she
has lately reminded her readers that the title and its connotations derive in part from the
workings of empire.*® Other feminist theologians have incorporated “the obedient loyalty
and honor due to feudal lords” that provided Anselm’s value framework, along with
Abelard’s prayerful juxtaposition of God as redeemer and avenger, “merciful Father” and
“stern Lord,” into their profile of the church’s theological history, concluding at one point
that the church gradually took “a violent Lord into her bed,” spawning “devotional pieties
of fear” for her “seductive abuser.”’

At least three options present themselves as potential solutions to this problem of
unanchored, and in some cases unwelcome, soteriological language. The first and easiest
avenue is to continue to ignore the problem. This choice might mean risking further
alienating oneself from Pauline texts and contexts. Like the condition of cognitive
dissonance, a psychological conflict caused by inconsistency between an individual’s
beliefs and actions, a kind of “contextual dissonance” might emerge here, perhaps

presenting as a growing rift between the church and the academy, and resulting in

%% The evolution of Schiissler Fiorenza’s kyriarchal/kyriocentric category is helpful to observe here, where
to her earlier definitions (e.g. But She Said, 6-8, cited above) she adds “emperor” to reinvoke the imperial
meaning of kUp1os for her imperial-contextual work in Power of the Word, 6n21, 14. When KkUp10s is
applied to God, the political implicitly becomes theopolitical.
3 Brock and Parker, Saving Paradise, 267, 296, 305—-6; they borrow their citation of Abelard (296n50)
from Carroll, Constantine’s Sword, 294. On one level, these and other such claims are easily dismissed as
pretensions; readers who are truly oppressed would welcome the gospel’s revaluation of language in the
service of liberation. But the concerns of Schiissler Fiorenza, Brock and Parker also impel cooperation with
the Spirit in the very revaluations the gospel brings. Moltmann’s political hermeneutics ( Crucified God,
citing 31617 below) are illustrative here, especially if hermeneutics themselves are understood to be
among the first of the “liberating actions” he anticipates:

The freedom of faith therefore urges men on towards liberating actions, because it makes

them painfully aware of suffering in situations of exploitation, oppression, alienation and

captivity. The situation of the crucified God makes it clear that human situations where

there is no freedom are vicious circles which must be broken through because they can be

broken through in him.
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increasingly schizophrenic interpretations of Scripture. The anxiety brought on by
contextual dissonance is not always immediately evident; its symptoms are so diverse and
so easily masked by cultural embedment that readers might initially miss the warning
signs in their own hermeneutical life and in that of their churches. Embedment can be a
positive thing: word processors can embed fonts in order to preserve “fidelity” when
sharing documents; a journalist embedded in a military unit can offer his or her audience
the experience of its maneuvers, or at least an attendant verisimilitude. But if readers
refuse or fail to account for the cultural embedment of their religious expression and
experience, they are left with only the verisimilitude, the appearance of truth. They
would be distancing themselves from a deeper understanding of that which God is trying
to communicate to them.

A second option would be to reject arcane terms and their content, finding
substitute images. The goal here is usually to address the issue of cultural relevance,
either in locating or inventing new equivalents to awaken the reading imagination, or in
retooling familiar words to uncover what Paul “really meant” to say.*® Two recent
versions of Scripture exercise this option, to varying extents. The goal of Eugene
Peterson’s biblical paraphrase, The Message: The Bible in Contemporary Language, was
to “translate as close to the American idiom” as possible.*! One effect of this
hermeneutical policy, in terms of arcane or objectionable soteriological vocabulary, was

the replacement of most instances of the term “lord.” By way of comparison, the N1V,

“ As Wills does in an appendix in What Paul Meant, 177-92, replacing the “customary translation” with a
“more adequate rendering” in order to overcome what he sees as a sacral oversaturation of Paul’s
vocabulary. Thus “church” becomes “gathering,” “gospel” and “preach” morph into “revelation” and
“bring the revelation,” “faith™ gives way to “trust,” “justification” to *“vindication,” “converted” to
“summoned,” “salvation” to “rescue,” “Christ” to “Messiah,” “apostle” to “emissary”, etc. On a similar
note, see Brock and Parker’s translation of basileia as “realm” (rather than the conventional “kingdom”) in
Saving Paradise, 31.

*! Bearden, “Eugene Peterson,” accessed March 17, 2010 at www.bible-researcher.com/themessage.html.
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NKJV, and NASB all contain some 600 or more verses in the New Testament alone in
which the word “lord” appears at least once; The Message has just 27 New Testament
instances of the term in total,”” and many of these are references to the Tetragrammaton.
Peterson often replaces “lord” with the word “master””;*> while more commonplace in the
daily experience of contemporary readers, “master” somehow lacks the authority of
KUpl0s, and it has also been targeted as a word to be resisted by contemporary critics,
along with titular images such as “lord,” “ruler,” “king,” and “father.””**

Another Bible translation retains kUpios but opts to rework XpioTos, Jesus’
“title-turned-name.”* The Ecclesia Bible Society indicates that in The Voice New
Testament, certain words “borrowed from another language or words that are not
common outside of the theological community (such as ‘baptism,” ‘repentance,” and
‘salvation’) are translated into more common terminology” here.*® Trading “baptism™ for
“ritual immersion,” or “salvation” for “deliverance,” is less controversial than the
decision to recast the word “Christ,” noting only in a footnote early in Matthew that
“‘Christ” and ‘Messiah’ are translated as ‘Liberator’ or the ‘Liberating King.””*” This

self-described “Scripture project to rediscover the story of the Bible”*®

implies that the
title/name “Christ” is archaic. The essential question, beyond those of the influence of

Emergent and liberation theologies*® or the theological adequacy of “Liberating King” as

“2 Source: www.biblegateway.com, accessed March 17, 2010.

> “Master” appears at least once in approximately 350 verses in the Message New Testament.

* Billings (Word of God, 98-102) profiles two approaches to the biblical imageries of power and
fatherhood, comparing and contrasting the work of Sallie McFague (who advocates abandoning those
biblical metaphors that threaten to dehumanize) with that of Marianne Meye Thompson.

** The title-turned-name phrasing is that of Fee, Pauline Christology, 34, 37, 101, 108, 291, 341.

*® Voice, vii, and specific to the meanings of “baptism” to various denominations and “secular” readers, xi.
4 Voice, 3n, at Matt 1:18.

8 Voice, 1, and ix.

* For exemplary Emergent uses of liberation language, see Sweet, et al., Church in Emerging Culture, 85
(“the sacraments liberate us from the addiction to novelty that is the postmodern counterpart to modernity’s
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a rendering of Xp1oTOs, may be the cost of the replacement of “Lord” and “Christ” to the
very biblical narrative this translational project planned to revitalize. The treatment of an
early Christian confessional script,so the Christ-hymn of Phil 2:6-11, provides an
example of the problem: in The Message, its climax reads “will bow in worship before
this Jesus Christ, and call out in praise that he is the Master of all”; in The Voice, “Jesus,
the Liberating King, is Lord.”*! Neither rendition commands the authoritative simplicity
of kUp1os Incols Xpi1oTos or commends itself to liturgical use. Seeking new dynamic
equivalents for difficult New Testament terminology is a worthwhile endeavour, but
some of its recent outcomes are less than satisfactory with regard to the titular
components of Paul’s soteriological vocabulary and the scriptural narrative(s) they
represent.

The remaining alternative, and the most viable one, is that of re-evaluating,
revalidating, and even re-valorizing the meanings of Paul’s problematic imagery by
reconsidering it in its original cultural and biblical contexts. This option is the most
challenging, for it entails a study of Pauline power terminology before it was Pauline,
when a significant share of Paul’s words belonged to other theopolitical vocabularies. To
add another necessary complication, it should be stipulated at this point that a
theopolitical vocabulary can draw from more than one spoken or written language, as

Rome did with Greek and Latin; but to validate this stipulation, one can briefly exegete a

quest for information™), 211-12 {engaging with liberation theology), and 226 (“‘a pilgrim is fixed on a
destination in hope because he or she has already experienced liberation and has embraced the word of the
liberator™).

*® The Christ-hymn of Philippians 2, which will be considered in the epilogue of this study as an ancillary
text with relation to the theopolitical Pauline soteriology articulated here, is also a prominent example of
early Christian devotional material and an arguably vital portion of the gospel’s “narrative substructure.”
See R. N. Longenecker, New Wine, 28-31.

*! Voice, 336 (Phil 2:11). Adding the title “king” also alters the cumulative significance of the other titles
here, as well as in other instances of this combination, such as Acts 2:36.
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piece of first-century BCE, Roman rhetoric that employs images Paul knew in the first
century CE, but in comparable Latin phraseology. Consider the following excerpt from
Cicero (106-43 BCE):

It is impossible for the Roman people to be slaves; that people whom the

immortal gods have ordained should rule [imperare] over all nations.

Matters are now come to a crisis.... Either you must conquer [vincatis],

O Romans, which indeed you will do if you continue to act with such

piety [pietate] and such unanimity, or you must do anything rather than

become slaves. Other nations can endure slavery, Liberty is the inalienable

possession of the Roman people.’

It is tempting to jump immediately to comparing this excerpt with Christian texts,
noting Cicero’s impassioned refusal to take on the nature of a slave, precisely the kind of
thinking that Paul argued against in Phil 2:6—11. But to make that leap immediately is to
miss the language that underpins this claim to divinely sanctioned conquest. First, the
Romans are not just to rule but to “rule over,” to “command,” in keeping with the related
imperiosus (domineering, or imperious), imperator (commander; by Paul’s time, the
emperor), and imperium (power and/or authority to command).’® Though Cicero’s Rome
is technically still a republic, this is a “hard” empire in the making, characterized by a
militaristic grip (though not always an occupying force) over its subject peoples, and
conquering those that tried to resist its rule. Second, the basis Cicero evinces for this
predestined conquest is Roman pietas, the loyalty or allegiance expected in ties of family,

citizenship, and worship.** This virtue of piety sustained freedom and a history of

conquest, having saved Rome from subjugation even at times when the state had been

52 Cicero, Philippic 6.18-19; as cited (without added brackets) in the Perseus classical database, accessed at
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/ptext?doc=Perseus:text:1999.02.002 1 :speech=6:section=18 on Dec 1,
2009. The text dates from the mid-40s BCE.

53 Wheelock, Wheelock’s Latin, 246, 252, 478,

%% See Elliott’s portrayals of Roman imperial piety and its Pauline reworking in Arrogance of Nations, 121—
41.
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unable to strike at its enemies: during the Punic Wars, for instance, even a decision
delayed by Hannibal could be understood as leading to “the salvation of Rome and its
empire,” thanks to Rome’s gods and Roman piety shown them. >’ Paul, too, would
incorporate sovereign rule and familial allegiance into his soteriological story, but he
would rearrange the concepts and the relationships the empire drew between them,
showing that salvation came through a different God and the resurrected Son who reigned
over the world, despite appearances to the contrary, as his regent.

This is not to say that Paul’s soteriological vocabulary was once the inalienable
possession of Rome; the subject nations, Palestine among them, used the same languages
Rome did. The Greek of the Septuagint shows that its translators were wrestling,
theologically and linguistically, with the rephrasing of God’s pledges of salvation for
Israel. The question of how (and from what enemy) God would save his people had
changed in the Hellenistic world, and language was part of that change. The solutions of
the LXX opened the Scriptures to diasporic audiences, but they also left the LXX well-
placed for adaptation. The rendition of kAnfnoovTtai (“they will be called”) in Hosea
1:10 was a powerful promise for a Mediterranean culture of religious and ethnic
pluralism, a pivotal part of a pledge from a kup1os who guarantees with his own name
the safety of his people (Hos 1:7). But Paul readily co-opted this salvific assurance. He
offered both Jews and Gentiles a calling to be transformed, from what Mark Goodwin
calls a “deathlike situation” of barrenness and “non-peoplehood” to a new, secure status

of adopted relationship, renewed covenant, and resurrection.”® In this and other instances,

** Bagnall, drawing upon (but not precisely citing) the historian Livy, in Bagnall, Punic Wars, 194.

*® See Goodwin’s engaging discussion of Paul’s use of Hosea in the conversion theology of Romans 9 in
Paul, Apostle of the Living God, 15058, with 154-55, and (quoted here) 157; Goodwin mislabels Hos 1:10
LXX as 2:1 (155) and Gen 21:12 LXX, which Paul quotes earlier at Rom 9:7, as 21:21 LXX.
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translating an image such as “lord” from Hebrew to Greek could bring both great gains
(e.g., the senses of authority held by the 8sot oMot kai kipior oMol of the Greco-
Roman world) and “irreducible” losses (the disassociation from the monotheistic tradition

and the name M, YHWH).”

So Rome’s rivals and provinces knew how to employ Greek; not for nothing has
Koine, the Attic/Ionic amalgam, become “koine” in English, a decaptialized (if
underemployed) synonym for a lingua franca. No matter: Rome knew how to capitalize
on its adopted tongue, having recolonized the Hellenistic world and its languages.>®
Rome’s Greek and Latin theopolitical lexicon has become a focus of intensive research in
post-9/11 studies of the New Testament and historical theology,> though the news is only
gradually filtering into more accessible literature intended for the church.%® With word-
images like pistis (or fides, allegiance reciprocated faithfully between Rome and its
citizens, closely tied to pietas), sotéria (the “salvation” or security won through military
triumphs), and dikaiosyné (justice, or vindication),”' Rome sent a clear message: it is the
empire that has saved the world, and therefore it is the empire that has the right to

prescribe what faithfulness, salvation, and justice look like.

*7 Billings, Word of God, 114-15, to which the allusion to the “many gods and many lords” of 1 Cor 8:5
has been added.

58 Well-worn though it may be, the introduction to Machen’s New Testament Greek, 1-6, still adequately
describes the conquering Roman interaction with Greek, with the empire becoming conquered, in a cuftural
sense, by the changing language it adopts.

%% See the overlapping vocabulary reviews in Wiley, “Paul and Early Christianity,” 58-59; Rieger, Christ
and Empire, 31-32, with special attention to the ambivalence that would have been apparent in Paul’s use
of “coded” language; and Gorman, treating the recycled Roman vocabulary as components of an explicitly
theopolitical gospel, in Apostle, 108—9. Gorman has rightly drawn the author’s attention to the fact that he
first employed the “theopolitical” descriptor in pre-9/11 scholarship, as in Cruciformity, 349 and 352.

% Claiborne and Haw review many of the same terms as more scholarly works do, explaining that in the
Roman imperial context, religion and politics were “to a great extent, the same thing,” in Jesus for
President, 66-70. Their summaries of what Rome’s theopolitical terms meant to Jesus and Paul are a bit
simplistic: they reduce “saviour,” which to Rome was a healer, preserver, or (military) peacemaker figure,
to “a title for Jesus,” and “lord” or “supreme ruler” to “a much more international acclamation” for Jesus
than Messiah or Christ (69).

%! These brief definitions are adapted from Gorman, Apostle, 108-9.
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It is not that the political side of these terms requires heavier attention. Rather, the
focus here will be an area that remains underdeveloped in discussions of imperial
theopolitics: retrieving the soteriological significance of Paul’s co-option of Roman
theopolitical images, as well as that of the manner in which he co-opted them. As the
meanings of re-deployed Roman theopolitical terms can vary significantly between and
within New Testament corpora, it is best to locate this reclamation project in a specific
passage, one in which many of the problematic terms appear together in close proximity.
Further, the passage should have a context from which the imperial background of the
embedded terms can be clearly demonstrated, even if this influence has not been heavily
emphasized in previous research.

First Corinthians 15 offers one such a locus of imperial imagery, where Paul
deploys soteriological language that can be re-examined and quite possibly re-valorized
via a contextual re-reading of the text. Traditionally, this chapter has not been studied for
its imperial images, but the Roman and Pauline theopolitical values of the language
embedded there, if successfully demonstrated, will also establish a platform from which
to remap the narrative of the chapter, particularly surrounding Christ’s resurrection and
return to rule (15:20-28) and the proclamation of his final victory over death (50-58).
For this chapter, though part of a rhetorical discourse, is also a narrative: in an unusual
move for Paul, the terms he uses in this chapter shape and expand upon a carefully

framed segment of late-breaking news he has to share, part of the story of the gospel.*?

%2 One precedent for pursuing the role of titular images in shaping narrative christological identity comes
from Rowe’s recent book, Early Narrative Christology, especially 17-26. For another elucidation of the
gospel-as-narrative, see Goldingay (Israel’s Gospel [= Old Testament Theology 1:], 29-31), who pairs the
core story of the gospel in the New Testament (John 3:16, though only implicitly is this a “gospel”) with
that of the Old (Isa 52:7-10, which in the LXX Goldingay credits with coining EuayyeMCoum for
Christian use) to infer a “biblical gospel” or “macronarrative,” encompassing even “nonnarrative” parts
such as the Pauline epistles.
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First Corinthians 15:20-28, 50-58 constitute one pair of passages meeting the criteria
above: Paul reassembles established imperial terms (e.g., kuptos, BaciAeia, PactAevetv,
Tmapouata, and vikn) and deploys them alongside of other vocabulary that can be shown
to have theopolitical connotations here (e.g., kKaTapyelv, to render powerless), as he

constructs a narrative connecting Christ’s death, resurrection, arrival, and victory.
&

The Structure of the Argument

To recap, the following dissertation describes a contemporary problem (the
postmodern use of Pauline christological and soteriological terms, unmoored from their
original, sociological milieux), a route toward recovery (repositioning the study of these
terms, first with respect to the narratival relationships they imply, then to previous
assessments of a biblical text where they congregate), a theopolitical retrieval (re-
evaluating the meanings of the terms in their original context), an exegetical response (re-
reading the text), and a theological resolution (the beginnings of an exegetically founded
Pauline soteriology, as one facet of a theopolitically informed biblical theology).

The initial problem has been outlined in the prologue: christological and
soteriological language, de-contextualized. Certain Pauline images concerning Jesus
(such as “lord,” “saviour,” “king,” and “kingdom”) seem archaic, even oppressive, when
employed in contemporary North American church and culture. Ignoring the issue, or
choosing new substitute images, led only to blind alleys. Instead, the alternate route
proposed was that of re-evaluating and re-valorizing the obscure terms, seeking their
meanings embedded in Roman theopolitical contexts, then turning to a text where Paul

reassembled them. First Corinthians 15 was selected as a surprisingly imperial locus of
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powerful titles (e.g., kUp10s), actions (BactAeveIv), and events (TTOpoUGIQ, VIKT),
redeployed by Paul to frame the gospel narrative that connects Christ’s resurrection,
arrival and rule (15:20-28) to the proclamation of his final subjugation of death (50-58).
Chapter two, the first part of “The State of Paul’s Soteriological Language,”
moves from the problem toward a suggested route to recovery. It recommends
exchanging de-contextualized christological terminology for a socio-rhetorical
perspective that promotes the narratival character of Paul’s soteriological discourse.
Rome unwittingly contributed to Paul’s vocabulary, but that vocabulary’s force is gauged
through its soteriological impact. That is, the benefit Paul’s Corinthian congregation
received from participating in Christ’s victory over death is a question with a relational
story behind it, revealed not just in Paul’s words but in the ways in which the apostle
reordered the relationships between these words. Past treatments have proven titles
christologically significant, but titular Christology’s value has been disputed; the
totalizing effect of that approach, while mitigable, seems particularly inapt for engaging
the claims of empire. Recent studies of Jesus’ soteriological “job descriptions”—even
those that acknowledge imperial influences on Christology—fail to account for the
soteriological deployment of christological terms in theopolitical discourses, but they do
encourage the viewing of selected terms as indicators of a narratival orientation (whether
in Rome’s “gospel,” or Paul’s). When one asks how Paul distinguished between Christ’s
BootAelar and that of Caesar, or whether Christ’s dismantling of rival powers was to be
done on earth as it was in heaven, one’s answers will affect the correlations one reads
between lord and subjects, or the saviour and those he saves; the questions themselves

reveal a transition from ontological Christology to a narratival soteriology.
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The third chapter, which comprises the second half of “The State of Paul’s
Soteriological Language,” engages recent interpretations of 1 Corinthians 15 with respect
to theopolitical concerns. For convenience, selected interpreters are grouped into
provisional categories with distinguishing emphases (apocalyptic, rhetorical, socio-
rhetorical, and specifically imperial), though these foci are not mutually exclusive:
analyzing rhetorical structure requires attention to the chapter’s apocalyptic timbre, for
instance, while Ben Witherington’s socio-rhetorical focus on Rome’s imperial
eschatology converges with imperial-critical voices like that of Richard Horsley. This
review is not intended to show a historical progression in interpretation, but an array of
readings, with each set of renditions hinting in variegated ways at the theopolitical
content still waiting to be explored.

What governs the decoding of the theopolitical dimensions of Roman imperial
language when doing New Testament theology? To picture faithfully the rules and
implications of a past era, present-day readers must acknowledge and be willing to revise
the presuppositions of their own. To that end, the fourth chapter begins by reviewing
promising visual models that mediate access from today’s North American world to that
of the biblical text, hybridizing a distinctive hermeneutic from a combination of biblical-
theological and socio-rhetorical stock, nuancing the manner in which today’s readers
participate in the soteriological story Paul writes for Corinth. That participation begins
with unpacking each theopolitical term before Paul re-encodes it, rediscovering the power
Rome ascribed to image-rich words like “lord” (kUp10s), the “king” or “emperor” and his
“kingdom” or “empire” (BaociAevus, BaciAeia), his official “presence” or “arrival”

(Tapoucia), the familial and fictive relationships between “father” and “son” (TaTnp,
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ul06s) that legitimated his reigning (PaciAeUeiv) over the Roman body-politic (6dua),
and the “glory” (80Ea) and “victory” (vikn) that he won in war. Supplementing this
vocabulary are related images, such as “saviour” (ccoTnp), that Paul would redefine in 1
Corinthians 15 and other related texts. Rome commemorated her victories by asking
citizens and subjects to participate in them, through celebratory parades of triumph;® the
exegesis that follows this chapter discloses how thanksgiving for God’s victory (1 Cor
15:57) diverged from the Roman ideal, and how critically Paul engaged his imperial
context.

Chapter five re-reads 1 Corinthians 15:20-28, 50-58 in its imperial, prophetic-
apocalyptic, Corinthian contexts, making exegetical use of findings from earlier chapters.
Reassigned by Paul, each term becomes a cipher imbued with new meaning for a
soteriological story that contrasts with Rome’s own. Particularly prominent for an
emerging soteriology is the concluding note of triumph over Death, the last enemy to be
dismantled (v. 26) and the target of Paul’s proleptic taunting (55). At that point, an
extended foray into the personification of Death will demonstrate how Paul’s prophetic-
apocalyptic orientation toward the biblical-soteriological story was inextricably related to
his theopolitical critique of the empire as a death-bringing entity. Paul is indeed calling
the members of the Corinthian church body toward what Richard Hays terms “an
imaginative projection of their lives into the framework of the Pentateuchal narrative”

and more broadly the “larger narrative of God’s dealing with Israel”**—but it will be

8 Lopez, Apostle to the Conquered, 114.
% Hays, Conversion, 5 and 10; he rightly insists that Paul’s gospel was (and is) “comprehensible only in
relation” to that metanarrative (5).
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argued that prophetic responses to empire, principally from Isaiah,® informed Paul’s
expectations for his audience’s participation in this metanarrative and in the Roman
imperial theopolitics that continued to influence the shape of his gospel.

The sixth and final chapter presents implications for reading Paul’s theopolitical
soteriology today. First, this soteriology should be tested against ancillary Pauline texts,
reappraised in terms of their theopolitical impact on Paul’s original and contemporary
audiences, in light of the new findings above. Two such ancillaries will be highlighted in
Philippians; in each case, recurrent themes of conflict and victory echo forward from
Paul’s time, inviting conversation with a more recent interpreter. Phil 2:6—13 positions
Christ in submission to a scandalous death on a Roman cross, with his subsequent
exaltation as global kUp10s given as the reason why believers should work out their
salvation (ccoTnpio) with fear and trembling. Gustaf Aulén’s seminal advocacy of the
Christus Victor atonement motif informs the phrasing of the argument, though dialogue
with Aulén and his contemporary critics is deliberately confined with respect to this
passage and others under discussion. Phil 3:20-21 finds Paul binding heavenly
citizenship to his expectation of the coming saviour (o Tnp) whose subjecting power
transforms and glorifies his followers, a hope laden with theopolitical allegiance. Here,
René Girard’s theory of mimetic violence helps to unpack the political ramifications of
the victory language that Paul shares with Rome, inasmuch as the apostle has Christ’s
sovereignty or imperium supplanting other claims to power. Girard helps to draw out the
ambivalence in Paul’s engagement with imperial violence (whether rhetorical or military)

and his confrontation with death.

% Hays, Conversion, 4, 25-26, argues that Isaiah was preeminent among the Scriptures in determining
Paul’s missional understanding and defence of himself and his gospel.



25

Insofar as they develop findings from the preceding exegesis of 1 Corinthians 15,
these ancillary texts and the biblical-theological project that emerges from them prompt
questions for reading Paul today, overlapping with the questions posed earlier to Paul’s
theopolitical environment. How should contemporary North American readers hear
Paul’s vocabulary in their current contexts? What does Christ’s ccoTnpla mean today?
From whom or what are believers “saved”? Inceptive responses to these and related
questions will be presented as theopolitical reading scenarios, instances in which biblical
and imperial theopolitics can be shown to overlap in ways that test the mettle of
postmodern believers, calling them to nuance their participation in Christ’s soteriological
story and the stories told by their imperially influenced cultures. An appendix presents
one final ancillary text in the form of a sermon that seeks to apply some of the
dissertation’s findings in a contemporary church context. It suggests that Romans 6:1-9
unites believers with Christ in his death and resurrection, events that have rendered sin
(and death) powerless, incapable of mastering (xupiguet) subjects as it once did—but
death’s reality must still be lived with, as it were, so the church is called to find life-
bringing responses as a witness to a culture too often preoccupied with death.

From an initial dissatisfaction with the de-contextualization of Christological and
soteriological language, to a resolution and reinvestment in the discursive and cultural
arenas where churches and empires co-opt one other’s vocabularies, this dissertation
foregrounds a concern for the needs of contemporary believers who are struggling, or
perhaps only beginning to struggle, within these arenas. The exegetical and biblical-
theological shapes of this responsive enterprise are foundational, not incidental, to the

response; but in application, the focus remains contemporary, not for the sake of the often
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over-prioritized goal of being “relevant,” but to help in bridging the gap between the
academy’s theopolitical resources and the theopolitical needs that North American
churches are gradually coming to recognize. What is posited here is that the church
appears to need help in negotiating interconnected theopolitical issues in which death and
empire play significant roles. Accordingly, the epilogue suggests ways in which Paul’s
theopolitical soteriology applies to issues ranging from the problem of addressing
contemporary uses of theopolitical rhetoric and imagery, to the challenges of identifying
with victims and contesting structural violence, to the recovery of a lost narrative of
confessional allegiance to Jesus Christ as Lord.

Paul proclaimed the gospel of a Lord whose rule would overcome all opposition,
from Rome to Death itself, but that rule began to be established through submission to
death. The apostle hoped that the call to identify with the victor who had been a victim
would unsettle cities pervaded by patronage and “upward mobility.” The kingdoms and
lords have changed, but postmodern North American society, like ancient Rome, tells a
captivating story, asking its participants to identify with victories won on corporate and
national scales. Paul’s soteriology in 1 Corinthians 15 suggests a different model of
salvation, a different embodiment of vicarious victory: Christ, not Nike. This is the

soteriological story to be explored here.
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I

The State of Paul’s Soteriological Language, Part One: From De-contextualized

Titular Christology to a Narrative Soteriological Discourse

Introduction: What Effect Does Paul Intend His Theopolitical Language to Have?

Many undergraduates in the Department of Religion and Classics at the
University of Rochester initially found William Scott Green’s classroom to be an
intimidating place in which to learn. Some of them referred to Dean Green as the
department’s own version of Darth Vader, as he could make a student’s throat tighten
from across the room, not by using the Force, but by asking one simple question: “So
what?”” The student’s self-confidence would crumble instantly. The air in the room would
grow palpably thinner. The brilliance of the student’s last point evaporated—and all
because of two words. Of course, this student and others soon learned that Green’s
question was designed to help them to reflect on the significance of what they were
learning (not that this made it any easier to respond!). It was insufficient to know an
answer; they also needed to know how and why the answer mattered.

So what? How does this story apply here? The reason for employing this story is
to illustrate the significance of the theopolitical terminology in the story Paul tells. That
is, it is not enough to note that the apostle’s gospel story is theopolitical in character, or
that he redeploys imperial terminology as he unpacks it; one also needs to ask what effect
he intends this terminology to have. Why does Paul use imperial vocabulary in 1
Corinthians 15? How does it contribute to the Christology and soteriology of his

argument? Three provisional responses can be posited. First, Paul evidently found that
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imperial language could reveal something essential about the relationships of allegiance
among Jesus Christ the kUp1os, Paul himself, and his Corinthian congregation. Second,
the focus of this revelation had to do with the manner in which Christ’s victory over
Death and other powers would benefit those who remained loyal to him. Third, Paul
expected that his borrowed terms would be familiar to an audience experienced with the
ways in which empires past and present intruded upon the story of the God and people of
Israel. That is, whether the audience members were thoroughly aware of the pivotal
impact of the exile upon Isracl’s history and faith,’ or only marginally familiar with the
cumulative effects of repeated imperial colonization upon the Mediterranean world, Paul
thought them capable of recognizing and responding to the theopolitical connotations of
the vocabulary he adapted from inner-biblical and imperial narratives.

But even these opening questions and responses have a story behind them. Why
the concern with narratives, especially in relation to Pauline soteriological and
christological concepts? Tracing the role of narrative in Paul is hardly a novel approach;
previous studies have profiled modern narrative-theological readings of Paul’s epistles
as well as Paul’s own responsive development of Scripture’s narrative threads.” The
reading suggested here is certainly a narrative-theological one, and it too probes Paul’s
promotion of the biblical-theological story, following those who have studied Paul’s

relationship to the tradition of inner-biblical reinterpretation and reappropriation.” Fruitful

' Brueggemann (“Biblical Theology,” 101-3) underscores the priority of the exile by including it opposite
the concept of covenant in the three dialectical pairings he suggests (covenant and exile; hymn and lament,
and presence and theodicy) as appropriate rubrics for postmodern exploration of Israel’s story. Cited
previously in Lowe, ““This Was Not an Ordinary Death,”” 225, where it was observed that the exilic pole
of the first dialectical pair was contingent upon imperial activity.

? See for instance B. W. Longenecker, “Narrative Approach to Paul,” 88—111; Witherington, Paul’s
Narrative, and more recently, the essays in B. W, Longenecker, ed., Narrative Dynamics in Paul.

? As Keesmaat does in light of Paul’s Hellenistic Jewish hermeneutical context, in Paul and his Story, 31—
34.
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as this location of Paul’s narratival hermeneutic in relation to Hellenistic Judaism can be,
another avenue presents itself as one that may prove productive in conjunction with it: to
seek out the Roman imperial framework of Paul’s interpretative narration. In other words,
how did Paul relate his biblical-theological narrative of salvation to the story that Rome
dictated, and how does he appear to have intended that his audience should relate to each
of these competing narratives? The question remains vital for today’s interpreters of Paul,
who are caught up in the narratives of the postmodern West and its various empires. A
later chapter will suggest a socio-rhetorical model for mapping the challenges posed by
empires past and present to Pauline hermeneutics; the present discussion of intersecting
soteriological narratives lays the groundwork for the model as well as for the subsequent
exploration of Rome’s vocabulary and the exegesis that follows it.

Whether ancient or postmodern, recounted as a deliberate discipline or practised
unconsciously and uncritically, biblical theology must perforce include sociopolitical
context in the course of its story. Historically, Israel had not practised or articulated its
relation to God in a “sociopolitical vacuum,” but in geopolitically competitive contact
with other nations.* The prophets had referred to regional superpowers as God’s
disciplinary instruments, instruments which were disciplined in turn for pursuing their
divine mandate with excessive violence.” If Israel’s story was to continue, the
instrumental position of Rome’s vaunted supremacy needed to be determined, whether in

continuity or discontinuity with the disciplinary roles of empires past. The articles of the

* Brueggemann, Theology of the Old Testament, 492, with a similar phrasing on 525.

’ On this score, Goldingay notes Jer 50:13—15, Ezekiel 32, Nahum 1, Hab 2:15-16, and (notable here as a
Pauline source in 1 Corinthians 15) Isaiah 25. See Old Testament Theology 2:759, 764, 772, 778-80, and
more broadly, sections 8.5-8.6 in the same text. Also see Brueggemann’s sixteenth chapter, “The Nations
as Yahweh’s Partner,” in Old Testament Theology, 492-527.



30

gospel Paul “received” were narrative statements,® partly contingent upon Rome’s
unwitting role in God’s redemptive story; the ways Paul chose to pass those articles on to
his congregations were likewise conditioned by Roman theopolitical images, borrowed
from the empire’s story. But within Paul’s story, these images collided and overlapped
with elements from the inner-biblical narrative that were conditioned by the memorable
roles of previous empires, which exerted forces of their own upon Paul’s worldview.
There were multiple imperial contingencies at work in Paul’s theopolitical gospel story.
To access that story, and to understand its interaction with the inner-biblical
narrative that preceded it and the Roman imperial narrative that informed it, requires the
accomplishment of several tasks. First, it would be wise to review previous scholarship
on the narratival shape and function of Paul’s theopolitical soteriology, as it was at the
soteriological level—the question of how and from what the story’s participants and
adherents were “saved”—that Paul’s story broke with the inner-biblical narrative of his
Scriptures and the theological imperative of imperial Rome. This is the concern of the
present chapter. In the next, previous accounts of 1 Corinthians 15 will be collated with
reference to the theopolitical language Paul deploys there. These things are merely the
beginning of birth pangs; they are prerequisites for a narrative-theological, biblical-
contextual reading—or, put simply, a socio-rhetorical reading—of Paul from a
postmodern perspective. The project will reach full term in chapter four with the socio-
rhetorical mapping of the hermeneutical obstacles to reading 1 Corinthians through first-
century Corinthian eyes and ears as a prelude to interpreting it for postmodern ones,
before parsing the theopolitical vocabulary as it appeared in Rome’s story and finally in

Paul’s gospel.

% Gorman analyzes the gospel’s narrative affirmations in 1 Cor 15:3-8 in Apostle, 101-2.
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In anticipation of a deeper treatment in that fourth chapter, the present one will
preview a few components (or “story capsules™) of this ideological vocabulary, with
kUplos preeminent among those previewed. Like the other components, kupios and other
terms represent encapsulations of a pervasively imperial metanarrative, and thus they
were readily adaptable as components of the narrative that Paul wanted to convey, a story
of the dismantling of Death through Christ’s resurrection and royal accession. But they
will also receive some early attention here because they illustrate the narrative function

and character of soteriology within Paul’s theopolitical Christology.

The Narrative Function of Paul’s Terms:
Responding to Recent Christological Views

What narratival roles and functions do Paul’s theopolitical images fulfill? Some
of the most weighted terms he borrows in 1 Corinthians 15 to describe Christ and his
reign are titles (or images closely related to titles), such as kuptos, BaciAevs, and
Baokeia. Titles have been acknowledged as christologically significant, but the value of
titular Christology has been disputed; while its totalizing effect can be mitigated, as will
be seen momentarily, the “tyranny” of a titular approach seems particularly inapt for a
discussion that engages the dominating claims of an empire. A better option would be to
view the terminology in question as pointing to a narrative orientation, initially as a part
of Rome’s propaganda, but adapted by Paul to serve his gospel story instead. Recent
studies of Jesus’ soteriological “job descriptions,” even those that account for imperial

and colonial influences on Christology,’ still fail to assess the soteriological

7 See for instance Adams, Coherence of Christology, and Reiger, Christ and Empire; the latter is not
concerned as Adams is with soteriological “job descriptions” per se, but criterial approaches logically
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redeployment of christological terms in a theopolitical discourse. How did Paul
distinguish between Christ’s BactAeia and that of Caesar? Was the apocalyptic promise
of Christ’s dismantling of rival powers to be done on earth as it was in heaven? The
forthcoming answers to these questions concern the correlation of the lord and his
subjects, of the saviour and those he saves; the phrasing of the questions themselves
reveals the relationships between the (often) ontological concerns of Christology and a

narratival understanding of soteriology.

1) Titular Christology

Titles are significant descriptors in, and for, Christology. The discipline takes its
very name from the most frequent New Testament designation for Jesus, namely
Xp10Tds, not kuptos/dominus or vios/filius. The discipline itself is a scholarly
convention: those who practise it collectively theorize and cultivate a unified field of
Christology, rather than producing multiply divided tracts of “kyriology,” “filiology,”
and so on. True, it can be useful to isolate temporarily from the New Testament corpora a
particular thread, brand, or pattern, based around the use of another christological title,

such as a “Son of Man Christology.”® But the priority for Pauline Christology, and for

undergird many studies of Christology, whether undertaken from systematic or biblical theology: it is
difficult to discuss the matter of who Jesus is without also engaging the manner in which he fulfilled and/or
Jfulfills said role. To cite an example drawn from 1 Corinthians, Gunton (Yesterday, 73) finds that Paul in 1
Cor 8:6 “ascribes to Jesus an equality of status with the Father alongside a difference of function.”
Gunton’s point is valid, but the present argument would suggest a narratival context in which Paul
developed such an emphasis on the divine activity of the Son vis-a-vis that of the Father.

¥ Perrin (4 Modern Pilgrimage, 55-56 and throughout the surrounding chapter, 41-56) significantly
includes “Christ” as one of several alternatives (the others being those using “Son of God,” “Son of David,”
and “Lord”) to the pattern of the “Son of Man” that he traces, which he claims holds a more “secure place
in earliest Christianity.” An earlier point of Perrin’s, noting the influence of factors in the life of the early
church upon Christology (45-47), should be kept in mind as we consider imperial contexts.
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biblical Christology in general, rightly remains on the anointed office’ and person of
Christ, even though this means encountering a problem that Gordon Fee has already
noted: distinguishing between the person of Christ (Christology) and the work Christ did
as saviour (soteriology) was not something that Paul tended to do.'® Fee compensates by
admitting this ambiguity into his work with Paul’s use of titles, especially the “former
title-turned-name,” Christ, and the “name-turned-title,” Lord."! That is, what God-in-
Christ does informs who God-in-Christ is, and vice versa. Jesus’ titles and names are
important because they reflect the complex combination of roles that he plays in Paul’s
theology.'?

But the value of titular Christology has been disputed as arbitrary, even
tyrannical, or, when mishandled, as minimizing the importance of differentiation between
closely related but distinct titles (such as the Jewish/Hebrew “Messiah” and the Greek
“Christ”)." This arbitrary-tyrannical claim is the province of Leander Keck, whose

arguments concentrate on the isolation and abstraction of titles.'* Kavin Rowe is right to

® For the imperial aspect of the anointed office, especially in the kingship-centred psalms and noting the
employment of suayyeAifovTes in proclaiming royal accessions, see von Rad, Old Testament Theology,
1:318-24.

10 Fee, Pauline Christology, 1-2.

! Title-turned-name: Fee, Pauline Christology, 34,37, 101, 108, 291, 341, 536 (in relation to the “basic
narrative” [= redemptive history] of historical Judaism), and 558. Name-turned-title: 558-59, 562, 585. Fee
says that Paul consistently interprets “Lord,” which was already a confessional title for Jesus, as shorthand
for YHWH/Adonai, so that Jesus is ascribed the divine name as his title; for instance, he argues that the
construction of Philippians 2 is such that Jesus should be understood as having been given “the name-
above-every-name Name” as a title (397, italics his). The titles are of course interfluential: Xp1670s, “even
when it is a simple identifying referent, always harks back to the historical reality that the earthly Jesus
lived and died as the Jewish Messiah, whom God raised from the dead to be Lord of all,” 528.

12 As when Fee comments (Pauline Christology, 107) on “the role that Christ as messianic king and Son of
God plays in Paul’s understanding of present and future eschatology” in 1 Corinthians 15.

3 As Fee (Pauline Christology, 535-36, 536n11), amid comments on the oxymoronic nature of a “crucified
Messiah” in Gal 3:13, accuses Werner Kramer of doing. Also see 544—46 on the developmental similarities
between Christ and Son of God as messianic titles in Paul’s epistles.

'* Rowe (Early Narrative Christology, 23-24 and especially n84) offers a concise analysis of Keck’s
principal objections to titular approaches to Christology (especially in Keck’s “Toward the Renewal,” 370,
and “Christology of the New Testament,” 196-97), namely that such approaches overinvest meaning in
individual words, miscarrying in instances where no titles or a plurality of titles appear, and short-changing
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insist that the totalizing effects of an exclusively titular Christology can be alleviated by
allowing titles to remain as integrated components of the narratives that make them
intelligible; contemporary interpreters should be permitted and encouraged to concentrate
on the same emphases that the biblical authors did.'> But the “tyranny” of an exclusively
titular approach seems ill suited to engaging the dominating claims of empire,
particularly when one is attempting to meet the needs of contemporary readers who may
have been blinded to the totalizing connotations of the titles and hermeneutics of their
native imperial settings. This totalizing effect can be glimpsed in the political-rhetorical
strategy of redeploying significant titles from a nation’s heritage in order to legitimate its
present rule, as when Rome’s emperors adopted the familial cognomen Caesar as a
fictively hereditary title, or when Abraham Lincoln’s name and legacy are rhetorically
deployed in contemporary American culture.'® By appealing to the memory of decisive
figures and moments from a nation’s proud past, these exemplary titles grant instant
legitimacy and minimize potential dissent—but in isolation, out of context, they are only

ciphers, and a study that constrained itself to such titles alone could only hint at the

the christological and hermeneutical significance of Old Testament themes and of the Incarnation itself. As
Rowe responds in several different phrasings, a narrative treatment of a given title largely circumvents
these problems so long as it does not try to locate the entirety of the narrative’s Christology in that specific
title.

'* Rowe, Early Narrative Christology, 24, 24n85-87. Specific to the Isaianic context from which it will be
shown later that Paul drew to fuel his critique of impernial Rome, Hays (Conversion, 48) is similarly
concerned by the misalignment of contemporary and ancient hermeneutical interests. Postmodern
interpreters must constantly remind themselves, he argues, “that Paul might have alluded to Isaiah for
purposes other than those that have propelled much modern scholarly investigation”—a word of caution for
any New Testament discipline, not least imperial-critical studies.

'S On the deliberate deployment of Lincoln’s name in the title of a lobbying organization, see Kuo,
Tempting Faith, 45-46; the name has also been used elsewhere for automotive brands and in military and
institutional nomenclature. A disillusioned Kuo later recounts the similar treatment of God’s name as a
rhetorical device, part of an “evangelical shorthand™ used by lobbyists and speechwriters to convey the
trappings of Christianity (59-61, 265). Skilfully used, such national and/or religious title-names can further
an empire’s colonizing ideology, invoking the name as a cipher for a historical moment in which the
empire was somehow “saved” (e.g., the ending of their respective nations’ civil wars by Augustus Caesar
and Lincoln, the emancipation of slaves enacted by the latter, or the role of divine providence in either
series of events), without necessarily including the full story or any liberating ramifications it may have.
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national-soteriological narratives to which they belong. In a similar respect, it would be
preferable to seek out part of Paul’s Christology in a series of titles and supporting
images, interrelated and situated within the sociologically informed, narrative context of

his soteriologically significant story.

2) From Titular Christology to a Narrative Soteriology

If traditional approaches to titular Christology seem too hegemonic, there is
another direction in which the probing of these images can still be effective. Rather than
isolating the images as solely propositional or rhetorical statements, one can begin to
recover and restore their meaning by remembering their placement and function in the
narratival or confessional'’ settings to which they belong. Biblical soteriology, inasmuch
as it requires a narrated correlation between a saviour and those who are saved, is a
theological discipline with a confessional narrative at its heart; one could even say that it
is a discipline that consists principally of narrative. The biblical metanarrative is of
course richly polyvalent, presenting such a multitude of soteriological story motifs that
some have asked whether it can be accurately or ethically labelled a metanarrative at

all.'

At issue here is not so much Scripture’s canonical cohesion as its narratival
coherence, the integration of its diverse representations of salvation and the way in which

it comes about.

'7 On avowals to YHWH as brief confessional formulae, from initial “content with a minimum of historical
subject-matter” to encapsulated “confessional summaries of the saving history” YHWH brought about, see
von Rad (Old Testament Theology, 1:121-28); he terms a summary such as Deut 26:5-9 as a credo, not an
mvocational or petitionary prayer but “out and out a confession of faith,” 122.

'8 See Brueggemann, Old Testament Theology, 558-59, who admits that his concerns about the hegemonic
nature of biblical-metanarratival claims are offset by the texts’ critical stance toward “the regnant
metanarratives of our society”; he settles “for the judgment that the Old Testament is not a metanarrative
but offers the materials out of which a metanarrative is to be construed.”
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One way of thinking about these soteriological narratives is to picture their
christological titles as conceptual, narratival roles to be filled, as “‘job descriptions.” For
example, Marilyn McCord Adams images Christ as the defeater of horrors—evils of such
magnitude that they overwhelm their victims and often their perpetrators as well. The
way in which she construes the narratives of the canonical Gospels implies a question in
which her christological and soteriological perspectives merge: “What does Christology
look like, if rescuing the world from horrendous evils is the Savior’s principal job?”'” As
seen from this christological-soteriological perspective, God’s decision to intervene in
history, to rescue human beings from otherwise irreparable brokenness, makes the
Incarnation conditionally necessary: Christ’s co-participation in and defeat of horrors is
how the “soteriological plot resolves.”*® Adams’ defence of this model is philosophically
vigorous, but the soteriological story itself is relatively simple, and not unlike other
models of the atonement. “If all of these jobs are to be done by a single agent,” she
acknowledges at the outset, “coherence demands that the various job requirements be
compatible with one another.”' She sees in the biblical witness “competing
conceptualities and plot lines” regarding the soteriological characterization of the
Incarnation, all of which are cruciform: in the eyes of the New Testament writers and first
readers, Jesus’ actual career becomes the definitive standard for what the Messiah, the
Son of Man, the Suffering Servant, the Davidic king, the Lamb of God, and the exalted,
sovereign lord should look like.? In each of the atonement images nascent in the New

Testament, Jesus embodies a role in a salvific story—but what has yet to be fully

' Adams, Coherence of Christology, ix.

20 Adams, Coherence of Christology, 189.

21 Adams, Coherence of Christology, 17.

2 Adams, Coherence of Christology, 15-16.
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appreciated is the role the Roman Empire plays in the background of many of these
stories, and the degree to which the empire’s own narrative intrudes upon the
metanarratival and theological whole.

In biblical Christology, and perhaps even more noticeably in soteriology, names,
titles and related images do more than merely denote conceptual roles; they point fo or
signify a narrative orientation, acting as metaphors and ciphers for larger complexes of
meaning.”® Adams hints briefly at the cultic, legal, and apocalyptic categories into which
many of the New Testament’s atonement models fit, and from which historical
Christology and soteriology have often drawn as sources for their models and names.? In
the biblical tradition, names were often given in order to commemorate a significant story
or event;” taking or giving a name was an act of dedication, an act of adopting a part in
an inner-biblical story.?® The Tetragrammaton YHWH, itself a chiffre that God reportedly

chose (Exod 3:14, 34:6) to mark his identity and saving/sending agency, accumulated

2 One can argue that a given cipher, while limited in evocative capacity, is capable of carrying more
narrative freight than does Rowe, who insists “that kiptos is, for Luke at least, dramatically more than
something like a christological cipher” (Early Narrative Christology, 24n85). When tracing a story within
an epistolary (and thus not necessarily or primarily narrative) text, one might assert that christological
ciphers can actually be assigned an increased dramatic/narratival significance, as long as they remain
situated in context there.

* See again Adams, Coherence of Christology, 15-16; and in greater depth, Boersma, Violence; Beilby and
Eddy, eds., The Nature of the Atonement; and Rieger, Christ and Empire. A concise dialogue on Christus
Victor as one of these principal historical atonement metaphors will follow in a later chapter, in relation to
Philippians 2; the current discussion is intended to draw primarily upon a biblical soteriology rather than on
historical ones, insofar as such a distinction can be made.

3 Knowles, Tell Me, 29-80. Also see Goldingay, Old Testament Theology 1:334—40, on the revelation of
and in the name YHWH and its etymology and function: “When God goes on to promise to bring the people
out of their miserable state in Egypt into the promised land, that is not really an extra revelation, but a
spelling out of the first revelation in the concrete terms required by a particular situation” of imperial
captivity (337).

2% Carr and Conway (Introduction, 46) discuss a similarly adoptive act in relation to the biblical narrative’s
events, rather than its names, titles, and images. In synchronic parallel with contemporary Americans who
claim the Puritan Thanksgiving holiday as their own, Israel collectively commemorated the exodus as a
story that “celebrated the god, Yahweh, who had liberated ‘them’ from Egypt, and it expressed their
confidence that this exodus God would also fight on their behalf against their contemporary ‘pharaohs,’ the
local city-states.” This story was redacted “by much later Israclites rereading the story of exodus in relation
to ever new ‘pharachs’: the ‘pharaoh’ of Solomon and his kingdom, the ‘pharach’ of Assyrian and
Babylonian superpowers, etc.”
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surrogates (e.g., “The LORD”; Adonai) which were intended as glosses on the name
M7/ YHWH, “purely functional ‘shorthand’ meant to honor the name, not to replace or

improve on it.”*” The nouns used to complement or substitute for YHWH are metaphors,
in which “the noun as metaphor always stands in a tenuous and proximate relation to the
One to whom it bears witness.”*

Contingent upon YHWH’s character and redemptive storyline—and, in some
cases, the role of empires that invaded this storyline—human names were understood as
encoded references to the story of what God had done (or hopefully would do) in the life
of the named individual and the lives of those who named him or her.?’ One seldom-
noted pair of examples is laden with theopolitical significance: in 2 Kgs 23:34 (// 2 Chr
36:4), Pharaoh Neco installed a new client king in Judah, changing his name in the
process from Eliakim (“God raises [up]”) to Jehoiakim (“The LORD raises up”). In 2 Kgs
24:17, it was Nebuchadnezzar who reportedly installed and rechristened Mattaniah (“Gift
of the LORD”) as Zedekiah (“The LORD is [my] righteousness”).> In these instances it
falls to imperial overlords to remind Judah’s leaders of who they were, specifying which
patron-god the client king serves in the first case (YHWH, not the more generic £/), and
redefining the king’s relationship to his LORD in the second. The ambivalence is present,
though easy to miss: these names celebrate and participate in the history of God’s saving
activity, but they are given not by God or by parents, but at the darkest “clifthanger”

moment of that story, by the leaders of Israel’s most enduring enemies.

7 Seitz, Word without End, 257.

28 Brueggemann, Theology of the Old Testament, 230, and 230-33, concerning the function of nouns as
metaphors for an elusive, divine Subject: “the claim of the noun is always held loosely,” 232. See Seitz
(Word without End, 251-62) for discussion of the foundational problem, namely “whether we are entitled
to call God anything at all” (252, italics his).

%% Knowles, in an earlier (2008) manuscript of Tell Me, 74.

*% Name meanings as supplied in the 2008 ms of Knowles, Tell Me, 78-81.
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Christological and soteriological titles also convey narrative elements. They
identify roles that God has played or will play, pointing to a plot, a storyline, whether the
plot is a short and simple one, or a summary of all of God’s attempts in history to redeem
his people. “The Biblical ‘doctrine’ of God is primarily a recital of what he has done
together with the inferences drawn from it,” according to G. Ernest Wright, where
“‘doctrine’ in this sense has its own special and peculiar character...which necessitates
the use of narration to depict what is involved.”*' Jesus’ own christological question to
his disciples—“Who do you say that I am?”—implies a soteriological counterpart: What
do you say that I do?*? Peter’s response, whether the simple 6 Xp10Ts of Mark 8:29 or
the more elaborate 0 Xp16TOs O vios Tol Beou Tou vTos of Matt 16:16, indicates
that what he has observed Jesus doing informs his confession of who this Christ is. As
Christopher Seitz phrases a more Trinitarian instance of the narrative content of
confessional titles, “‘Father, Son, and Holy Spirit’ emerges from a particular story. Our
use of this language preserves that particular story and the God who brought it and us into
being, making us his people and allowing us to be faithful witnesses who call upon his
name.””*?

These and other confessional examples also indicate that soteriological titles and
images can begin to evoke narratives in non-narrative settings. If they suggest and signify

narrative orientations and convey narrative elements, then even when transplanted from

their original contexts, titular images should (ideally) still recall the stories from which

31 G. E. Wright, God Who Acts, 106.

32 Mark 8:29 // Matt 16:16 // Luke 9:20; also see Jesus’ response to John the Baptist’s followers at Matt
11:2-6 (or Luke 7:18-23, with Isa 61:1-2 and Luke 4:18-19 as backstory), in which it is Jesus’ agency in
enacting the climax of God’s redemptive story that confirms his messianic identity. Manning cites
Schillebeeckx’s point about Jesus’ question, namely that all readers must answer the “Who do you say...?”
for themselves. See Schillebeeckx, Jesus, 171-72, quoted in Manning, Stranger to Self-Hatred, 23-24.

33 Seitz, Word without End, 262.
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they originate. Even when the original narrative has been obscured, the terms that once
belonged to it still encapsulate parts of a larger story; when recombined, the latent
narrative content can be educed once more. If one designates such titles and other images
as story capsules, a point from James Barr comes into play. Barr foregrounds biblical
story itself as a motif, one that should not be confused with, or substituted for, theology;
but it can form the “raw material” for theology to develop, it can contain important
theological elements, and it can imply theological ramifications.** Not all Scripture takes
the form of narrative, Barr concedes, but the broader category of story still applies as a
framework enriched by the addition of “non-narrative parts.”*> Even in these settings, the
images can summon and recollect for those who hear and read them the storied roles they
have elsewhere played.

The challenge for the inner-biblical dynamic described thus far, in which names
and titles are understood to refer narrativally to the saving activity of God, is that the
dynamic is never exclusively inner-biblical. The story and its capsules are not narrated in
theopolitical isolation, nor would they have been read (nor should they be read today) in
that way. The biblical narrative’s principals and stock characters could reprise their roles
on more than one stage in the story, but the writers and auditors also drew in elements
from other metanarratives and their images. When the reappropriated images and their
narratives were theopolitical in character, so too were their evocative capacities and their
effects when transplanted into a biblical-theological enterprise or a component of the

inner-biblical narrative, as when the language of the Assyrian Empire’s treaties with its

** Barr, Concept of Biblical Theology, 354 (italics his). Barr earlier accentuates myth, legend, and
revelatory “divine speech” as features of biblical story, operating alongside of strictly historical elements
(346).

*> Barr, Concept of Biblical Theology, 356.
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vassal states shaped the exclusive pledge of love and allegiance to God as the LORD in
Deut 6:4-6,’° or when Paul drew both that confession and Rome’s imperial vocabulary
into his gospel. In extending such confessions of loyalty to God to include the resurrected
Jesus as kUp1os, Paul was engaging in counter-colonization, offering a liturgical
alternative to the ideology with which Rome settled and asserted its ownership of
colonies such as Corinth. It was precisely in the worship and the name of this Lord Jesus
(and no other) that Paul reappropriated the tradition of imperial contexts against which
the inner-biblical narrative operated. By evoking the confessional memory of YHWH’s
lordship, articulated over against any and all rival claims to that title, and by redirecting
the recitation of this confessional worship toward the risen Lord Jesus Christ, Paul
countered the claim that Caesar was lord.

This reappropriation of the narratival-evocative capacity of theopolitical images is
pivotal to the life and propagation of Paul’s theopolitical gospel, to the spoken and
written proclamation and reception of the crucified and resurrected Christ, as articulated
in creative congruence with I[srael’s scriptures and in responsive tension with Paul’s
imperial environment. The capacity is pivotal not because the gospel is a “non-narrative”
part of the biblical framework like those to which Barr alludes, but because the message
evokes, resolves, and clarifies many of the constituent parts of the whole that preceded it.
Does this presume a gospel that is itself as narrative in character as it is theopolitical?
Some have asserted that the gospel has a metanarratival reach that embraces all of

Scripture: John Goldingay, for example, pairs the core story of the gospel in the New

3 Asnoted in Carr and Conway, Introduction, 128. Also see Bartholomew and Goheen, Drama of
Scripture, 6668, who note that Israel’s missional vocation was given in contexts of covenant that
resembled but also contrasted with vassal treaties of the Hittite empire, as the Torah originated with God’s
deliverance, not his conquest, of the people.
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Testament (John 3:16) with that of the Old (Isa 52:7-10, to the LXX of which Goldingay
credits the prototypical Christian coining of edayyeAilouan) to infer a “biblical gospel”
or “macronarrative,” encompassing—in an echo of Barr—even “nonnarrative” parts such
as the Pauline epistles.®” Francis Watson takes a different tack, maintaining that “the
gospel according to Paul just isn’t a story,” and that “what Paul does nof do is to

incorporate his gospel into a linear story of creation and Israel as the end and goal of that

StOI’y.”BS

But there is a narrative structure to the gospel, in at least as recognizable a sense
as that of a broader “narrative substructure” in the Pauline corpus.” Paul does not often
pause to unpack what he means by the gospel, though 1 Corinthians 15 does represent an
exception:** here the reader sees not only Paul’s fullest outlining of the historical context
of Jesus’ life and eyewitness testimonies to his risen appearances, but also a synopsis of
his death and resurrection and a sequential layout of his impending arrival, his accession,
the resurrection of those of his followers who have died, and his final defeat of Death.
The basics of Christ’s death and resurrection can certainly be reduced to a singularity, as
a shorthand form of the gospel message (1 Cor 2:2, “For I resolved to know nothing
while I was with you except Jesus Christ and him crucified,” where even the resurrection

is only implied), a point that occasions debate between punctiliar and linear views of the

" Goldingay (Old Testament Theology 1:29-31) readily acknowledges that only implicitly is John 3:16 a
“gospel.”

38 Watson, “Is There a Story,” 232 and 234 (italics his), contra such arguments as Keesmaat, Paul and his
Story. Over against the metanarratival views of the contributors to whom he responds, Watson (232n2)
speaks of narratives in the plural, as he holds that Paul employed narratives with little attention to pan-
biblical context.

% See the discussion in Watson, “Is There a Story,” 232 and throughout, and Horrell, “Paul’s Narratives,”
16271, in response to Richard Hays’ seminal work on narrative substructure and John M. G. Barclay’s
essay that precedes Horrell’s own.

“* As Mitchell (“Rhetorical Shorthand,” 74) has it, the chapter constitutes “an example of the opposite
literary tendency from shorthand: an expansion of the gospel narrative to respond to new questions.”
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Christ-event.*’ But one can still contend that the gospel according to Paul had what one
might call a partial or complementary narrative structure, a stark outline that was not
intended to be told independently of the preceding scriptural (meta)narrative(s). His
gospel functioned as an overlay, which when overspread on Israel’s scriptures would do
just what an overlay does: it would add newly revealed details or instructions,
augmenting (not overwriting!) the information below it, and reinforcing and equalizing
the impression of the whole. Paul’s gospel was not an independent story, but “story”
remains the most agreeable term for speaking of the gospel’s complementarily narratival
form, especially in comparison and competition with other “stories” in first-century
Mediterranean culture.

To return to the evocative story capsules comprising parts of Paul’s evocative
gospel: terms nearby the central images can support the narrative orientation observed
above. They expand the story, conveying additional narrative elements, and further
substantiate relationships: certainly those between titular images, but also those among
characters and between the author and those who speak for him or her (narrator,
characters, and the narratee whom the author invites into the story), and the reader,
hearer, or interpreter, as the case may be. When Paul writes to the Philippian
congregation(s) concerning the impending arrival of Jesus Christ as a saviour from
heaven (Phil 3:20-21), images such as citizenship (ToAiTeupa), control (UmoTaEa), and
“glorious body” (CLOHOTI TNS 50’&]5) provide the rhetorical, narratival, soteriological

context for the titles of “saviour” (cwThpa) and “lord” (kUpiov). Taken together, the

*! That is, between those who hold that Paul viewed Christ’s life, death and resurrection as a singular,
coherent, saving action of God, and those who argue that he placed it as the climactic event (or series of
events) in the biblical (meta)narrative(s). See Watson, “Is There a Story,” 232n2, 239, and Horrell, “Paul’s
Narratives,” 162—66, in dialogue with Barclay, Hays, J. Louis Martyn, and Rudolf Bultmann.
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images begin to clarify the correlation between the saviour and the saved, the lord and his
subjects. They hint at the backstory behind Paul’s eager expectation. They fill out Paul’s
invitation to step further into the story he relates and participates in.

In continuity with the evocative and invitational capacities of Paul’s story is a
performative dimension: how does the apostle expect his audience’s response to play out
in community? What will a narratival-participatory response look and sound like? These
questions, like the explorations of the narratival evocation and conveyance of meaning
that preceded them, are indebted to the continuing maturation of postliberal theology and
its promising integration into biblical studies: the legacy of Karl Barth, John Howard
Yoder, George Lindbeck, Hans Frei, and Stanley Hauerwas continues to unfold in a
growing appreciation for the coinherence of theology, ethics, and ecclesiology with
relation to “the world-constituting story of God’s self-giving revelation in Jesus Christ.””*
For example, four chapters before Paul exhorts the Corinthians to render thanks to their
victory-giving, salvation-bringing God (T¢) 8¢ Be6d xapis TG $186vTI, 15:57), he tells
them one way in which that thanksgiving should function in their congregation: in their
remembrance of their Lord’s new covenant (11:23—-26) is a spoken recital of his death
and a reminder of his resurrection as proof of his power over death. And in the shared
recital of that death and resurrection was the basis of their communal identity and

activity.

2 As described by Harink in Paul among the Postliberals, 14, mapping out the ways in which these and
other theologians have influenced his own growth as well as that of Pauline studies; he singles out Yoder as
having done postliberal (and “postconservative”) theology before the term was coined (15). One of the
most promising aspects of Harink’s study is the way in which it incorporates the recent contributions of
(theo)political studies of Paul’s Roman imperial environment as one of several important perspectives,
complementing such interests as “New Perspective” work on Paul’s “Judaistic context,” Paul as
apocalyptic theologian, and Hays’ redefinition of the faith(fulness) of Christ (15-18).
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Coherently, then, the constellation of theopolitical images in Paul’s story evokes
narratival meaning, invites participation, and informs the ecclesial praxis born of that
participation. What is the reader/hearer/interpreter to do with this appeal? Responses will
hinge on what the ancient or contemporary audience knows (or cares!) about the images
and concepts Paul evokes, as well as their knowledge and comprehension of the source(s)
of the images. Ancient auditors knew lordship, allegiance, salvation, power, and control
in much the same way that Paul did, though he turned these and other terms that
legitimated Roman rule on their collective ear. But contemporary North American
audiences are more likely to know allegiance as something to be pledged to a flag;*’ as
helpful a term as “discipleship” is, it connotes little of the authority over life and death
held by the ultimate lords of the first-century Mediterranean.** Similar comments could
be made in comparing Roman and early Christian understandings of salvation with
today’s abstract conceptualizations of what it means to “save” (particularly in an age of
electronic banking and writing, as in the case of word-processed documents like this one)
and “get saved.”

The evoking/inviting capacity of theopolitical story capsules is closely related to
the evocative and invitational power of the story in which they appear, whether at the
level of specific stories or the whole of Scripture. Phrasing the gospel as a story that
mvites participation is not new—as A. Katherine Hankey’s 1866 hymn puts it, “I love to

tell the story, for those who know it best / Seem hungering and thirsting to hear it from

 See for instance the various wordings of the pledge to the “Christian Flag” (all of which echo the cadence
of the American Pledge of Allegiance) listed at http:/en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christian Flag, accessed June
6, 2010.

“* Here two pledges drawn from the modern fantasy genre may serve as alternative, voluntary oaths of
allegiance and service, for the sake of comparison. Ursula Le Guin has a character swear, “To my Lord 1
give the hours of my life and the use of my death” (Rocannon’s World, 74), Tolkien’s Aragorn pledges his
sword to the Ringbearer’s service with the words “... if by life or death I can save you, 1 will” (Fellowship,
224; the 2001 film used “protect” instead of “‘save”).
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the rest”—though postmodernity has dictated changes in the way the old, old story is
retold and the nvitation given, often in terms that prioritize highly relational, narratival
hermeneutics.” Such hermeneutics actually clarify the twofold pledge of allegiance that
Paul’s gospel implicitly asks the reader to make: a confessional and theopolitical pledge,
to the authority of the Xp1aTos and kUpios whose story the text helps to sustain; and an
imaginative and moral commitment to its literary world, to the story and biblical text
themselves and to the presidency of the author therein. When Paul recalls earlier in 1
Corinthians (4:15) that “in Christ Jesus I became your father through the gospel,” he
captures both of these pledges, both kinds of relationship. Neither his relationship to the
Corinthian disciples nor theirs to Christ makes sense apart from the other. This pair of
commitments will resurface in the exegesis of 1 Corinthians 15, as it will be shown that
Paul’s phrasing of Christ’s parousia invites the audience’s participation in the story by
confirming the confessional-theopolitical and narratival ways in which they belong to
Christ, rather than subscribing to the imperial story of their surrounding culture.

This leads to one final claim about the narrative function of names and titles and
their supporting casts of images: they substantiate not only interpersonal relationships,
but articulations of economic and immanent Trinitarian relationships as well. This is
especially evident in contexts that present daunting challenges to the confessional-
theopolitical and narratival commitments foregrounded above. As Dorothee Soelle
reflects, the horrors of the World Wars sowed mistrust, on the part of some, of God as

father, ruler, and sustainer; the pre-war “innocent trust” those titles required no longer

* See the whole of Bartholomew and Goheen, Drama of Scripture; or the emphasis on salvation-as-story,
woven through the history of God’s covenant-making with his people, in Christopher Wright, Sa/vation
Belongs, 97-116 and especially 9698 (with Paul as one who “lived in that biblical-narrative world. When
he thought of salvation, he thought of the Old Testament story”); or the theme of canonical books as love
letters from God to the reader in Crabb, 66 Love Letters.
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seemed possible. There was still considerable appeal in “the power of powerless love”
shown by the self-giving, suffering Christ, but the oppressive impression of God’s
paternalistic titles troubled many postwar theologians, including Soelle herself. “Now
that God is, for me, no longer imprisoned in images of ruler, king, and father,” she writes,
“I want to reconcile my faith in Christ with my new understanding of God the creator.”*
In 1 Corinthians 15, the relationship between God and Christ is primarily that of father
and son, but Paul’s anticipatory narrative includes a regime change in 15:24—"“when He
hands over the kingdom to the God and Father”—that runs counter to the natural
(imperial) order of succession, complicating ancient and contemporary interpretative
expectations of sonship and fatherhood. It would be anachronistic to attribute to Paul the
postwar angst over paternalistic imagery, but what contemporary interpreters learn from
Paul’s soteriological deployment of christological imagery should cause them to question
what they believe about the immanent and economic relationships within the Trinity,

even in passages such as 1 Corinthians 15 where the role of the Spirit remains largely

implicit.

3) Moving between Christology and Soteriology

The preceding discussion anticipates a shift from Christology to soteriology, not
to the exclusion of the former, but simply a narrowing of focus to concentrate
hermeneutical attention on the latter. As was noted earlier, following Fee, to separate

Christology and soteriology is not faithful to Paul’s thought; it is unnatural to dissociate

6 Soelle, To Work and to Love, 5. Also see 2425, where she finds the dominating structure of Christian
orthodoxy captured in dominus/kopios: the image of God as “the coercive, feudal ruler...who rules over
his subjects lends itself to sustaining worldly forms of oppression and exploitation” which Soelle attempts
to remedy by advocating a “nonimperialistic” understanding of God as creator and liberator.
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one from the other in the Pauline corpus.*’ Yet it can be productive, for more than one
reason, to pinpoint soteriological questions within the story Paul tells.*® To over-
generalize momentarily, a soteriological focus allows one to put aside concerns with
Christology’s ontological issues, in favour of God’s actions and relationships that
populate the story. To ask Paul about the story of his Xp10Tos and kup1os is also to ask
about the relationships that connect the Christ to the God who has anointed him, the Lord
to his people, and the Son to his Father.” Then too, homing in on soteriology addresses a
point that Rome knew well, for the empire also claimed to have saved the world. The
rivalry between these two soteriologies is not always apparent in the New Testament, but

Paul exposes it here in 1 Corinthians 15 for those with eyes to see.

The (Neglected) Soteriological Deployment of Imperial Terms in Paul’s Christology
Paul and the terms he redeployed in 1 Corinthians 15 were known to the
authorities. The Roman Empire used these terms in scripting its own ideological
narrative, its own soteriological discourse. The contention here is that Paul’s deployment
contrasts deliberately with the empire’s story, both at the level of individual word-images

or “story capsules” and also at that of the story, or script, as a whole. There is a dual

7 But see Fee’s references to “soteriological texts” in Pauline Christology, 538, e.g.; one can assume he
means only that such texts are primarily soteriological in orientation, rather than exclusively so.

*® Witherington (Paul’s Narrative, 2n1) parts company with Hays regarding the distinction “between
narrative, which has to do with a story in a text, and story, which is also a narrating of events but in oral
form”; he opts for “the term Story with a capital S to refer to the whole of the drama Paul reflects on, both
in and beyond the text of Scripture.” But how is the Story being told orally? Witherington risks confusion
here, as his point that Paul’s Story depended on inter-testamental oral traditions (2) does not address the use
of oral “Story” with regard to Paul. Even if this Story represents more than just the appropriating of Old
Testament narratives and nonnarrative portions (2-3), if these are “interrelated stories comprising one
larger drama” (the story of a “world gone wrong”; that of Israel’s role in that world; of Christ, arising out of
God’s redemptive role in those stories; and of Christians in a world beginning to be made right again), how
can Witherington differentiate between oral story/Story and written narrative?

*% Taking a cue here from Rowe, Early Narrative Christology, 21: “To put the simple question ‘who is the
kUp10s?’ to the Gospel of Luke,” writes Rowe in a statement indebted to Keck, “is to elicit a complex
answer, one which involves both Jesus and God and not one without the other.”
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appeal to treating these rival soteriologies as scripts. First, it illuminates the manner in
which the “script” of Paul’s gospel interacts with the inner-biblical, narratival script that
precedes and informs his gospel, as well as the discernible themes, such as prophetic
scripts, that exert a particularly strong influence upon its message. Second and more
germane to the present study, the competing narratives were not just stories of what God
had done in Christ or what the Roman gods had done through the Caesars, but cultural
discourses, intended not only as articles of faith but as values to be lived out faithfully.
That is, there were performative dimensions to the two narratives referred to respectively
here as Paul’s master story and Rome’s story of mastery.”® These labels are themselves
rhetorical constructs that risk domesticating their respective discourses: the Roman
Empire’s soteriological story consisted of more than just the hard-won control of its
domain, while for Paul, the lord of his gospel had just as decisive a claim on lordship as
the Caesars did. Paul’s story as it appeared in his letters was not openly subversive, but
the holistic script entailed a normative ethic at odds with that of the empire, an ethic that
called readers to a faithful response to a high-fidelity God.

What was the character of the script Paul co-produced and directed? First, it was

confessional, foundational, and functional: confessional in the sense of discrete

3% The term “master story” is borrowed and adapted from Gorman, but setting it over against the Roman
imperial “story of mastery” is deliberate, as it is posited here that the clash between the stories is rooted in
their mutually exclusive salvation claims. Bartholomew and Goheen make closely related observations
concerning such narratival-salvific competition between the biblical and other stories at work in the
postmodern world: “there is more than one basic story competing in our culture for acceptance and use in
making sense of our lives today” (Drama of Scripture, 19); “the dominant story of modern culture is rooted
in idolatry: an ultimate confidence in humanity to achieve its own salvation” (197). The rivalry of master
stories also has postcolonial applications, as voiced by Kwok Pui-lan. Kwok (Discovering, 72-73) applies
Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak’s construct of “master discourse”—the discursive portrayal of a colonized
people’s identity, re-inscribing their marginalized otherness—to the Gospels, concerning the manner in
which Matthew and Mark re-inscribe the Syrophoenician woman’s low social status. Kwok’s concern
would perhaps be better directed at the history of the story’s reception, as the New Testament documents
were hardly the “master discourses” of the time and sociopolitical situation in which they were written.
This study will also occasionally use the term “master’s story” to suggest that the story and its participants
belong to the master, i.e., Christ himself.
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expressions of theological conviction, foundational to the lives of those who heard and
affirmed the story by making the decision to participate in it, and functional in
forwarding unmistakably soteriological portrayals of God’s redemptive activity in
Christ.”! Second and less readily apparent, it was a prophetic script, in that its inner-
biblical quotations and allusions functioned as resolutions that unfolded in the (dis)course
of Paul’s letters, but also as coded critiques of the abuse of power.>” The prophetic-script
“performance” of Paul and his congregants is not as transparent as such public acts as the
Triumphal Entry and the Temple expulsion,” but those who had ears to hear would have
picked up on Paul’s reframing of the prophetic tradition’s critique of the scripts of

empire.** In anticipating the full realization of Christ’s accession, Paul is offering not an

5! Like son, like father: R. N. Longenecker (New Wine, 30-32) has the New Testament’s early confessional
materials reflecting a “narrative substructure or story in which Jesus Christ is the main character,” the
portions of which were intended by the writers to remind their auditors “of the basic story about Christ,
which they not only knew but also made the foundation of their lives”; while Longenecker does not
explicitly call the story’s portions soteriological here, that is plainly part of what he means to highlight as
the “functional” aspect, along with “the act of confessing [opoAoyéc; italics his] Jesus and one’s relation
to him.”

>? Horsley and Silberman, The Message and the Kingdom, 70-73: biblical prophecies, both those that
support the royal-messianic and the “anti-kingly ideal,” later functioned as “scripts,” representing their
respective traditions. To enact one of those scripts was to present an ideology in visual symbolism, an
ideology that could serve to critique the ruling order. For example, given Herod’s “fondness for public
spectacles,” Jesus’ Triumphal Entry would have appeared “an intentional and skillful political parody...
bitterly mocking the messianic pretensions of the Herodian family.” With his donkey and peasant clothing
scripted by Zechariah, “Jesus was parodying the kind of procession that would have been familiar to the
people of Jerusalem.”

>3 See Horsley and Silberman, The Message and the Kingdom, 7678, on the imperial/theopolitical context
of Jesus” “dramatic prophetic performance” in the Temple; also see the commentary in Voice, 84, at Mark
11:17: “Jesus was confronted with a scene that shocked him. So He made a scene Himself. But He wasn’t
merely acting out; He had a message and, like the prophets of old, this message was better seen than
heard.”

** Contemporary imperial scripts are not the main focus here, but those theologians who continue to muster
the biblical witness in response to abuses of power can be seen as maintaining this same tradition of
prophetic critique, as when Soelle (7o Work and to Love, 106--8) speaks of the violence against nature and
the marginalized that appears to be “written into the industrial script” of the nations of the global west and
north. For a more interpersonal application of “scripted” behaviour, see Manning, who in 4 Stranger to
Self-Hatred suggests healing through meal-sharing, deliverance through the telling of stories and parables,
liberation through prayer, and a reclamation of integrity and Christocentric self-acceptance as biblical
routes out of the “script” of hating both self and others.
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imperial concept of salvation, but a salvation that acknowledges and responds to the
empire of his day.

The challenge presented to postmodern readers is that of recognizing such
responses in Paul. They must be willing to make and keep a difficult commitment: to
learn to discern the imperial forces that affected the imagery of the inner-biblical
narrative and the story of Jesus that Paul inherited, the theopolitical terms he used to
develop these stories, and the ways in which such forces continue to shape the stories of
the readers’ own lives. For Paul’s gospel contains a multiplicity of interwoven narratives,
competing for the reader’s attention. This discursive rivalry complicates their narration
and the participation and allegiance they invite. First, there is the inner-biblical,
theological narrative of God working to save his people from enemies, be they oppressive
empires, the threat of death, or the people’s own patterns of sin; second, the gospel
narrative Paul reports that he received and taught, that of the crucifixion and resurrection
of Jesus; third, the theopolitical imperative of Rome’s empire; and fourth, the narrative(s)
of postmodern North America, the world contemporary readers must negotiate. That
world is where the collision of the second and third of these soteriological narratives—

13

Paul’s “master story” and Rome’s “story of mastery”—must play out every day, in
conceptual battles that challenge the readers’ previous allegiances.

But the collision between these theopolitical soteriologies began in the first-
century world that Rome believed it owned. It began when Paul adapted Rome’s
soteriological terms to serve his master’s story, a strategic redeployment left largely

untreated by previous christological and soteriological studies. The discursive rivalry

between Rome’s story of mastery and Paul’s master story is not immediately evident
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now, nor was it so when Paul first began the telling. Even if Paul’s faith “was destined to
overthrow the pagan tyranny of Rome and bring about a new society,” the empire of his
day still “stood at the very center of the civilized world.”>> Paul’s counter-colonization,
his alternative society of people living in faithful allegiance to Jesus as Lord, had to begin
with an inner-biblically, prophetically funded challenge to the empire’s soteriological
narrative. That is why Paul, describing the “victory” won by the crucified and resurrected
Jesus in 1 Corinthians 15, deploys images often used to illustrate Roman imperial rule,
such as kUptos (“lord”), BaciAeia (“kingdom” or “empire”), Tapouaia (“presence,” or
“arrival”), and vikn (“victory”). Engaging significant elements of the Roman theopolitical
context suggests new dimensions for communicating Pauline soteriology, transforming
contemporary understandings of salvation (ccoTnpl«), discipleship, and allegiance to
Christ as kuptos and cwTnp. The next chapter marshals additional resources for this
engagement by reviewing previous scholarship concerning the theopolitical images that

shape 1 Corinthians 15.

** Quoting from the narrator’s diachronically privileged introduction to Stanley Kubrick’s Spartacus
(1960).



53

I

The State of Paul’s Soteriological Language, Part Two:

Recent Interpretations of 1 Corinthians 15

Introduction

Before pressing further into the question of how Paul adapts Roman imperial
theopolitics to illustrate God’s saving activity through Christ in 1 Corinthians 15, it
would be advisable to survey briefly some of the previous scholarship on the passage
itself, especially with respect to theopolitical terminology. The preeminent concern of
this chapter is to foreground the relevance of sociopolitical (and particularly imperial)
context, with special reference to the analysis of the theopolitical terms Paul employs and
the socio-rhetorical scenarios in which he deploys them. But at least two self-directed
caveats are in order here.

First, one must recognize that a “socio-rhetorical scenario” or situation is a
scholarly construct, or, more accurately, a scholarly attempt to reconstruct a given
situation. One cannot know for certain what Paul and Sosthenes were thinking at any
given moment during the crafting of the letter we know as 1 Corinthians. Neither can one
gauge with precision the effect that their compositional choices had upon the Corinthians,
nor in what ways the Corinthians’ choices affected them. Choosing to explore Paul’s
soteriological redeployment of imperial imagery through the lens of socio-rhetorical
criticism represents only a best educated guess about the relationship between the social

setting and soteriology of one fractious sector of early Christianity.
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Second, one cannot expect every commentary to make as much of imperial
Rome’s influence on Paul and his respondents as will be the case here. For all its
theopolitical power and influence, Rome was by no means the only influence on Paul’s
thought. 1 Corinthians 15 exhibits the apocalyptic character of the apostle’s faith and
worldview, so the salient aspects of Jewish apocalyptic are worth noting with reference to
the ways in which Paul unfolded them. As one is deliberately engaging in dialogue with a
chapter where Paul puts on a clinic of rhetorical skill, one also needs to identify salient
features of first-century Greco-Roman rhetoric as Paul employed them. In selecting the
contextually educated method of reconstruction that is socio-rhetorical criticism, one
should also endeavour to learn more about the likely connections between the literary
world that Paul and the Corinthians created through their correspondence and the
sociocultural world in which they /ived. That world was pervasively Roman (but not
exclusively so, notwithstanding Roman propaganda’s claims to the contrary!), so one
should also be sure not to neglect studies that are socio-rhetorical in method but imperial
in their concentration.

So it is necessary, even desirable, to review in this chapter commentaries from
multiple exegetical emphases. Because Paul in 1 Corinthians 15 borrowed and adapted
elements from apocalyptic, from rhetorical argumentation, from his broader sociocultural
world, and from the Roman theopolitical ideology around which that world orbited, a
study of that chapter should assess the work of previous critics who have concentrated on
one or more of these influences.

This chapter does not seek to tear down the solid foundations laid by other

students of Scripture; rather, it presents an opportunity to follow Paul’s advice, building
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jointly and responsively in the common task of nurturing and edifying fellow believers (1
Cor 3:5-11), remembering that “no one can lay any foundation other than the one already
laid, which is Jesus Christ.”’ This chapter of commentarial review is a discussion, a
cooperative venture, in which newcomers may discover that they are only honing the
edges of earlier interpretations from the modern critical period. If one echoes or refines a
question another interpreter has asked, then one participates in the co-negotiating and co-
interrogating of Scripture, hopefully allowing Scripture access to interrogate and
negotiate oneself in turn.” Put topically, this study need not focus upon the integrity,
unity, epistolography, or authorship of 1 Corinthians, in part because other capable
scholars have written (and will continue to write) excellent studies on these and other
issues. All that is required at this juncture is to discuss the thematic and discursive
influences that shaped Paul’s world and his argument, with the two previously selected
portions of 1 Corinthians 15 (15:20-28 and 50-58) taking centre stage.

This freedom of exegetical and critical movement offers the liberty to address
questions that may seem at first to have little bearing on imperial contexts. One example
comes from Paul’s own negotiation of Scripture in these passages: if he quotes or alludes
to texts drawn from the inner-biblical narrative (as highlighted in the last chapter) that
speak powerfully about God reigning as sovereign, whether directly or indirectly through
a messianic regent, then that citation’s assertion of sovereignty may well have

implications for discussing and confronting empire(s). Another example comes in the

"1 Cor 5:11, TNIV. Unless otherwise indicated, biblical quotations below are also from the TNIV.

? It is understood that inferrogate and negotiate are ambivalent, potentially dangerous words, carrying
violent and occasionally imperial connotations as they do in today’s politically charged world. But the
choice of words is deliberate, intended to encourage the deep searching of biblical texts and their
theopolitical ramifications, accompanied by a readiness on the part of readers to allow the texts’ own
questions to search them as well.
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form of Paul’s choice of words that inform his use of Roman theopolitical vocabulary. If
KaTapyetv (“to dismantle,” or “to render inoperative”) is the word Paul uses to talk about
what happens to rulers inimical to God’s imperium, and if even some of those powers are
human and imperial in nature, then the vocabulary with which Paul describes their fate
becomes sociopolitically, theopolitically relevant. Other examples will emerge amid the
engagement with the commentators below.

For convenience, the interpreters are grouped into five provisional categories to
underscore their particular exegetical emphases. The first grouping is generally initiatory,
comprised of deeply thoughtful examples of exegesis, as supplied by Fee and Thiselton,
who will serve here as preparatory guides to the interpretative threads that inform the rest
of the discussion. The other four categories, as introduced above, are apocalyptic
(represented by de Boer, Brown, and Holleman), rketorical (Pogoloff, Saw, Eriksson,
Heil, and Ackerman), socio-rhetorical (Barrett and Conzelmann), and expressly imperial
(Witherington and Horsley). Again, these foci are not mutually exclusive: analyses of
rhetorical structure require attention to the apocalyptic timbre of Paul’s subject matter in
1 Corinthians 15, while Ben Witherington’s consciously socio-rhetorical focus on
Rome’s imperial eschatology actually places him closer to an empire-critical voice like
Richard Horsley. Though the commentators in each group are presented in chronological
order of publication, this categorical review is intended to show neither an exhaustive
listing nor a historical progression in interpretation so much as an array of readings, with
each set of renditions hinting in variegated ways at the theopolitical content that still

remains uncharted.
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Initiatory Orientations: Fee and Thiselton

Gordon Fee’s extensive work in 1 Corinthians shows the significant depth and
ongoing refinement of his theology. This refinement process offers Fee’s readers multiple
interpretative options for consideration, particularly with regard to the epistle’s
theopolitical elements. As will be the case with many of the interpreters reviewed below,
what follows is a synthesis of Fee’s views, focusing in his case on such aspects as the
identity and fate of the “rulers” who appear in 1 Corinthians 2 and 15, the series of
theopolitical and eschatological events that unfold in the latter chapter, and Paul’s
Christology and soteriology in 1 Corinthians vis-a-vis the roles of God as Father and
Christ as Son and Lord.

As he treats the competing forms of wisdom in Corinth in his 1987 commentary,
Fee avers that Paul “does not refer to what is fascinating the Corinthians: wisdom that
belongs strictly to this age and its rulers, who are already ‘coming to nothing.”> Fee
understands rulers to “include those responsible for the crucifixion,” but the term also
extends to “those to whom the Corinthians would especially give deference,”* whether
because of their purportedly superior knowledge or their social status within Corinth’s
system of local, provincial and imperial patronage. If Good Friday and Easter jointly
signalled these rulers’ failure, their final undoing comes with the parousia (1 Cor 15:23).

Fee divides the meaning of this event into a “political sphere” and a religious one,

3 Fee, First Epistle, 101 (at 1 Cor 2:6, italics his), referring to the “eschatological” verb, katopy€iv (103).
Fee reconstructs a positive definition for what Paul has in mind by wisdom here: with “a crucified Messiah
as its assumed content, Paul’s present concern is to explain the nature of this wisdom, which made it
impossible for those in pursuit of merely human wisdom to recognize it as such” (102, italics his). That the
failure of the (imperial?) rulers was one of perception—that is, that they not only crucified the Lord of
Glory, but that they failed to recognize his manifestation as a saving act of God—should perhaps give
pause to postmodern readers who may be blind to the effects of empire upon their own hermeneutics. This
point will be revisited during the analysis of Brown, below, and again at the outset of chapter four.

* Fee (First Epistle, 104) notes that the resurrection itself signals the “failure” of those responsible for
Christ’s death.
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meaning respectively “the arrival of a ruler” and *‘the epiphany of a deity,” of which Fee
prefers the latter here.” He also underscores the importance of the 8¢1 at the beginning of
15:25, as it points to the necessity of Christ’s reign—and, by extension, the defeat of
death.’

Faced with a task more synthetic than commentarial in “Toward a Theology of 1
Corinthians” (1993), Fee pits Paul’s focus on the familial language of “father” and “son”
against Greco-Roman polytheism (e.g., “one God, the Father,” over against the “many
gods” of 1 Corinthians 8) and foregrounds soteriology as the letter’s primary theological
interest (i.e., more so than Christology). He argues that from 2:8 onward, the title “lord”
denotes the inheritor of the glory that rightfully belongs to him and his people.’
Anthropologically, human fallenness takes on an apocalyptic and cosmological shape,
given Paul’s eschatological framework. Developing his interpretation of katapyeiv, Fee
puzzlingly portrays death as being both destroyed and “rendered helpless” by the
resurrection.®

Pauline Christology: An Exegetical-Theological Study (2007) allows Fee to
reconstruct Paul’s teaching on the person and atoning work of Christ, first seeking the
Christology that emerges from each Pauline epistle, then working topically, synthesizing

his findings. He investigates 1 Cor 15:23-28 as one of several loci “reflecting the role

* Fee, First Epistle, 753; one could counter-argue that there is too little distinction in the language of
religious and political parousias to justify such a division, which would have seemed unnatural in the first
century.

® Fee, First Epistle, 757.

7 Fee, “Toward a Theology,” 44.

¥ Fee, “Toward a Theology,” 57-58. Responding to Fee in a separate essay, Charles Cousar encourages Fee
to sharpen his depictions of Paul’s theological and ideological challengers, offering his own interpretation
of 1 Corinthians’ theological statements through the lens of Paul’s refutation, or the statements’ “critique of
the ideology that opposes Paul” (Cousar, “The Theological Task,” 93). Cousar also seems dissatisfied with
Fee’s portrait of the everyday reality of death in Paul’s world; even if Paul thetorically exaggerates his
experiences of persecution, the lives of believers were still at risk (15:30—34) in Christ’s struggle to destroy
rulers (102).
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that Christ as messianic king and Son of God plays in Paul’s understanding of present
and future eschatology.” The necessity and the inevitability of the resurrection of
believers are “predicated by the Adam/Christ contrast” that leads into this passage;
“Adam’s sin let something loose in the world—death—that is contrary to God and his
nature,” an enemy whose undoing began with Christ’s resurrection and will end with that
of believers.'® Within the context of the “larger event” of Christ’s parousia, Fee again
combines possible translations of kaTapy€iv, as Christ “abolishes all the ‘powers’ that
stand against him” and “destroys all the ‘powers.’””!! Translational choices are of course
secondary to Fee’s christological points: Paul’s free interchange of father and son in
terms of ruling over the BaciAeia; that such familial language suggests a “functional
subordination” concerning Christ’s messianic role, but a subordination that nevertheless
allows the cosmos to find “its meaning once more in the final glory of the one God”; and
that “when the currently reigning messianic Son has, by life, destroyed the final enemy,
death, that marks the end of the Son’s messianic finctions. So he in turn returns to his
prior ‘role’ as eternal Son.”"?

Fee 1s always a thought-provoking dialogue partner, especially when he has
sufficient space to meditate upon Pauline Christology’s underlying concerns—the divine
roles and prerogatives Paul ascribes to Christ throughout 1 Corinthians, for example, or

the role that Paul writes for him throughout his letters that incorporates him into each of

the central features in the “basic narrative” of Israel’s history.'* Fee’s attention to literary

® Fee, Pauline Christology, 107.

' Fee, Pauline Christology, 108-9. Adam’s sin is only implied by Paul at this point, though 1 Cor 15:56
and the later intertext of Rom 5:12-21 certainly strengthen the implication.

"' Fee, Pauline Christology, 111-12.

12 Fee, Pauline Christology, 110-14, 545 (italics mine).

* Fee, Pauline Christology, 134—42, 536-43.
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and theological contexts is thorough and careful, although one might part company with
him concerning the need to abstract “soteriological texts” from Paul’s letters, especially
from the portions thereof that concern Israel’s narrative;'* the very acts of compiling the
texts and categorizing them as “soteriological” arguably removes them from Paul’s
overarching soteriological story. And Fee only rarely devotes space to theopolitical
contexts in Paul’s gospel story, Rome’s ideology, or the inner-biblical narrative, even at
points therein where empires played (and continued to play, in Rome’s case) significant
roles in the soteriological story. This leaves a significant theopolitical gap in Fee’s
responses to the questions of who Christ is and from what enemy or danger he saves
those who follow him. "

Anthony Thiselton’s extensive dealings with biblical hermeneutics are clearly
displayed in his commentary, perhaps the most exhaustively detailed ever written on 1
Corinthians in English. He devotes little attention to Paul’s appropriation of Rome’s
dominant narrative, but his facility with the theopolitical images that populate that
narrative proves helpful in further resolving the shape of the narrative itself. That s,
Thiselton’s treatment of specific images, such as the kingdom and rulers that will concern
this study again in chapters four and five, sharpens certain points—the conceptualization
of enemy rulers as super-structural entities, for example, or the way in which the
resurrection of the body entails a giving of life that ends the decadence of Death’s
reign—that will become pivotal in re-reading Paul’s discourse on the resurrection and

accession of Christ as a critical engagement with the theological imperative of Rome.

'* See Fee’s appendix of “soteriological texts” in Pauline Christology, 495-99; or, treated less extensively,
in the narratival context of the Exodus, 538.

' Fee’s note comparing the appellation of Caesar and Christ as saviour (Pauline Christology, 402n114) is a
welcome exception.
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Thiselton begins his introduction with a section on Paul’s Corinth: its salient
geographic and archaeological features, its religious pluralism, and its socio-economic
situation of intensely competitive status-seeking and contempt for those without social
standing, comprising a picture that Thiselton calls an “embarrassingly close model of a
postmodern context for the gospel in our own times, even given the huge historical
differences and distances in so many other respects.”'® Corinth’s commercial importance
made it a strategic place to plant a church, a fact that mitially seems at odds with Paul’s
often counterintuitive tactics. For instance, the apostle eschewed the professional status
of a rhetorician (a position which might have forced him into marketing the gospel as an
intellectual product) in favour of menial artisanship.!” To develop Thiselton’s point, this
constituted a provocative choice to move down the social status-seeking ladder: every
time Paul reminded his correspondents of his rhetorically powerful career choice, those
tempted by the prospect of upward mobility were forced to consider his secession from
the norms of imperial society and the gospel story that explained it.

As for theopolitical terms, including those Paul adapted from Rome: the “rulers of
this world order,” whom Paul introduces in 2:6 as “doomed to come to nothing,”
Thiselton interprets as incorporating sociopolitical structures that transcend “the sum of
their parts” without necessarily involving forces external to the structures themselves. '®
His multilayered view on the matter of rulers, powers and the like, then, falls deliberately

in the hermeneutical tradition of Walter Wink, allowing him to conclude that “[s}tructural

' Thiselton, First Epistle, 16—17.

' Thisetton, First Epistle, 20-21, citing 1 Cor 1:18 (though 2:2 would seem a better fit for this point).

'8 Thiselton, First Epistle, 224 and 23132, 234, with the present tense employed in 2:6 to indicate that the
powers’ reduction has already begun. His equation of “doomed to be brought to nothing” and “rendering
inoperative, i.e., annihilate” makes his subsequent reading of 15:24-26 (1222, 1231, italics his) sound
uneven. “World order” is Thiselton’s “nearest modern equivalent” for the structure implied in the Jewish
apocalyptic use of geon (232).
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and corporate evil is addressed by the cross.”'® The “gospel”—a term also employed by
the empire to circumscribe the “good news” of the Pax Romana—is in Thiselton’s
analysis “more than the message of the resurrection, but not less. It denotes the message
of salvation.””® He translates BaciAeia in 15:24 as “rule,” in an unexplained overlap with
his rendering of &pxnv later in the same verse.”' Thiselton agrees with Witherington’s
suspicions that Paul refers to the fatherhood of God as a reaction to Rome’s
propagandistic portrayals of Caesar as pater patriae, but he rightly insists that this
explanation does not exhaust the meaning of the reference; Paul is targeting every power
here, not just the imperial ones.*

In the course of Paul’s subsequent study of the resurrection body, Thiselton
emphasizes the body’s incorruptibility as the divinely empowered reversal of its decay,
the publicly evident flourishing of its life, and Christ’s (and the Spirit’s) activity within
this process as “not merely /iving but life-giving.”> His attention to sociopolitical setting
is at times inconsistent: he notes the use of the trumpet (15:51) as an apocalyptic
instrument and for marshalling an army for battle, but sees no such context for Paul’s
later use of the victory motif.** In his hermeneutic for reading the powers inimical to

Christ’s rule, Thiselton is admirably comprehensive; so is his construction of his

' Thiselton, First Epistle, 239, cf. 245-46 and 1231: the risen Christ’s exaltation includes a responsibility
to ““see through’ the consequences of his saving, atoning, and victorious work for the crumbling away not
only of individual sin and guilt, but of the hugely serious structural and corporate evil which holds the
alienated world under its sway as a consequence of its turning away from God.” On the comprehensive
inclusion of “every structural power” as a Pauline expansion of apocalyptic thought in 15:24, see 1232.

*% Thiselton, First Epistle, 1184 (italics his).

*! Thiselton, First Epistle, 1222; Conzelmann argues likewise for BaciAeta as kingship or sovereignty (see
below).

*2 Thiselton, First Epistle, citing Witherington, Conflict and Community, 304-5. Cf. Thiselton’s (First
Epistle, 1235) citation of Héring (First Epistle, 168), who phrases the last enemy’s opposition to God as
“the empire of death.”

?* Thiselton, First Epistle, 1272, 1274-75, 127681, 1283, and 1296 (with the accurate but cacophonous
descriptor, “psychosocial” flourishing).

* Thiselton, First Epistle, 1296, 1303—4.
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commentary as a whole. The only theopolitically relevant feature that detracts from
Thiselton’s comprehensive scope is the common problem noted at the inception of the
present study: he overlooks details pertaining to the socio-rhetorical applications of
Paul’s vocabulary, the relationships between the terms, and the soteriological significance

of their initial imperial deployment and their redeployment by Paul.

Apocalyptic Perspectives: de Boer, Brown, and Holleman

Martinus de Boer’s The Defeat of Death has garnered a seminal reputation
among studies of 1 Corinthians 15, especially among those that major in Paul’s
apocalyptic thought. De Boer’s thesis is that Paul’s understanding of death and his
apocalyptic eschatology are mutually informative.? That de Boer argues for a
christological determination behind the apostle’s apocalyptic eschatology makes his
study all the more important to our own.? For de Boer, death is one component of a
“cluster of motifs or expressions” developed in Jewish apocalyptic; death’s
personification in 1 Corinthians 15 “provides prima facie support for the hypothesis that

99527

death is for Paul a cosmological/apocalyptic power.””’ Death is the root issue throughout

the chapter, a strong influence in the development of Paul’s eschatology, Christology,

%5 De Boer (Defeat of Death, 7) admits here that “apocalyptic eschatology” is a modern scholarly construct,
used only for analytic and comparative convenience. The same applies to other New Testament concepts;
Holleman (Resurrection and Parousia, 98) even takes this line pertaining to the parousia.

* De Boer, Defeat of Death, 19. De Boer’s work is indebted to, and a development of, earlier work by
Ernst Kasemann and J. Christiaan Beker, with regard to the problem of death as an enemy defeated at the
cross yet still powerfully active in the world. A new response to this problem, vis-a-vis the already-not-yet
tension between resurrection and parousia in which “‘history has become an ellipse with two foci,”” will
begin to unfold in the next chapter, in an attempt to account for the part that sociopolitical structures play in
reading Paul’s eschatology and soteriology.

?" De Boer, Defeat of Death, 35 and 132, characterizing death as “an enemy alongside the principalities and
powers” and “a cosmic monarch alongside sin” in 1 Cor 15:24-26 and Romans 5, respectively. Also see de
Boer’s summary of his findings on the portrayals of death in Jewish apocalyptic eschatology in Defeat of
Death, 83-91.
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and anthropology there.”® But as such, it also informs the theopolitics of the apostle’s
narratival soteriology in a way that de Boer does not fully anticipate, as will be shown
later in chapter five.

In what way is death’s role so integral to 1 Corinthians 15, and is there a
theopolitical aspect to that role? De Boer would likely affirm the second half of that
question, insofar as the theology of Jewish (and Christian) apocalyptic is often deeply
invested in and troubled by the sociopolitical climate in which the apocalyptic author
lives and writes—as two of de Boer’s principal Jewish apocalyptic sources, 4 Ezra and 2
Baruch, will attest.*” As for the first half of the question, bearing the second half in mind

(333

with regard to Paul’s theopolitical language: it is the “‘powers of this age’” that have
engineered the death of Paul’s lord, and that stand to lose the most at the risen lord’s
parousia.*® The role of the rulers, authorities, and powers here in 1 Corinthians 15 begins
with the context of death’s introduction in the creed at 15:3-5, even when the powers are
not expressly named there. Attendance and placement at the parousia is decided by the
order of resurrection £k vekpcv, while Christ’s “reign” (15:24) is characterized first by
the destruction and/or subordination of hostile powers—not, it should be noted, their

express death—and second by a temporal limitation, dependent on the subjecting of

death itself and the transfer of sovereignty from Son to Father.”!

% De Boer, Defeat of Death, 105, 113.

% De Boer, Defeat of Death, 7478, 80-83. For more on 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch as apocalyptic works shaped
by Rome’s imperial presence, see Esler, “Rome in Apocalyptic.”

3% De Boer, Defeat of Death, 106. Among the verses he cites in support is 2:2: if Paul is to proclaim “Jesus
Christ and him crucified,” then death must be pivotal—but not final!—to Christ’s identity, as in &k vekpcov
at 15:12, 20.

*! De Boer, Defeat of Death, 115-16. See 116-18 for de Boer’s compelling argument for Paul’s scriptural
allusions in 15:24-28 as an echo of a christological creed or hymn with which the Corinthians would have
been familiar.
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Against de Boer’s point that “Christ is to destroy, i.e., to render eschatologically

232 it can

and thus permanently powerless, the inimical cosmological powers of this age,
be argued that subjecting and rendering powerless do not require the extreme of
destruction/annihilation, in part because of the emphasis that de Boer himself earlier
placed on the powers’ subordination.” It is difficult to subordinate that which is already
destroyed! But by and large, de Boer’s synthesis of Paul’s apocalyptic eschatology and
soteriology is hard to criticize; only with a more thoroughgoing investigation into the
expressly imperial theopolitical dimension of Paul’s apocalyptic theology with respect to
death could de Boer have improved his insights.** One can still endorse, without major
reservations, de Boer’s conclusion that the gospel has “unmasked the fact that behind the
universal human reality of physical dying there is an inimical, cosmological power at
work, a power of ‘this age’ that as such is doomed for destruction.”*® Indeed, one can
carry the image of unmasking further, in that Paul’s prophetically rooted polemic against
Death identifies the manifestation of this cosmological power strongly with the might of
Rome, an alliance in need of unmasking. The remaining question of just how this
unmasking is performed will be explored more extensively in our own exegesis.
Alexandra Brown reads Paul’s soteriology in light of its intensified apocalyptic

images. She focuses on portions of 1 Corinthians where Paul attempts to draw his

audience members not only toward the cross, but away from their enslavement to the

32 De Boer, Defeat of Death, 121.

33 De Boer, Defeat of Death, 115-18, cited above, and 122: “The notion of the placement of the enemies
under the feet of Christ (v. 25) is also suggestive of military subjugation.”

3% As when de Boer brilliantly spotlights 15:25 as a soteriological application of Paul’s argument, to the
“effect that Christ’s reign will not end until all the enemies are put under Christ’s feet and that means until
death is destroyed. Of divine necessity (8¢1) he must continue to reign (BaoiheVetv, present infinitive) until
that one is taken care of” (Defeat of Death, 123, italics his), but does not delve further into the theopolitical
ramifications of Christ “saving” his resurrected people from death by reigning as an earthly king would do.
** De Boer, Defeat of Death, 138.
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values of their surrounding culture: in a newly Christian apocalyptic perspective, “‘cosmic
rulers struggle for sovereignty over, and are manifested in, human life. At Corinth, they
seck sovereignty over the mind; with ‘wisdom’ on their front line of battle, they capture
human perception and hold it hostage.”® This perspective from Brown rekindles a
question sparked by the exegesis of Fee and Thiselton above, involving the nature of the
powers’ manifestation. In terms of theopolitical and military ideology, the clearest
manifestation of the powers was in the myth of the Pax Romana, the peace sustained by
violent acts such as the crucifixion of potential insurrectionists like Jesus of Nazareth,
whom Paul claims is the true kUp1os. Intellectually, the powers are defined by their
opposition to Paul’s interpretation of Christ’s cross. Their failure to perceive God’s
wisdom in that event may be part of what triggers Paul’s evident distaste for rhetoric,
which he might well see as a coercive exercise of power, characteristic of faulty
“wisdom.”’

Paul, Brown argues, “announces the doom” of these rulers of his age (Tcov
GpxOoVTwV ToU alcvos, whom Brown, like Thiselton, helpfully expands beyond
“merely human powers who oppose God’s plan”) by using the word kaTapyeiv, a term

(133

with variable active and passive meanings, which Brown translates as “‘to pass away’ or
‘to abolish/to break the power of.””*® The Corinthians must recognize the “act” of the

crucifixion (and resurrection!) itself, as the “rulers” surely did (1 Cor 15:1-3), but their

*® Brown, Cross and Human Transformation, 116.

*7 Michael Knowles deserves credit for much of the phrasing of this point of contact between the political
and intellectual manifestations of the powers.

38 Brown, Cross and Human Transformation, 116 and n27, arguing (contra many translations, cf. the ESV,
HCSB, NASB, NCV, NKJV, NLT, NRSV, and TNIV) against the “passive” meaning here. To clarify
Brown’s confusing choice of words, she intends the “active meaning” but the passive voice, such that the
“rulers are not just passing away, they are being abolished, and their power is destined to be broken”
(116n27, italics mine). She cites, among others, Hays (Echoes, 134), who has katapy£iv as ““to nullify, to
abrogate, to invalidate, or to render ineffectual.””
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captivation by “knowledge” puts them at risk of ignoring the meaning of the act and thus
sharing in the disenfranchising of the rulers by the power of God.*

So in Brown’s view, kaTopyeiv carries and reveals the apocalyptic tone of its
contexts.*® The eschatological context is not generically apocalyptic, but Paul does
employ the “essential theological perspective of that genre...characterized by expectation
of a future reign of God,” which is already invading the present, a phenomenon validated
in part by the revelatory experiences of Paul and others.”' These experiences extend to
demonstrative, prophetic speech-acts, performative reminders of the substance and power
of the gospel Paul has preached (1 Cor 15:1),* acts that sustained his apostolic role when
he was absent from the company of his followers (5:3—4; 2 Cor 10:11; Phil 2:12; cf. Col
2:5). Whether in an apocalyptic or a broader prophetic tone, Paul models the reception of
and response to God’s saving gift of grace (xapts, as in 1 Cor 15:10, 57) in his life and
preaching.* And he “writes of the parousia as the time when all will be subjected, not to
the world or to any ideology of the world, but to God.”*

Joost Holleman devotes the majority of his book to one very specific problem,

that of theological and phraseological coincidence between the eschatological

*® Brown, Cross and Human Transformation, 119: “Paul is sharply ironic: the Corinthians’ ‘knowledge’ is
no better than the rulers’ ignorance.”

“® Brown (Cross and Human Transformation, 92 and n58) adds “to nullify” to her other definitions of the
term, citing Fee (First Epistle, 83) in support of the eschatological contexts of its use.

*' Brown, Cross and Human Transformation, 13 and n1, citing 1 Cor 15:20-27 among other passages in
the letter.

*> Brown (Cross and Human Transformation, 19), asserting that the self-referential reminder of 15:1
qualifies as a speech-act, cleverly labels Paul a “‘speech-act’ivist.” Also see Thiselton’s endorsement and
further development of Brown’s point in First Epistle, 43-52.

“ On Paul’s frequent use of x6p1s and his application of it to his calling (15:10) and reciprocal response to
God (15:57), see Brown, Cross and Human Transformation, 131n61, and Joubert, “XAPIZ in Paul,” 193—
94. For ways in which specifically Greco-Roman cultural meanings of grace furnished the interpretative
framework or “décor” of Paul’s use of the term, supplying some of the “basic soteriological building
blocks” of Paul’s theology, see Joubert, 187, 194-200.

* Brown, Cross and Human Transformation, 169, citing 1 Cor 15:28. On Paul’s letters themselves as a
form of (apostolic) parousia, encouraging a performative response, see Joubert, “XAPIZ in Paul,” 207-8.
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resurrection and the parousia itself. First Corinthians 15 makes it clear that the two events
are eschatologically linked, but the manner of their connection is what Holleman seeks to
question through “traditio-historical” research.*> Holleman asserts that soon after the first
Easter, the early church’s teaching on the parousia and the resurrection of believers began
to fuse, with Paul being the first to link them explicitly; the parousia is the “younger”
tradition of the two, but viewed traditio-historically, the eschatological resurrection is
“appended” to it.*® The apostle’s fifteenth chapter also shows that some, if not all, of the
Corinthian factions did not expect a physical, eschatological resurrection of the dead*’—
or at least that their expectation diverged significantly from Paul’s own—though
Holleman does not address the question of whether this was due to a primarily Jewish or
Greco-Roman influence. What he does analyze, with considerable depth of insight, is the
way in which Paul’s language here reveals the relationship between the resurrection, the
parousia, and the believers themselves.

In 1 Cor 15:20-28, Holleman makes much of Adam and Christ as representative
figures.”® Paul’s “in Adam” language is exclusive to this passage: in his analogy,
participation in death comes via unity with Adam,* but being “in Christ” signals a
different type of participation, one that means identifying with Christ’s death and thus

also with his life, in a foretaste of Paul’s argument in Romans 5-6. Romans 5 and 1

* Holleman begins by laying out the history of this research in Resurrection and Parousia, 4-31.

%8 Holleman, Resurrection and Parousia, 31, 76, and 123-24.

*7 Holleman, Resurrection and Parousia, 40—41.

“® An emphasis that comes across more comprehensively when viewing Holleman’s table of contents as a
whole. If one were to posit comparably representative figures from the Pauline churches’ Greco-Roman
cultural surroundings, Aeneas and Caesar both suggest themselves, if not in the same sense of belonging
(i.e., in Adam, in/of Christ) that Paul intends in 15:20-23; Aeneas, as father of the Roman race, is
paradigmatically closer to Abraham, with Caesar’s sphere of control striking a similarly patriarchal chord.
See Elliott’s discussion throughout Arrogance of Nations.

** Holleman, Resurrection and Parousia, 55-56, 56n6. That this language has no immediately obvious
parallel also means that the corresponding “in Christ” reference is neglected in discussion of that phrase
(15-16).
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Corinthians 15 are not, strictly speaking, about original sin, but about two types of
spiritual heredity’’—a fine but necessary distinction, as the first is characterized primarily
not by patriarchal sin but by a patrimony of death, while the second is a joint inheritance
of new life (cf. Gal 3:26’s “sons through faith in Christ Jesus” with an echo in Eph 1:5,
the “spirit of sonship” in Gal 4:5-6 and Rom 8:15, and Rom 8:23’s anticipated adoption
and redemption). The intertext of Rom 8:23 introduces the promise of adoption with the
“firstfruits of the Spirit”; here the Messiah himself is the firstfruits, the amwoapxn, offered
at the end of the harvest, to consecrate the part and by extension the whole.”!

But co-resurrection was a new idea within Israel’s traditional expectations for
God’s eschatological agent.>® The ideal of messianic kingship was more familiar ground,
which may sustain the growth of Paul’s argument here. His kingship is not exercised
“fully until the end of time” in an apocalyptic scenario of cosmic conflict,”® but there is
still a sense in which Christ is already “installed” as the lord of the koouos since God has
raised him from the dead (Rom 10:9); that moment began the “elimination or
destruction” (with kaTapyEw as ““render powerless,”” a term Holleman says that Paul
favoured for speaking of “annihilation™) of the powers and the old eon that are coming to

an end.** Given the debated use of the pronoun /e in the narration of 15:25-27, however,

% Holleman, Resurrection and Parousia, 180-81.

5! Holleman, Resurrection and Parousia, 50-51.

2 Holleman, Resurrection and Parousia, 103-14, 185.

>3 Holleman, Resurrection and Parousia, 134n5. On the timing of Christ’s accession, see 12, 42—44: 1 Cor
15:23 “clearly shows that Paul meant a chronological order,” though sequential order might be a preferable
phrasing, given that the order cannot be strictly “chronological” when time itself has ended.

>* Holleman, Resurrection and Parousia, 61, 65, 65n1; also see Holleman’s remarks on “enthronization” as
a focus of eschatological/apocalyptic thought (8).
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who is it that subjects every rule(r), authority, and power? Holleman suggests that as
God’s regent, Christ the king is the personal means by which God exercises authority.>
What of the epilogue to this story of accession to power, in 15:50-58? The
unravelling of the mystery reveals something about the character of God, of Christ, of
Paul’s apocalyptic outlook, and of the resurrected people. This God is a god who re-
creates the dead (15:51-52); the rule of his son and regent is characterized not just by the
subjection of enemies in the earlier portion of the chapter, but by resurrection and the
proclamation thereof. *® Eschatologically, resurrection is “embedded” in the apocalyptic
framework of the events Paul describes, while the scenario continues to find its rhetorical
shape through Paul’s need to refute opposing arguments.”’ Paul contrasts Corinth’s
evidently dualistic anthropology with an apocalyptic counterpart in 15:47-49, in the
economy of which resurrected bodies have a higher priority than the resurrection itself. 8
As Holleman points out, it is only a small (but quite literally vital!) move from an
inaugurated eschatology to seeing Jesus’ resurrection as the start of the eschatological
resurrection; as Christians reflect Christ, the value of the resurrected person supersedes
that of the concept of the resurrection event.” Already united with Christ through his

death and new life, resurrected believers are here glorified, transformed (cf. Rom 8:17,

%% Holleman, Resurrection and Parousia, 58—60; for an extended translation that attempts to clarify matters
by substituting assumed antecedents for the pronouns, see Fee, Pauline Christology, 113. When analyzing
the complex relationship between God the Father and God the Son in this passage, it may help to remember
a point made by Grant (Pau! in the Roman World, 71-72). Philo, Paul’s contemporary, established an
interpretation of the Shema as stressing wo divine powers, such that the “one God” YHWH was both 0eos,
the creator, and K(thos, the ruler—an insight Grant credits to Dillon, The Middle Platonists, 162, citing
Philo, Abraham 121. Thus there was a contemporary parallel, if not a precedent, for early Christians who
found two distinct identities of God in the Shema, as when Paul parses out “God our Father” and “the Lord
Jesus Christ” in 2 Cor 1:2-3. For additional Philonic influences on Paul’s argument, see de Boer, Defeat of
Death, 99-102.

%6 Holleman, Resurrection and Parousia, 97, 145.

57 Holleman, Resurrection and Parousia, 46, 46n4.

%8 Holleman, Resurrection and Parousia, 38, 38n2 (citing de Boer, Defeat of Death, 55-56, 65, and 132~
238), and 145n1l.

» Holleman, Resurrection and Parousia, 161.
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Phil 3:21), and reunited with him in a way that surpasses even the metaphor of baptism. ®
Their response to the vicarious victory they are granted (1 Cor 15:57) must be thoroughly

participatory (15:58).°!

Rhetorical Perspectives: Pogoloff, Saw, Eriksson, Heil, and Ackerman

Stephen Pogoloff’s comments on Paul’s rhetoric are seldom specific to 1
Corinthians 15, but several are nevertheless worth repeating and developing here, the
better to understand how Paul paces and contextualizes his master story. For all of Paul’s
efforts to avoid the coercion and faulty “wisdom” of rhetoric as practiced by his Greco-
Roman culture, he remained a skilled rhetorician, and any attempt to grapple with the
theopolitics of his story must also account for the method of argumentation (as Pogoloff
and others set out to do) with which the apostle conveyed his critique of the church and
its participation in the allure of imperial society.

Modern understandings of rhetoric, argues Pogoloff, are “truncated”; even if the
text still possesses a continuing rhetorical function for readers today, such a function is
different than that of its original situation.®® But the latter is still accessible, at least
partially, so long as one remembers that the “rhetorical” Paul is not the same as the
“historical” one.*”” The Corinthian community did not have unrestricted access to Paul,

either, but the barriers for them were local, largely geographical ones. The whole point of

60 Holleman, Resurrection and Parousia, 168, 171, 190.
¢! That Holleman (Resurrection and Parousia, 194) pays comparatively little attention to the prophetic,
apocalyptic, or imperial background of the victory itself may simply reflect an effort to remain consistent
with his valuation of persons over concepts: as the assessment of the resurrected outvalued the resurrection
in the abstract, so too might the value of those who have been granted a victory outweigh the charitably
§ranted victory itself.

? Pogoloff (Logos and Sophia, 11, 95) acknowledges that the value of rhetoric had already begun to
decline under the Roman Empire, “as opportunities for free political speech were curtailed” (175).
8 Pogoloff, Logos and Sophia, 80.
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the rhetorical Paul was to make up for the physical absence of the apostle himself, of his
preaching and teaching in person. Reading letters aloud in the assembly “helped erase the
distinction” between oral and written dialogue,* though the practice could not dissolve
the distinction completely. But that may be precisely why Paul chose such performative
words as present and absent, to make his rhetorical presence known from a distance.

The manner in which Paul connects his presence and that of Christ to the
Corinthians’ salvation throughout his correspondence with them illuminates his
understanding of the significance of Christ’s parousia as an eschatological event.
Pogoloff offers 2 Cor 10:10 as an important locus of Paul’s language of presence (*“‘For
some say, ‘His letters are weighty and forceful, but in person he is unimpressive and his
speaking amounts to nothing.” Such people should realize that what we are in our letters
when we are absent, we will be in our actions when we are present”),” but the same
argument could be made for Phil 2:12’s rejoinder to readers to work out their GcoTnpiav
with fear and trembling, “not only in my presence, but now much more in my absence.”
It would also apply, inasmuch as Paul would describe himself as Christ’s ambassador (2
Cor 5:20), to Christ’s own presence with and in the community, not least in the
anticipation of mutual belonging and allegiance at his parousia (1 Cor 15:23).% So Paul’s
pneumatology, with the Spirit as the means by which God in Christ was already present
with the believers in the apostle’s presence (2:4—5) and absence, is an important factor in
Paul’s rhetoric, his ministry, and the ambassadorial facet of his theopolitics, even if it

remains largely in the background in 1 Corinthians 15 and this study. For a fractious,

& Pogoloff, Logos and Sophia, 51.

® Pogoloff, Logos and Sophia, 83; Pogoloff’s reference is expanded here to include 10:10-11.

% Holleman (Resurrection and Parousia, 98-99) holds that the parousia, as an isolated event, is a modern
scholarly convention; he points to both imperial and generic uses of the term in ancient usage.
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highly partisan community of believers, hearing a trusted teacher identify his own
presence so evocatively with their God and immanent-and-expected lord, through the
Holy Spirit, should have been a powerful rhetorical incentive.

But as Pogoloff observes, anticipating and celebrating the parousia of a crucified
and resurrected lord was a counter-incentive, as the idea was rudely incomprehensible to
Corinthian society. For Paul to “champion” the foolishness of the cross was to draw
Corinth into a world where the “champion” is crucified, where what persuades are words
about a subject unfit for polite conversation!®” And drawing Corinthian readers into this
world meant drawing them out of the world characterized by the Greco-Roman reverence
for knowledge/wisdom and the status-envy and rivalry of Roman patronage.®® Paul’s
rhetoriéal insistence on knowing “nothing while I was with you except Jesus Christ and
him crucified” (2:2), his likening of unclear or untranslated glossolalia to the language of
barbarians outside the empire (14:11), his self-references as an “idiot” as a means of
resisting the tendency toward competition among sophists—all of these are tactics
designed to explode the pretensions of Corinthian society.®” The same tactics might have
a similar effect if they were taken seriously by our own status-conscious society, whether
in the upwardly mobile meritocracy of free-market capitalism or the relentless need for

novelty and attention in the social networking platforms of Facebook and Twitter, but

87 Pogoloft, Logos and Sophia, 119-20.

68 Pogoloff (Logos and Sophia, 121-26) cites ancient sources on the Roman understanding of wisdom
(Strabo 8.6.23c, and Plutarch, Life of Caesar 47.8, the latter specific to Corinth) and maps multiple levels
of intra- and inter-civic rivalry. Inter-civic and inter-provincial competition was a particular concern for the
Corinthians, corporately and individually, as the citizens of the re-founded colony could not trade upon the
historic reputation of the pre-Roman city; money did not buy good ancestry (124; cf. elyzveis in 1 Cor
1:26).

% The self-referential point is Pogoloff’s (Logos and Sophia, 150; cf. 228, over against the “full” status of
the hubristic, as in 1 Cor 4:8). On the letter as a presentation of Paul’s “political and religious views in
opposition to Corinthian leaders” and thus a partial window on the composition of the church, the city, and
the need for political (not just religious) concord there, see Grant, Paul in the Roman World, 23-24, and
more extensively 23-44.
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even this is slightly beside the point. Pogoloff’s signal contribution to the present
discussion is the foregrounding of a Pauline juxtaposition: the immanent and imminent
presence of the crucified and resurrected lord, over against the Greco-Roman hunger for
wisdom and status.

Insawn Saw’s Paul’s Rhetoric in 1 Corinthians 15: An Analysis Using the
Theories of Classical Rhetoric is a rigorous examination of Paul’s argument, using a
rhetorical-critical methodology with a strong comparative basis in the work of classical
rhetoricians. The goal of Saw’s technically proficient study is to show that Paul wanted to
go beyond merely teaching correct doctrine on the resurrection, to the point where his
deliberative rhetoric would enable him “to persuade the audience, the Corinthians, to
continue in their work of the Lord.”’® With due respect for Saw’s development of a
historically and classically based rhetorical criticism, as well as the strength of any
scholarly counter-arguments on Pauline rhetoric, it is the application of Saw’s
methodology to Paul that deserves attention here, especially for the manner in which it
unpacks Paul’s method of incorporating theopolitically relevant images into his
argument.

Saw reserves most of his comments for the structure, arrangement, and intended
effect of Paul’s chapter-long discourse as a whole, rather than his choices of individual
words, but his analysis of the rhetorical whole does have a bearing on our study of the
socio-rhetorical parts. He notices Paul’s use of pathos in and around our passages to
reproach and provoke the Corinthian audience toward anger—anger that is sometimes

directed back at the apostle as interlocutor (15:12, 35-36), and later directed toward death

" Saw, Paul’s Rhetoric, 5; Saw later points to 15:58 as indicative of a deliberative rhetoric at work (189),
as its “future-directed” cast meets with Aristotle’s correlation of timeframes and rhetoric types (Rhetoric
1.3.4.1358b).
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as a defeated enemy (15:55-56).”' Saw sees 15:50-57 as a peroratio, which “amplifies
and recapitulates Paul’s arguments, and excites the emotions of the audience... So in
peroration rings the victorious sound for the defeat of death.””* That section gives way to
a concluding exhortation, “on the assumption that the audience/reader will respond
favorably” to his appeal.”

Saw also unearths important stylistic figures that help contemporary interpreters
to see how the letter was read, not just how it was written. Paul uses the technique of
antistrophe (QUTIGTPON, or conversio), the repetition of “a closing word or words at the
end of several (usually successive) clauses, sentences, or verses,” which lends additional
force to the repeated ideas.”® One particular instance of antistrophe requires scrutiny here
because it reinforces Paul’s interconnection of two scriptural passages that inform the
apostle’s telling of the end of the master story. The phrase U0 Tous ToSas aUTOU,
repeated between 15:25 and 27, allows Paul’s echo of Psalm 110 to sound again during
his quotation of Psalm 8. The repetition is at once an aid to the speaker, the auditor, the
exegete, and the memorizer: the phrase comes easily to the presenter’s lips, sounds
forcefully familiar and important to the hearer’s ears, cements the connection between the
scriptural references in the exegete’s eyes, and comes easily to the student’s mind—a
cadence helpful in efforts to commit Paul’s words to memory in Greek as well as English,

the better to hear and know them as the Corinthians did.

' Saw (Paul’s Rhetoric, 215) also finds provocations here toward fear (of the potential loss of salvation, at
15:2, 13-19; compare Eriksson, below) as well as pity (vv. 19, 30-32) and shame (vv. 34, 36).
"> Saw, Paul’s Rhetoric, 238.
7 Saw, Paul’s Rhetoric, 238; in terms of rhetorical propriety (mpémov), Paul’s role as “the spiritual father
of the audience” makes it appropriate for him to repeat information (e.g., the narrative outline of the
ospel), interrogate, and persuade, with the last action coming through clearly here in 15:58 (246-47).
* Saw, Paul’s Rhetoric, 251 and 251n151, citing examples in 1 Cor 15 of vv. 3—4 (with the repetition of
KaTa Tas ypodas), 25-27 (U0 Tous modas auTou), 44 (Yuxikdv and mveupaTikOy), 51-52
(aMoynodpeda), 53-54 (aBavasiov), and 54-55 (Vikos).
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By the time he turns to Paul’s use of apostrophe (GTooTpOdN, or exclamatio), a
rhetorical move in which “the speaker breaks off a discourse to address some person or
personified thing either present or absent,” as Paul does when he taunts Death in 15:54—
57, Saw has certainly made his point: Paul wants his auditors to respond to the threat of
Death as he himself does, whether in specific instances (as with shared indignation, here
in 15:54-57) or in the everyday decisions that produce an abundant life of working for
the lord whose call Paul has embraced.” The antistrophic and apostrophic functions of
the text are intriguing, although Saw’s readers must combine his analysis with other
studies in order to see the full ramifications of his interpretation of Paul.

Anders Eriksson, like Saw and other rhetorical-critical commentators, classifies
1 Corinthians as “primarily deliberative in nature,” with a cumulative appeal to the
audience that plays upon the emotions of fear and hope.”® But a point to keep in mind for
a later stage of exegesis is that there may be reasons for these emotions beyond those that
Eriksson considers, including the (often) imperial nature of the threat imposed by Death
and its importance in the narrative for which Paul contends.

One fear-inducing form Paul’s deliberative rhetoric takes that Eriksson does
highlight in 1 Corinthians 15 is the repetition of the phrase “in vain” (kevos, connoting
emptiness or fruitlessness), suggesting that believing and acting apart from Paul’s

teaching on the resurrection would be disadvantageous for his audience. When the

> Saw, Paul’s Rhetoric, 261-62. Saw’s analysis of Paul’s use of personification within the apostrophic
figure follows a few pages later (269-70). But for all of the rhetorical-critical insights he shares with his
own readers, Saw’s conclusions offer no significant changes to the findings of previous rhetorical studies.
On Paul’s deliberative provocation of his audience’s indignation, compare Eriksson’s brief accentuation of
indignatio—hatred toward the accused party—as the accuser/prosecutor’s goal in judicial (forensic)
rhetoric, in Eriksson, “Fear,” 116.

76 Eriksson (“Fear,” 117, appealing in n9 to Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric, 20-64, regarding deliberative
rhetoric) asserts that Paul has by this point in the letter established his éthos—his credibility, essentially—
as the Corinthian church’s founding apostle and authoritative prophet, as the grounds from which to make
his emotional appeal here.
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apostle repeats the phrase once more with feeling in the peroratio of 15:58, it underlines
the risk to the Corinthians’ salvation that Paul has implied over the course of the
chapter.”” Paul strikes the more hopeful note of the deliberative-rhetorical chord in 16:22
with the transliterated Aramaic prayer papava 8a (“Come, Lord™); in conjunction with
the parallel petition of the imperative £épyou Kupie " Inoot (“Come, Lord Jesus”) in Rev
22:20, this is a formulaic prayer for the parousia,”® which in the case of 1 Cor 16:22
points back to 15:23.

Although it is only a short essay and thus not exhaustive, two critical points need
to be raised in response to Eriksson’s work. First, he seems to miss the sociopolitical
impact of Paul’s appeal to the Corinthians to imitate his example. One can agree with
Eriksson that the goal of Paul’s use of pathos here is to see that his “personal example
becomes a model for the Corinthians to follow; his resurrection faith deserves to be
imitated by them.”” But in Corinth’s deeply ingrained network of patronal relationships,
the example of the absent apostle and his absentee lord would have been only one option
among many for imitation in terms of social mobility, and not a particularly attractive
one. Second, the excitement of the apocalyptic setting of 15:23-28, 51-57 should be
highlighted as a further example of Paul’s deliberative pathos®®—not that the apostle is
being disingenuous in its use, but that he must know and want to communicate how
exhilarated he is by the coming of his lord, the defeat of death and other inimical powers,

and the prospect of seeing his resurrection hopes fulfilled.

7 Eriksson, “Fear,” 119.

78 Eriksson, “Fear,” 121-22. Though it cannot be explored here, the inherent risk of using the imperative to
speak to one’s lord should be noted.

7> Eriksson, “Fear,” 119.

80 See for instance Witherington, Conflict and Community, 311, on the emotional appeal of 15:58 as a
follow-up to “the equally emotive rhetorical questioning of death personified in v. 55.”
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John Paul Heil’s recent work on 1 Corinthians merits respect in this study, in
part because it represents a mirror image of the study’s main interests: Heil tackles
questions with regard to Paul’s use of Scripture that anticipate our own discussion of the
socio-rhetorical role the apostle gives to Roman theopolitical language. Some of the
contextual correspondences are admittedly superficial. Heil sorts “explicit references” to
the Old Testament—of which he counts six in 1 Corinthians 15*'—from less easily
discernible allusions and echoes; the present study also classifies certain elements of
Paul’s rhetorical arsenal as components acquired from other sources, but the references
with which it works are less explicit, comprised of constellated terms borrowed from
Rome’s theopolitical vocabulary that become loanwords in Paul’s.

Heil’s attention is fixed on the scriptural references’ rhetorical significance, rather
than the theopolitical, but many of his points have theopolitical applications worth
highlighting here. He accentuates the authoritative position of the Davidic king in Ps
109:1 LXX and 1 Cor 15:25, repeating a remark from Holleman concerning the close
identification of the ruler with God himself.** Paul’s expansion from “your enemies’ to

“all enemies™ is a simple observation but an important one,® as this consolidation of

81 Heil, Rhetorical Role, 13. Just what constitutes an “explicit” scriptural reference is a matter of
interpretation; Heil counts Paul’s reference to Ps 110 (109:1 LXX) in 1 Cor 15:25, for example, as so
recognizable as not to require a more formal introduction from the apostle (206; also see Barrett, First
Epistle, 358; and, earlier, Dodd, According to the Scriptures, 120-22). Addressing past controversy over 1
Cor 15:27a as a citation of Ps 8:7 LXX, Heil insists that the “essential elements” of the psalm are present
(209), prompting questions about the constitution and determination of these essential elements: could they
be compared with the “stable” elements of a narrative (as referred to in B. W. Longenecker, “Sharing in
Their Spiritual Blessings,” 73 and throughout, over against the piecemeal adaptation of a given story’s
“ideological nuggets”)? What would be the role of citation in biblical story?

82 Heil, Rhetorical Role, 207, citing among other sources Holleman, Resurrection and Parousia, 60,
concerning the ambiguity of the king’s implied passivity in benefiting from (yet serving as the instrument
of) God’s defeat of his enemies. One wonders whether the psalm’s affirmation of God’s kingmaking role
over enemies who interfered with his order would have caught the conscience of the king himself,
cautioning him not to become imperial in his ambitions; what happens when the king himself becomes an
enemy of God’s order?

% Heil, Rhetorical Role, 208.
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enmity will draw more support from our later study of the imperial vocabulary Paul
redeploys. Heil renders katapyeital in 15:26 as “destroyed,” an instance of a divine
passive verb.® Here he stresses Paul’s scenario of rival powers: God has “authorized and
empowered” Christ to rule, in such a way that the personified death’s extension of power
comes undone.® So the last of all enemies to be destroyed is not so much the
phenomenon of death itself as the manifestation of the “power of death.””%

At the end of 1 Corinthians 15, Paul and Heil continue to treat death as a
personified “cosmic power,” consistent with Jewish apocalyptic.®” Rendering humans
“corruptible” was death’s claim to victory,®® but what was once subject to death is now to
be clothed and enveloped by God.*® Concerning TOTe yevrioeTan 0 Aoyos o
YEYPOUUEVOS, the lead-in to Paul’s paired quotations from Isa 25:8 and Hos 13:14, Heil
cites Thiselton in discerning that “yevroeTau bears some such sense as ‘shall become
operative’ or ‘shall come into force.””®° Neither interpreter makes the additional intuitive
connection: when the combined prophecy becomes operative, death becomes
inoperative! But Heil rightly emphasizes the changes Paul effects upon his source
material, sharpening the taunt in 15:54-55 by repeating death as the addressee (rather
than its “synonym” of Sheol/Hades) and stressing the taunt’s pronouns (e.g., “where is

your victory”).”! Heil also plays up the instance of one apocalyptic power (death) using

% Heil, Rhetorical Role, 210.

%5 In the pivotal verse of a chiasmic structure that stretches from 15:24-28, in Heil, Rhetorical Role, 215.
8 Heil, Rhetorical Role, 218.

8 Heil, Rhetorical Role, 251-52, 252n14.

8 Heil, Rhetorical Role, 254~55.

89 15:53—54a (anticipated by O 6s0s T TAVTA Ev TAGW in 15:28?), in Heil, Rhetorical Role, 256-57 and
257n31.

% Thiselton, First Epistle, 1298, working in part from an interpretation belonging to Chrysostom; cited in
Heil, Rhetorical Role of Scripture, 248nS.

*! Heil, Rhetorical Role, 250-51; cf. Horsley, 1 Corinthians, 214,
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another (sin) as its instrument or agent.”> The promise of future victory by the Lord for
his followers demands the faithful response of working for him in 15:58, though Heil
spares no attention for the theopolitical connotation of the title kupicy in this power-rich
setting.”

David Ackerman’s Lo, I Tell You a Mystery poses an intriguing outline for 1
Corinthians, in which the believers’ past (chapters 1-4) and future (15) should shape the
way they are to live in the present (5—14, and presumably 16). This temporally outlined
dynamic permits him to draw out a paraenetic challenge Paul faces, with regard to the
present study: the dominant ideology of the Corinthians’ theopolitical environment
opposed Paul’s attempts to “resocialize” them into the pattern of the crucified and
resurrected Christ. But Ackerman’s study also recapitulates an assumption made
frequently by the rhetorically oriented analyses already reviewed, namely that Paul
depends upon the force of his own rhetoric to persuade his audience. As Paul expressly
disavows such a dependency (1 Cor 2:1-13) by distancing himself, as was noted briefly
above, from rhetorical coercion as part of the Greco-Roman paradigm, we will revisit the
opposing assumption before turning our attention toward more socio-rhetorically focused
studies below.

Ackerman scrutinizes Paul’s use of rhetoric and paraenesis, though less
technically (by design) than others such as Saw. At times this less technical approach

leaves questions unanswered, as when Ackerman admits that even when Aristotelian

°2 Heil, Rhetorical Role, 257-583.

% Heil, Rhetorical Role, 258-59. Heil’s equation of “the Lord’s work” (T¢) £pyw Tou kupiou) with
evangelizing labour in 15:58 might be questioned: surely there are alternative ways of working for the Lord
that cannot be reduced to evangelism! He refers to 1 Cor 3:8, 13-15, and 9:1 in support, which he
reinforces at 259137 with a point on work-as-evangelization from Collins, First Corinthians, 583. But
Collins means considerably more by “evangelization” (“building up the community”) than most
contemporary uses of the term as a synonym for proselytizing.
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rhetorical elements are borne in mind, one cannot know exactly how 1 Corinthians was
“verbalized” when read aloud;>* would the presence of what one might call
“performance-enhancing” literary devices like antistrophe not offer significant clues in
this regard? But Ackerman rightly observes that Paul’s argument is rife with irony and
paradox, exhibiting highly developed rhetorical skill even in his reworking of materials
that he may well have modified from other sources, such as 1 Cor 15:3-5: in this four-
part creed, the apostle balances three historic aorist verbs with one perfect passive, “was
raised.” Ackerman cites Pogoloff’s connection between Paul’s use of rhetoric and his
ambivalence toward status, and later combines a list of opposing attributes to show what
he refers to as Paul’s “map of weakness.””® Paul’s prosody, while pivotal to Ackerman’s
case, is a means to an end, namely the discussion of the apostle’s cross-centred theology
and ideology. These themes will be discussed first in general, then with specific reference
to Ackerman’s treatment of 1 Corinthians 15.

The crux of Paul’s hortatory problem is that of conflicting ideologies: the
Corinthians too often fail to live distinctively within their environment and its
encroaching influences.”” Drawing supporting resources from Greco-Roman religious
literature, Ackerman posits that as a city and as a part of the Roman olkoupevr, Corinth
was fixated on death—a reconstructed setting from which YHWH emerges in contrast, as

the living God.”® The inescapable fact of death thus sets up a contested scene of

** Ackerman, Lo, I Tell You, 8.

%> Ackerman, Lo, I Tell You, 38-40, 87.

% Ackerman, Lo, I Tell You, 63, 72.

7 Ackerman, Lo, I Tell You, 24-29; see further the “hostile pagan environment,” 101, though this is
insufficiently proven, with no attention to sociopolitical parallels between the conquest of death and
Rome’s pacifying rule.

% Ackerman (Lo, I Tell You, 81-84) does not explain why he uses only literary sources to support his view
of the social setting, or how the Greco-Roman literary imaging of death is significant; for instance, to select
a question appropriate to the themes of 1 Corinthians 15, in what way is achieving Elysium an “escape’™?
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ideological control for Paul and his relation to his followers. As early in Paul’s writing
career as Gal 2:19, says Ackerman, death symbolized “the cessation of relationship. Paul
saw himself moving from the sphere where sin is in control to the sphere of where Christ
is in control.”” Whether in Galatians, later in Romans, or here in 1 Corinthians,
undergoing that cessation was part of identifying with the crucified Christ, an
identification with which the church in Corinth evidently struggled. Ackerman adapts
Brown’s motif of dislocation to capture the worldview-disrupting effect of the cross,
elsewhere citing Robert Hamerton-Kelly in alluding to the cross as a metonym for the
gospel.'® In the atonement effected by Christ, sin “became powerless.”'*! Freed from the
mastery of sin and death, the believers whom Paul attempts to “resocialize” should live as
though already fully transformed, in conformity with the ethic of the age to come, an age
marked paradigmatically by love (1 Cor 13:10-12), an age when Christ “will conquer
everything once and for all.”'%

In Ackerman’s interpretation of 1 Corinthians 15, the encounter with death amid
clashing ideologies becomes focused on the resurrection, with the reality of death
opposed by the resurrection’s power: the resurrection of Christ (and the expectancy of the

resurrection of ol ToU XpioTou, 15:23) proves that “nothing, not even death” is

% Ackerman, Lo, I Tell You, 23.

190 Ackerman, Lo, I Tell You, 40, 47 (citing Hamerton-Kelly, Sacred Violence, 65) and 51. In parallel with
Brown’s dislocation, see Harnisville, Fracture, and Smyth, Trauma.

1% Ackerman, Lo, I Tell You, 98, leading to a militarily titled but curiously apolitical section, “The
Changing of the Guard” (100-1). But why the need to separate kaTapy€w’s resulting powerlessness into
an already-not-yet tension? Compare Harrisville ( Corinthians, 267), whose language is somewhat clearer,
though he insists on a reading of kaTapy£w as destruction and limits the rule-authority-power complex to
the demonic forces that traditionally oppose the messiah in Jewish apocalyptic: these “are already being
crushed,” while death is “as good as dead,” rather than completely conquered as a fait accompli.

192 Ackerman, Lo, I Tell You, 144, citing 1 Cor 15:24-28. While the repetition of katapy£c does link this
passage to 13:10-12, it is difficult to place them in the same context without explication as Ackerman does.
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unconquered by him.'® In the refutatio of 15:12—19, Paul destabilizes counter-arguments
by showing that without the resurrection, death and sin remain victorious—i.e., Christ’s
death had no efficacy in the lives of believers.'® The analogy that follows between Adam
and Christ identifies Adam with death, paraenetically encouraging a movement away
from Adam’s sphere and toward Christ’s.'” Contrasted typologically as a separate
existence from that of Adam, belonging to Christ fits within a series of “moments” hinted
at in this chapter, with full maturity achieved at the last, when death is finally defeated.'®
For Ackerman, the vocabulary the apostle employs in this chapter, such as the
transformation of the o@pa in the central theme of vv. 35-58, or the use of Sofx as a
significant apocalyptic term,'?” is secondary to the main thrust of Paul’s argument,
drawing believers from the deadly legacy of Adam’s paradigm—a life barely
distinguishable from the surrounding culture—toward allegiance to Christ.

To question the end and degree to which Paul employs rhetoric is not to
undermine Ackerman’s study and those that preceded it, only to nuance a frequently
neglected or underdeveloped point: Paul does not use rhetoric for rhetoric’s sake, or for
the sake of conforming to the epistolary conventions of his time. Of course he wants to

persuade—but he knows that the crux of his master story, the apparent foolishness of

1% Ackerman, Lo, I Tell You, 79, 91; again, Ackerman’s comments reveal the difficulty of speaking about
death as an already-conquered enemy in the present tense. He is right, however, to connect 1 Cor 15 and
Rom 6 on the thematic basis of resurrection as new life (76).

14 Ackerman, Lo, I Tell You, 88.

19 Ackerman, Lo, I Tell You, 52 (where, once more, Ackerman’s phrasing—“has been” swallowed up—
muddies the timing of the victory Paul expects) and 89, cf. 23.

19 Ackerman, Lo, I Tell You, 99-102. It seems that these “moments” expand the story of the “Christ-
event,” usually understood to mean Jesus” human career, crucifixion, resurrection, and ascension, to
include his return as well. Ackerman’s (and Paul’s!) emphasis on the moment when Christ “delivers the
conquered kingdom” idealizes that delivery, of course: as Rome well knew, kingdoms were not always
completely subjected when they changed hands!

197 Ackerman, Lo, I Tell You, 93-94. On the link between 86Ea and the language of immortality here and in
the apocalyptic genre, see Harrisville, / Corinthians, 281, who cites 1 Enoch 62:15-16’s “garments of
glory” and of “life.”
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redefining a crucified man as the resurrected Son of God with a lordship that outranks
that of Caesar, would be read as a flawed premise by correspondents familiar with
classical standards of argumentation. If imperial rulers, around the imitation of whom the
entire system of patronage orbited, were among those who failed to recognize the one to
whom all allegiance was due, then only the true God’s transformative power could hope
to shift the audience’s loyalties completely away from them and toward Christ. Thus
Paul’s later description of the experience of proclaiming his message, such as the account
offered in 2 Corinthians 2, would prioritize the “human impossibility” of the task, its
cost, and the “counterintuitive, counter-cultural nature of the message and the bitter-
sweet, death-and-life challenge that it conveys”; the persuasive folly of this

correspondence testifies to God’s power in a way that upstages the power of Rome. '

Socio-Rhetorical Perspectives: Barrett and Conzelmann

C. K. Barrett is attentive to socio-rhetorical concerns, though his commentary
precedes the sub-disciplinary label.'® His introduction is rich with interconnections
between Corinth’s sociopolitical climate—including contrasts between classical
perceptions of the wealthy old city and the re-founded Roman colony—and the rhetorical
structure and effectiveness of 1 Corinthians.''® Theologically, one can take issue with

Barrett for the blanket statement that there was “no evident Christological error at

"% Quoting from Knowles, We Preach Not Ourselves, 111; Knowles is also responsible for prompting part

of this argument and suggesting the wording of the final sentence.

1% The classification of Barrett’s work as socio-rhetorical here follows a bibliography by Vernon Robbins
(http://www.religion.emory.edu/faculty/robbins/SRI/defns/bib.cfm, accessed July 15, 2010).

19 Barrett, First Epistle, 1-17, particularly citations of Homer (“wealthy Corinth™: Iliad 2.570, 13.664) and
Pausanias (Description of Greece 2.3.7), 1-2, and the analysis of 1 Corinthians as an unsuccessful
document, as Paul’s relationship to the Christians there continued to deteriorate as Paul’s rivalry with
leaders who “lacked the inward authorization, and the conformity with the passion of Christ, that marked
Paul’s apostolic work” (5-6, citing 2 Corinthians 12, and prefiguring Gorman’s practice of “cruciformity™).
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Corinth to compel Paul to develop positive Christological views™: he admits that the
Corinthians evidently erred in their understanding of the resurrection (and parousia), but
if the crucifixion, resurrection and parousia are the pivot of the gospel by which the
Corinthian believers are saved (1 Cor 15:2—4), then a flawed theology of the resurrection

1! Barrett’s concession that the formula

also entails a flawed soteriology and Christology.
according to the Scriptures “invites interpretation in Old Testament categories” might
shed further light on the place of apocalyptic in Paul’s soteriological argument, though he
does not mention the genre or its conventions here.'"?

Barrett’s translation of 15:23-28 allows him to highlight specific social and
theological-traditional contexts that will resurface later in our exegesis. For instance, the
choice of rank (Taypa), rather than the more conventional order, specifies the primarily
(but not exclusively) military derivation of the term as “a body of troops,” while
preserving an ambiguity that words like “group, division, or detachment” would dispel. 13
Every Ruler, Authority, and Power (all deliberately capitalized, with “Ruler” favoured
over the more common and abstract rendering, “rule,” matching Barrett’s translation of
the closely related apxcov in 2:6, 8) will be “brought to nought,” a clunky but accurate

treatment of katopynon.'™* Like T&yua, these nouns are deliberately ambiguous and

fluid, with meanings that overlap. Barrett thinks they refer collectively to evil powers (as

""" In response to Barrett, First Epistle, 17-18. Barrett also incorrectly labels the three gospel-summarizing

clauses in 15:3—4 as a parataxis (338); the repeated conjunction kol shows the construction to be
hypotactic, although parataxis might still be etymologically accurate (i.e., battlefield arrangement), given
the strategic buildup of Paul’s argument. This point will receive further treatment during our exegesis.

"2 Barrett (First Epistle, 338) names sacrifice, punishment/atonement, and the suffering of the remnant as
examples. He does posit that Paul may have edited an extant apocalyptic fragment (15:23-28) to
conceptualize the resurrection “in apocalyptic terms,” 353.

'3 Barrett, First Epistle, 354-55; cf. Horsley, 1 Corinthians, 205.

"1 Barrett, First Epistle, 357, with xatapynor, like Gpxnv/&pxev, treated in keeping with Barrett’s
translation at 2:6. He also points out here that the subject of kxTapyTor must be the same as that of
mapadi8c, namely Christ.
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opposed to “angelic powers, who simply lose their function” in the age to come—but

15 When Barrett

would that not also be within the range of kaTapynon’s meaning?).
considers the final power to be so subjected, he makes a supremely helpful point:

Paul uses the word to mean not so much “to annihilate” as “to rob of

efficacy”; it is accordingly arguable that even after this point death

continues to exist, no longer as an effective enemy (to God) but as an
instrument in his hand, which could be used, for example, against those

whom God saw fit to punish.''

Where many interpreters have understood kaToapynon to require a final
destruction, Barrett looks for another meaning consistent with the word’s etymology
(kaTG + apyos, in which the base is a contraction of & + Epyov). Deprived of its power,
its ability to work, Death’s enmity becomes irrelevant; its potential function as an
instrument is what matters. This is not to say that Death is redeemed, or even that it
necessarily serves a redemptive purpose,'’’ only that it fills a role in God’s economy, in a
manner not unlike the Old Testament treatment of foreign empires and rulers (cf. Isa
7:18—8:10; 10:5-15; 44:28—45:13; Jer 21:1-10; 27:1-11; and Hab 1:5-11).""® Insofar
as the Pauline portrayal of Death reflects an inner-biblical tradition of imperial entities
who are understood to have pursued too aggressively the instrumental roles assigned to
them by God and so deserve discipline, Paul can use that portrayal to speak openly on the
role of Death in God’s soteriological story, while commenting more obliquely on the fate

(and the instrumental role, as in Romans 13) of another foreign empire that holds the

proximate power of Death. To play off the dual meaning of TéAos as both end and goal

"> Quoting and questioning Barrett, First Epistle, 357~58.

18 Barrett, First Epistle, 358.

17 But see Breytenbach, “The ‘For Us’ Phrases,” 179-81, on sharing in Christ’s death as a prerequisite to
redemption. Symbolically, for instance, baptism “does not do away with sins; it abolishes the cause of sin,
the sinners themselves.”

"8 For a treatment of the Isaianic and Jeremianic texts, see Eidevall, Prophecy and Propaganda, especially
179-83.
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in Paul’s phrase it To Téhos (1 Cor 15:24), Death comes to an end, but only the end
that God has planned for it.

To argue that God deals with Death as a foreign aggressor (i.e., instead of
foregrounding a reading in which death and other powers simply “pass away”) is to
ascribe a more militant role to Christ as the regent of the Father’s reign. The soteriology
Barrett brings out of 1 Corinthians 15 fits that interpretation: “The Son has been entrusted
with a mission on behalf of his Father,” overthrowing those powers that challenge and
threaten to usurp his Father’s sovereignty, with Death understood as “the last adversary to
hold out” against the government that the Son will later return to the Father.'"” Barrett’s
commentary on the chapter’s apocalyptic ending stays consistent with this compelling
reading, as Christ’s parousia heralds a universal transformation or change even for those
who do not “sleep” (15:51), a change that signals the final stage in the overthrow of
death, as this would leave the last enemy without subjects to rule.'*® Barrett also reminds
his readers that the “sting” of death remains powerful because its insurgency grew out of
a divine mandate."”' But the victory God grants believers over death is “so certain that
Paul can speak of it in the present tense,” and so consequential that the Corinthians

should respond with steadfastness (15:57-58, instead of their characteristically shifting

"'° Barrett (First Epistle, 360) speculates that Paul may have adapted a proto-Gnostic myth here, which in
his view is “not closely related to the primitive Christian scheme of preaching” Paul quotes in 15:3-5.

120 Barrett, First Epistle, 380 (acknowledging the return to apocalyptic content, and referring to the local
introduction of the Pauline “sleep” metaphor in 15:6) and 382, using the end of mortality to mark Death’s
final defeat. See Thiselton, First Epistle, 1220: “the logical ‘grammar’” of sleep “carries with it the
expectation of awaking to a new dawn and a new day,” i.e., resurrection (italics his).

! Barrett, First Epistle, 383: Death “still has a sting, a sting which has behind it a force that is the more
potent because it is an agent of God himself... [Sin] makes clear that death is not merely a natural
phenomenon, but a punishment, an evil that need not exist, and would not exist if man were not in rebellion
against his Creator.”
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loyalties), knowing that work undertaken in their Lord’s name “can no more perish than
he 122

Hans Conzelmann’s Hermeneia volume on 1 Corinthians can also be taken as an
application of socio-rhetorical criticism, one rich in technical detail, never far removed
from theological, literary, or sociopolitical questions. He writes at the outset that theology
for Paul is primarily about “the event of salvation that is doctrinally formulated in the
creed and actualized in the gospel; that is to say, it expounds the self-understanding of the
faith which has its object in the work of salvation.”'** This profound concern with
soteriology as the intermediate step between theology and the gospel helps to shape the
rest of the commentary.'** The sociological setting is similarly instrumental, as when

23

Conzelmann joins Paul in targeting the ““governing powers’” (&pxovTes) for having
crucified the “Lord of glory” in 2:8. As one of only two close conjunctions of kuptos and
the cross, this verse “is obvious polemic against the Corinthians’ exaltation

Christology.”'®

As for the apxovTes themselves and the age they rule, both are ““coming to

EEE)

nothing’” (TGV KATOPYOUHEVGV at 2:6, KaTapyTon and KaTapyeiTal at 15:24, 26), in
a translation that stresses their transience.'?® Conzelmann asserts that these governing

powers are spiritual, not human: “Against the political interpretation it may be asked:

'22 Barrett, First Epistle, 384-85.

123 Conzelmann, I Corinthians, 9, by contrast with Romans, Conzelmann posits 1 Corinthians as “applied
theology.”

124 Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 9, just before the previously quoted statement: “Talk of God and his nature
and ways is consistently transformed into statements on his saving act, which took place ‘in Christ’ and
actualizes itself in the gospel, the ‘word of the cross’” (most likely alluding to 1 Cor 1:18, in which the
Corinthian social context’s obsession with wisdom is deeply embedded, as observed earlier).

125 Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 63; the other such reference is Gal 6:14 (63n68).

126 Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 56 and n2-3 (where he argues wistfully for “aeon” or “world-age” instead
of age; so too Thiselton, First Epistle, 232), and 61n46.
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What should earthly powers have to do with supernatural wisdom?”'?” That exclusively
spiritual assertion becomes more problematic when Paul introduces the threefold
complex of rule(r)s, authorities, and powers in 15:24, especially in an apocalyptic context
that supports strong theopolitical ties between heavenly and earthly rulers. But before he
arrives there, Conzelmann considers the parousia as a notably absent component of the
creed in 15:3-5: with a different Sizz im Leben (to Conzelmann’s mind) from that of the
creed, it “relates to the work of salvation that has taken place, and is defined by it.”'?®
One may follow Conzelmann insofar as the cross and resurrection inform the parousia,
but there is no reason to divorce it contextually from the creed when there is sufficient
early evidence to connect the multiple key points in the gospel narrative together,
contextually and confessionally.'*’

Prefacing the parousia is the resurrection of Christ as amopxm, showing that his
raising is constitutive for those that follow."*® Paul’s argument for these resurrections to

come takes the form of the “Apocalyptic Order” of events in 15:23-28, even though the

cross defines the period of the BociAsia and so reshapes apocalyptic conventions

127 Conzelmann, I Corinthians, 61n47, engaging in brief discussion of the &pxovTes TV 6vcov in [1]
Baruch 3:16; the wording of Daniel 10:13 LXX is also apropos.

128 Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 257 and n80.

"2 The parousia is at least as integral to the early Christian faith as is Jesus’ /ife, the absence of which
causes Funk to call Phil 2:6-11 a “creed with an empty center” in Honest to Jesus, 43; also see Yoder
Neufeld’s musings on how history might have been peaceably different had the church placed more creedal
and ethical value on the life and sacrificial ministry of Jesus rather than just the ponts of death and
resurrection, throughout Recovering Jesus. It is worth noting that Conzelmann respects the connection
between parousia and creed in 1 Cor 15:20, stressing Paul’s repetition and exposition of the eyTyspTon
from 15:4.

13 Conzelmann (I Corinthians, 267—68) adds that Paul also uses the word corporately, “to describe the first
converts of a community {(or a country) who are held in special esteem (16:15; Rom 16:5).” On Christ’s
resurrection as constitutive of those that will follow, see further Moffatt, First Epistle, 244: Christ did not
die and rise as an individual, inasmuch as his death and resurrection carried with them those of all
Christians.
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regarding the kingly messiah’s rule."®' Conzelmann translates Baothela as kingship or
sovereignty, delegated to Christ for an interval with a “definite end, the annihilation of
the hostile powers,” whose subjection has already begun.'*? The parousial chain of events
ends with the taunting of death, whose personification Conzelmann finds “vacillating,”
but the commentator does add that kévTpov, normally rendered as death’s “sting,” could
also denote a goad, an instrument of discipline or torture, or a symbol “of tyranny and
force.”'® Death’s connection to sin (15:56) is what makes the overthrow of death an
event relevant to the lives of the believers in Corinth, as the disarming of sin is a

powerful recapitulation of their salvation and a cause for thanksgiving (15:58)."*

Imperial Perspectives: Witherington and Horsley

Ben Witherington III classifies his commentary as socio-rhetorical; indeed, he
and Vernon Robbins are among the founding fathers of the critical sub-discipline. Here
his work is categorized provisionally as an imperial commentary because Witherington
rightly discerns the strong (if subtle) presence of imperial language in 1 Corinthians 15—
that is, within a comprehensively socio-rhetorical study, his commentary on this

penultimate chapter is more precisely imperial in its conceptual concerns. The present

31 Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 269~70. Conzelmann’s description of the BaotAela as “Christologically
speaking the time of the subjection of the powers” might be more accurately attributed to soteriology, as
readers learn as much about the enemy powers and how they are saved from them as they do about the one
subjecting them.

32 Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 271, 271n80, and 273, equating the subjecting of 15:25, 27 with complete
annihilation (273n94: “What is important is only the conveyance and execution of the work of salvation,”
italics mine). The point of returning sovereignty to God is “not the temporal limitation of the sovereignty of
Christ,” but to underscore that his regency was guaranteed by the Father himself (272).

133 In support, Conzelmann (I Corinthians, 292-93 and n41) quotes a Sophoclean fragment involving an
unstable ruler “with the goad of mischief in his hands.”

134 Developing further an initial point made by Conzelmann, / Corinthians, 293.
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study shares his concentration on Roman imperial eschatology,'*’ but we will argue here
and again in our exegesis of the chapter that eschatology is only part of the imperial-
ideological story, and that Paul’s underlying quarrel with Rome has more to do with
soteriology, with questions over the authority and ability to save.

Witherington neglects very little of imperial importance in this passage, though

2% (¢ 9% 46

there are a few keywords—*kingdom,” “rule,” “authority,” and “power,” for example—
about which he chooses to say relatively little. To concentrate on what the author does
emphasize, however, he ranks the (military) organization implied by Paul’s deployment
of the term Tdyua, with believers following Christ in successive resurrections, as the
only “ordering,” the “only sort of social order that ought to be truly important to

Christians, not society’s ranking systems.”'®

(The assessment is still true when read
differently: the Pauline T&ypo would indeed not have seemed important to Corinth’s
ranking systems—with the civic and provincial elite at their head.) The expectation of the
parousia informs Paul’s argument against Roman ideology, in that concern for allegiance
to Christ should supersede his congregants’ upwardly mobile ambitions. About the socio-
rhetorical setting of the parousia itself, Witherington insists that “Paul’s words did not
amount to a program of revolution against the empire, since he stresses that it is only the
returning Christ who will accomplish this reversal and transformation.” To make such a

statement is to forget that writing and reading eagerly about the parousia were themselves

inherently subversive activities, as Witherington himself recalls a few lines later: if one

1% Witherington, Conflict and Community, 295-98; his excursus on imperial eschatology is indebted
(especially at 295n22 and 297130) to Lanci’s paper from the 1992 annual meeting of the Society of Biblical
Literature, “Roman Eschatology in First-Century Corinth.” Lanci returns to the Corinthian theopolitical
context with his monograph, 4 New Temple.

"¢ Witherington (Conflict and Community, 298) later uses Tayua in the sense of the sequence of parousial
events (304).
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“lives in the light of such future eschatology [rather than the “present imperial”
eschatological norm], all loyalties to any sort of human realized eschatology have
become pointless,...relativized by the eschatological first coming and promised return of
Christ.”"”’

Witherington well understands that part of the theopolitical clash of cultures is
due to the changes in social behaviour that would have resulted from adhering to Paul’s
Christian eschatology, as opposed to continuing to participate in the public venues,
rituals, and economic networks (e.g., sponsorship of competitions or philanthropic
building projects dedicated to Caesar or Rome, or the purchase of meat sacrificed to other

gods from the Corinthian agora, as in 1 Corinthians 8).'*®

He also acknowledges that
Rome’s appeal was not limited to the socioeconomic practices it encouraged, nor even to
its “realized” eschatology, but that its imperial cult was devoted to the rule of the central
figure who had brought the end of martial history, the Pax Romana, to fruition, namely
Augustus (and by extension his predecessor, successors, and family). The very reason
Paul phrased Christ’s arrival as a parousia in 15:23, had him subjugating a kingdom in

15:24, and referred to him as Saviour in Philippians 3 was to refute the Julio-Claudian

propaganda stating that it was Caesar who had appeared, Caesar who pacified the world,

137 Witherington (Conflict and Community, 298) subsequently parcels out political and religious definitions
of parousia, in much the same way as Fee and Conzelmann do, concluding his comment by echoing Fee
almost exactly: “Those who go out to meet the king when the trumpet sounds return to the city together
once they have met outside the gates. Parousia was also used of the epiphany of a deity, as here” (304n53,
italics his). Conzelmann admits that the “language of the court and that of the sanctuary are contiguous in
the age of the Hellenistic ruler cult,” but still wants to separate the word’s usages with a political-religious
dichotomy in I Corinthians, 270 and n70.

138 Witherington, Conflict and Community, 295 and 298. Grant (Paul in the Roman World, 71) claims 1
Corinthians 8 is a “less political” statement than other stances taken by Paul’s contemporaries, but he
appears to overlook the potential economic and sociopolitical fallout should Christians have boycotted the
meat market, as well as the diplomatic skill Paul shows here in negotiating a path that allows for personal
freedom and corporate accountability while avoiding both a revolution and the local and/or imperial
reprisals that would have followed.
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and therefore Caesar who was saviour.'*® One pertinent objection is that Witherington’s
focus is always on eschatology, when these claims are actually more significant
soteriologically than eschatologically, whether in ethical, devotional, liturgical or
sociopolitical applications.'* The distinction is a fine one, nonetheless. Inasmuch as
Roman tmperial (and Christian) eschatology and soteriology so thoroughly inform one
another in the first century, it can be argued that they are obverse and reverse of the same
denarius; even so, Witherington impoverishes his commentary slightly by neglecting the
immediate soteriological facet of Paul’s argument here.'*!

Richard Horsley’s commentary on 1 Corinthians certainly promotes a socio-
rhetorical concern for linking Paul’s rhetorical choices with sociopolitical factors located
in and around the Corinthian Christian community, but his predominant interest is
expressly imperial. From the overarching competition between Paul’s gospel and its
“diametrical opposite”—"the imperial ‘gospel’ of Caesar as the savior who had brought
peace and security to the world”—to the pervasive systems of patron-client relationships
and imperial-cultic practices that sustained Rome’s rule and Romanized its provinces,

Horsley is intensively focused on Paul’s responses to the empire as a dehumanizing

1% Witherington, Conflict and Community, 297-98, citing Wengst (Pax Romana, beginning at 78). Also see
Witherington’s assertion that the emphasis on God’s fatherhood that begins locally at 1 Cor 15:24 is
another reaction to Roman eschatology, specifically to the depiction of the emperor as “father of the
fatherland,” 304-5. On the Augustan pacification, see Seneca, who in Epistle 91.2 opines that crises such as
the burning of Lyons (Lugdunum) are unexpected “when peace prevails throughout the world” (cum toto
orbe terrarium diffusa securitas sit). Richard Gummere (in Seneca’s Epistulae morales 11, LCL, 430na)
dates the observation tentatively to the summer of 64 CE, since “‘peace all over the world” would not be a
true statement until January of 62”-—but even then the statement remained a highly propagandistic one!

140 A dual focus on soteriology and eschatology in this chapter receives a vote of confidence from
Holleman, Resurrection and Parousia, 1 and 21, quoted in Thiselton, First Epistle, 1282: the framework of
the Adam/Christ typology that launches the passages under scrutiny here is representative, soteriological,
and apocalyptic in nature.

! Further muddying the eschatological/soteriological question are comments such as Conzelmann’s (/
Corinthians, 57), who labels ocolouevor (“saved”) and amoAAUpevor (“lost”) as “eschatological”
conceptual terms, and jumps to the conclusion that amapx is also “eschatological” (267—68) simply
because Paul uses it to describe the Spirit at Rom 8:23.
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influence.'** He draws a stark contrast between the wealthy elite of the re-founded
imperial colony, a centre for shipping and manufacture, and the displaced residents, who
were assembled from the ranks of the empire’s manumitted slaves and urban poor; many
of these colonists would have been those driven out of their former farms and homes, or
expatriates (or immediate descendants of expatriates) of nations subjected by Rome. '**
Dispossessed even before they were relocated, then, no wonder the Corinthians hungered
for status and security.'**

The imperial foundation of this liminal dislocation provides a key location—
though not the only one—for Horsley’s perspective on the passages we are considering in
I Corinthians 15. Even the pastoral imaging of Christ as the “firstfruits” of the
resurrection to come (15:20) is read as a counter-imperial vindication, one that signals the
beginning of “the termination of the imperial order” and its use of crucifixion as a
punishment to discourage rebellion against the Pax Romana.'** Paul’s “political-
apocalyptic” worldview determines that the rulers of 15:24 are “*doomed to perish’”; as
Horsley interprets Paul’s earlier reference to the ignorance of these characters in 2:6-8,
the “imperial rulers have been undone precisely by their own repressive terrorizing [e.g.,

crucifixion] of subject peoples.”'*® The claim that macav apynv in 15:24 includes

142 Horsley, ! Corinthians, 14, cf. 23, 27, and particularly 37, contextualizing the need for communal
solidarity among the Christian Corinthian communities in the face of the idolatrous and dehumanizing
values of the empire.

'S Horsley, I Corinthians, 23-24, citing such classical sources as Strabo (Geogr. 8.6.20-23), Cicero
(unspecified, but probably Republic 2.7-8), Crinagoras (Greek Anthology 9.284), and Pindar (Eulogies
122); cf. the same and additional sources, such as Polybius (38.19-22, 39.2) and Appian (on the colonists
of Carthage—which he occasionally paired with Corinth—as those in want of employment and land, in
Punic Wars 136, or Roman History 8.20.136), in Grant, Paul in the Roman World, 13-20.

"% Horsley, 1 Corinthians, 31: “The recently founded city full of uprooted people et striving for the
appearance of culture had an atmosphere of spiritual emptiness, of a hunger for status and security.”

'*> Horsley, I Corinthians, 37.

"% Horsley, 1 Corinthians, 59 (where the “political-apocalyptic” label could be seen as a refinement of
“theopolitical”) and 197, where Paul’s “apocalyptic orientation” is the “controlling framework” of his
argument.
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imperial figures (such as the provincial governor, whose administrative centre was
Corinth)'* is unobjectionable, but to limit Paul’s references to the “rulers” to imperial
figures seems an unnecessary exegetical move on Horsley’s part. Horsley presents 15:21-
22 (literally, “For since through man death,” highlighting the paucity of verbs and
modifiers) as a “schematic” restatement of 15:20, perhaps anticipating his own argument
(contra Conzelmann) that Tarypo means a division whose battlefield maneuvers can be
schematized, rather than an apocalyptic timetable.'*® In Paul’s scheme, the defeat and
taunting of death are to take place on “the final day of international deliverance,”
emphasizing the global reach and (counter-)imperial tradition of that deliverance.'*
Horsley’s study is primarily concerned with the empire, but not exclusively so: he
also sees broader Greco-Roman cultural considerations at play in 1 Corinthians. Paul’s
largely deliberative rhetoric was intended to be read aloud in the assembly of believers,
though the letter was also deeply personal (and interpersonal). 1% Horsley acknowledges
the scriptural/prophetic content of the missive, too. Psalm 110 equips Paul with a
“scriptural warrant as a bridge to the destruction of death,” with Psalm 8§ providing
further scriptural support;'>' Paul’s use of “the last trumpet” is identified as a
commonplace in Israel’s prophetic and apocalyptic literature for signalling “decisive or

final events,” though the signal was certainly used in Roman military settings as well, as

147 Horsley, I Corinthians, 25.

148 Horsley, I Corinthians, 204-5.

' Horsley, 1 Corinthians, 214. Horsley does not appear to draw out in this commentary the ideological
ramifications for and against empires contained in Israel’s prophetic tradition, but many instances of the “in
that day” formula suggest opportunities for further study, e.g., Isa 7:18-20, 10:27, 11:10--11, 19:16-24,
25:8-10, 26:1, 27:1-3, 27:13; Jer 30:7-8; Ezek 20:6, 30:9; Hos 2:18, 10:15; Amos 9:11-12; Mic 2:4, 4:6—
7,7:12; Zech 2:11, 12:3-11, 14:9.

%0 Horsley, 1 Corinthians, 22-23.

1 Horsley, I Corinthians, 206.
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132 But a frequent note in Horsley’s comments is this: Paul

in calling troops to arms.
counted on the resonance of political imagery such as parousia and “kingdom™ in
directing attention toward the need for fully embodied life as a faithful response, with his
urging toward steadfastness (15:58) clearest, perhaps, in contrast to Corinth’s “steadfastly
faithful” relationship to Rome.'** Even if the note seems overplayed at times, its echoes
remain strong and convincing. It might have been still more so had Horsley dedicated
more space to the theopolitical and soteriological implications of the clash he perceives
between diametrically opposed gospels and saviours. It is those implications that we will
attempt to unfold in the next two chapters, first with regard to the ways in which Rome

understood its own vocabulary, then in the context of our exegesis of 1 Cor 15:20-28 and

50-58.

'32E g, Caesar, Gallic War 2.20; cf. 1 Cor 14:8 in this regard. Isa 27:13, cited almost immediately above,

1s a serviceable example of the prophetic/apocalyptic employment of trumpet imagery, but see Grant, Pau!
in the Roman World, 6, on the reasons for Paul’s decreasing use of apocalyptic imagery after writing 1
Thessalonians: “It is not clear that Paul retained all these ideas as he got older and farther into the Gentile
world, though the trumpet soon came back in 1 Corinthians 15:52.”

153 Horsley, I Corinthians, 220 and 23.
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Theopolitical Dimensions of Roman Imperial Language

Introduction

In this chapter, we begin to unpack that which was introduced in the prologue: a
socio-rhetorical paradigm that advances a contextual reading of biblical theology. Such
a paradigm offers a way of interpreting biblical theology through first-century Corinthian
eyes and ears as a prerequisite to interpreting it for postmodern eyes and ears:' it clarifies
theopolitical contexts, illuminating otherwise obscure or invisible aspects of Paul’s
soteriological narrative, as a prelude to application. But these obscure aspects of Pauline
soteriology are difficult to discern precisely because of how inaccessible their contextual
origins are. Put simply, we cannot see the original context as easily as we might think. In
order to address Paul’s theopolitical language as it appears in 1 Corinthians 15, we need
to discover what his terminology meant to Rome, before (and after) Paul borrowed and
adapted it. But before we can tackle either task, we must ask how best to visualize the
initial problem of “seeing” into the first-century world, and the Roman imperial and
Pauline narrative worlds that operated within it, from the vantage point of twenty-first-

century North America.

! This phrasing is deliberately suggestive of Paul’s active role (and to varying degrees, the roles of his
ancient and postmodern audiences) in participating in the biblical story, especially over against rival
discourses.
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Hermeneutical Models, Empire, and Socio-Rhetorically Enabled Biblical Theology

As an undergraduate, I learned InterVarsity Christian Fellowship’s classic steps of
biblical exegesis: observation, interpretation, and application of the text. The model is a
good one, widely used, and simple to learn, remember, and teach. Many biblical
commentaries work from a similar model, at least implicitly, with the NIV Application
Commentary Series’ three exegetical tiers—Original Meaning, Bridging Contexts, and
Contemporary Significance—forming one of the more deliberately phrased examples.?
But the underlying assumption in this straightforward process is that readers can see
clearly from their own historical and cultural contexts to the “world of the text” and the
“world behind the text.” The process supposes that there are no major obstacles
obstructing the readers’ view: Paul’s real and textual worlds can be readily understood if
one’s telescope is sufficiently powerful. To switch to a metaphor of travel, one can
meander into the text, retrieve its original meaning, and cross the interpretative bridge
back to the contemporary world, resolving potential applications on the return trip.

There is no need to discredit the simplicity of that approach, but it is important to
acknowledge that there are barriers impeding contemporary readers’ exegetical progress,
deep gaps that are formidable to bridge. Even if one were to add a context-savvy
precursor to the InterVarsity model—producing a four-step process of contextualization,
observation, interpretation, application—it would still be beneficial to map the barriers to
contextual retrieval, along with any unseen forces that might inhibit observation and
interpretation. To search out the forces that govern a postmodern reading of ancient,
arguably imperial texts, this chapter will begin by surveying some diagrams and

descriptions that map the difficulties of seeing “into” a text and its real-world

? See for example the “Series Introduction” in Blomberg, ! Corinthians, 7-10.
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surroundings, while also demonstrating the derived strength of a new hermeneutical
model of choice, a hybrid of socio-rhetorical and biblical-theological models. The accent
on specifically narratival models is intended to complement and interact with the
narratival orientation of Paul’s vocabulary in 1 Corinthians 15, elucidated in the second

chapter.

The Chatman/Moore Narrative-Critical Model

Seymour Chatman’s narrative-critical model has significantly influenced many
New Testament literary critics, especially those who work with canonical Gospel texts, so
much so that many students encounter Chatman only indirectly, through his interpreters.”
Stephen Moore presents Chatman’s model without major adaptations, highlighting both
the relationships and the movement of information between the personae who participate

in a given narrative (Figure 1).

Narrative text

Real _, | Implied
author author

Implied

—> (Narrator) — (Narratee) —
reader

Figure 1: The Chatman/Moore model of narrative communication’

The Chatman/Moore model foregrounds the disclosure of narratival information
through the medium of a text, from the real (historical) author to the real reader of the
text, whether that reader is a contemporary of the author or a later interpreter. Information

travels “instrumentally through the personae within the box,” beginning with the real

* Moore, Literary Criticism and the Gospels, 46.

4 Moore, Literary Criticism and the Gospels, 46, adapted from Chatman, Story and Discourse, 151.
Camery-Hoggatt employs similar models with regard to authorial intention, the “authorial reader,” and the
narration of one story within another, in Reading, 75, 206. He adds an ellipse around the diagram to
represent the “shared literary repertoire” of author and reader (84), anticipating the discussion of narratival
boundaries that we will enter below.
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author’s counterpart within the text, the “presiding intelligence” of the implied author.’
The narrator gives voice to the story itself, sometimes as one of its characters, while the
narratee is the one to whom the narrator speaks. The implied reader is presupposed by
the text, not so much as a reflection of the real reader as a reconstruction of the ideal
audience that the author would have wished to address. Each person in the process,
whether real or imaginatively reconstituted, becomes a filter through which the story’s
information passes. Certain limits are imposed by this original version of the narrative
communication model: the text is almost a closed book, as it were, a closed world,
through which information can move in only one direction, from author to (passive)
reader.® The story’s information is also the only thing that moves, in that the participants

in the informational exchange are static with relation to one other.

Culpepper’s Modified Narrative-Critical Model

Alan Culpepper’s modifications to Chatman’s model retain the earlier model’s
personae, while introducing other routes of informational exchange and a more detailed
picture of the “world of the text,” including senses of time that frame the story’s
narration. What passes between narrator and narratee, and implied author and reader, is
now shown on more than one level, bracketed by the real author and reader. All of this

takes the shape, not insignificantly, of an eye (Figure 2).

’ Moore (Literary Criticism and the Gospels, 46) offers Luke 1:1-4 as an instance of an implied author at
work, where the “generation of this textual second self is a profoundly rhetorical act.” To the extent that
epistles can be said to involve elements from narrative communication models, Paul’s creation of an
implied author would be a similarly rhetorical activity.

® The expression “closed book™ is intended to play off the transparency implied in the idiom of reading a
person or object like “an open book.”
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Figure 2: Culpepper’s narrative-critical transmission model’

Regarding the transmission of narrative information, Culpepper says, “the choice
of'a communicational model is dictated both by its currency in contemporary literary
criticism and its suitability for understanding afresh what the gospel is and how it
achieves its effects.”® Accordingly, Culpepper’s work in John’s Gospel trades upon the
dynamic between that which the implied author and narrator make explicit, and what they
choose to say parenthetically, with irony and metaphor. Where Chatman’s diagram boxed
the text as a confined space for communication, Culpepper’s “eye-agram” opens up that
space, treating the textual world as a bracketed exchange between author and reader.’
Information still circulates between the two, but more allowances are made for multiple
levels of commentary (explicit, implicit), and the reader can interact more freely with the
permeable lines of communication that form the boundaries of the narrated world.
Culpepper’s model assumes that the narratee and implied/real readers are participants in

the narration, helping to construct the world that they are reading about.

7 Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel, 6; initially derived from Chatman, Story and Discourse, 267.

¥ Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel, 6.

® But see Moore’s critical interaction with potential “blind spots” in the “eye-agram,” in “How Jesus’ Risen
Body.”



102

Lucie-Smith’s Narrative-Moral Models

Alexander Lucie-Smith offers a different take on narratival models, but with
readily visualized concepts similar to those employed above. Searching for models on
which to base his narrative moral theology, Lucie-Smith presents three types of model for

inspection (Figure 3).10

/s S
CLOSED author PERMEABLE: \ /“ OPEN: invites  \
prescribes \ / permits easier " ; faithful ’\
reader’s access, invites " | appropriation, _
imaginative " commitment, but : receptive /

part1c1pat10n in " maintains / \“ identification /.'
narratlve \ distance \ with story .

- % 7 '~ . .4/

DR e

Figure 3: Lucie-Smith's narrative-moral communication models

The first type has a closed structure, with limits and access points established by authorial
“presidency”: the story’s author presides in the story-world through such literary devices
as plot, setting, and characterization, inviting imaginative appropriation but limiting the
reader’s participation.’' The second narrative type’s boundaries are permeable, allowing
an array of possibilities and freedoms within the story-world while preserving dialectics
of proximity and distance, familiarity and otherness; the story itself operates as a
distancing device. Entry into this second kind of narrative is imaginatively easier, but it
requires at least a temporary commitment to the story’s moral views. The third type is
open to the reader and to other narratives, characterized by the revelations and pathos of
biblical narratives: the canonical Gospels and many of the stories they contain are open-

ended, inviting faithful appropriation and continuation. Where the first type asks for a

' Lucie-Smith (Narrative Theology, 165-97) himself does not offer diagrams of his threefold model, which
is presented here with decreasingly substantial boundaries to represent the closed, permeable, and open
models in his written description. The summary that follows is adapted from Lowe, review of Narrative
Theology, 497-99.

" Lucie-Smith, Narrative Theology, 168.



103

leap of the imagination and the second a moral commitment, the third anticipates the
possibility of a receptive identification with the story and its characters.

Lucie-Smith’s model is comparable to the preceding narrative-critical models in
emphasizing permeable boundaries around the world of the text. His closed-permeable-
open progression, which seems natural enough, is not without problems; literary and
socio-rhetorical critics would be among the first to point out that a// narratival boundaries
are permeable to some extent, facing the interpreter with both access points and barriers
to comprehension. But Lucie-Smith’s typology is still helpful in drawing out such
narratival elements as authornial presidency and interpretative allegiance, especially as
these elements relate to biblical theology and socio-rhetorical criticism. One of biblical
theology’s confessional concerns is for the voice of each author and narrator within the
biblical metanarrative, hinting at the presence of a Narrator who presides over the whole.
Socio-rhetorical criticism’s questions intersect with this concern, insofar as they probe
questions of power: which voices are represented in the text, which ones are marginalized

or excluded, and which hold the ultimate power to narrate, or script, the story being told.

Robbins’ Socio-Rhetorical Model

Vernon Robbins’ model facilitates his own socio-rhetorical approach to textual
communication. It presupposes that rhetoric is itseif a mode of analysis that guides the
interdisciplinary interpretation of biblical texts; it provides “a socially and culturally
oriented approach to texts, forming a bridge between the disciplines of social-scientific
and literary criticism.”'” A close parallel to Robbins’ socio-cultural overture to rhetoric

comes from Ben Witherington I1I, who highlights socio-rhetorical criticism’s capacity to

12 Robbins, “Social-Scientific Criticism,” 277.
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connect the images of a given scriptural text with the social forms of its society, while
establishing a precedent for applying socio-rhetorical methods to the Corinthian
correspondence.'> Robbins’ model is favoured here because its pictorial representation
(Figure 4) shows how socio-rhetorical criticism incorporates and synthesizes some of the

insights of the hermeneutical models already reviewed.
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Figure 4: Robbins’ socio-rhetorical model of textual communication'

Nuancing the scenario of author-to-reader communication, Robbins embeds the
represented world of the biblical text within the Mediterranean world of the historical
author, which is in turn enclosed by the world of the interpreter. Some of the details of
the earlier models are elided here: within the text, for example, the narratee appears to
have been fused with the implied reader. The broken lines between worlds represent
human-made and temporal boundaries to communication; as in Lucie-Smith’s typology,
the boundaries are permeable, with narratival information exchanged through the gaps.'

To his already complex model Robbins adds the further complications of two

imaginary lines running through the diagram: a horizontal, “rhetorical” axis, representing

" Witherington, Conflict and Community in Corinth; the comment on bridging the gap between social and
textual forms appears in the Preface, xi.

'* Reproduced from Robbins, “Social-Scientific Criticism,” 278.

'* Robbins, “Social-Scientific Criticism,” 279.
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the now-familiar communication from the authorial personae to those of the reader, and a
vertical, “mimetic” axis, intended to describe the way in which textual actors and
elements imitate persons and things from the real (historical) world. '® Robbins’ point is to
itlustrate the action, or “dynamic movement from the author to the reader and from the
reader to the author,” and the multiple textures (or textural “arenas,” bold-faced in the
diagram) involved in the rhetorical communication that occurs in and around the text."”
The strengths of Robbins’ model also point to its weaknesses. Visualizing the
concentric embeddings of worlds-within-worlds can be useful for recalling the cultural
embedment of language, but why is the imagined first-century Mediterranean world
necessarily inside the interpreter’s world? What determines that these worlds are truly
concentric, that they share a centre? The text and the narrative within it understandably
occupy the diagram’s centre; they are the physical object being read, the subject of
interpretation, and the product of the surrounding culture. But there is no guarantee that
the interpreter’s contextual world will encompass the narratival and historical worlds as
neatly as it does in Robbins’ diagram. Framing the interpreter’s world with a boundary
acknowledges that contemporary readers have what one might call interfluential
relationships with the texts they read and the world outside their libraries. If, as Robbins
says, part of the socio-rhetorical task is to design activities to assist interpreters in
entering the inner texture of the textual world and its phenomena,'® then perhaps another
part should be to devise corresponding exercises for making sense of the interpreter’s

own “outside” world in relation to the world of the text. Yet the positioning of the

16 Robbins (“Social-Scientific Criticism,” 280) is less than clear on the orientation of these axes; the
mimetic would seem to run not vertically but inwardly and outwardly, implying some possible three-
dimensional improvements for the model.

'7 Robbins, “Social-Scientific Criticism,” 280.

'® Robbins, “Social-Scientific Criticism,” 279.
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interpreter’s world and its boundaries displays a presumptively modernist objectivity; in

postmodern perspective, the alignment may not be so simple.

Schiissler Fiorenza’s Kyriarchal Model

As the present goal is to account for the hermeneutical challenges that affect a
postmodern reading of ancient texts such as 1 Corinthians and the theopolitical narratives
that influenced it, it would be productive to include a model that names and addresses the
presence of empires as such hermeneutical challenges, not so much to “fix” the problems
of socio-rhetorical hermeneutics in Robbins’ model, but to admit that the influence of
social structures can be so pervasive as to be felt in hermeneutics. If reading a narrative
entails a textually mediated negotiation of meanings between author and reader—or, in
the language of the communicational maps above, an invitation toward participation in
that task and in the story-world that frames it—then empires and other powerful social
structures will play key roles in such negotiations, whether in the interpreter’s world, the
historical world, the textually represented story-world, or any combination thereof.
Indeed, in some cases an empire may be or one of the principals within the mediated
world(s), or even the storyteller. When they play such important roles, empires have the
socio-rhetorical power to prescribe (or, when desired, to proscribe) the contexts for the
meanings they intend, and they often have the military, commercial, or theopolitical
might to enforce their meanings, or to weigh in on other narratives into which they
intrude. They have the power to exercise authorial presidency, to control the permeability

of their narratival boundaries, and to coerce (rather than invite) participation.
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It is the specific manifestation of this intrusiveness as societal and literary
violence that sparks Elisabeth Schiissler Fiorenza’s model. She incisively targets a
“kyriarchal” ethos that she finds inherent to imperial structures, structures that perpetuate
acts of violence common to the worlds of ancient texts and contemporary interpreters.'®
She contends that violence can take the form of oppressive language,” a reminder that
should give one pause when considering Rome’s language, Paul’s, and one’s own. To
allow postmodern readers to recognize the constraints that govern their reading, Schiissler
Fiorenza hints at an elegantly simple model for mapping the synchronic and political
tensions that concern empire-critical studies of Scripture. She does not diagram it
explicitly, but posits the New Testament’s first-century Rome and modern forms of

empire as a pair of focal contexts, potentially reproducing and re-inscribing imperial

power and violence in every scriptural interpretation (Figure 5).%!

First-century
Roman Empire:
inscribed

violence in o . .
historical world, readings of vio fzflci.s”apfet e
\ biblical texts / \\ biblical texts / orbit” of
hermeneutics

Figure 5: Schiissler Fiorenza’s “kyriarchal” model
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To extrapolate, it is as though readers who enter the New Testament today are

caught in the “orbit” of contemporary empire, even as they begin to feel the “pull” of the

1% Schiissler Fiorenza, Power of the Word, 49—68; her near-equation of feminist and imperial criticism is at
times oversimplified.

20 Schiissler Fiorenza, Power of the Word, 56.

2! Schiissler Fiorenza, Power of the Word, 9, 56, 164; the present summary and the elaboration that follows
are adapted from Lowe, review of Power of the Word, 101. As was the case with the diagram of Lucie-
Smith’s model above, this diagram has been constructed based on Schiissler Fiorenza’s written description.
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Roman one from the historical and biblically represented worlds: their readings are bound
to these violent foci, so the readings and the theology drawn from them must be
examined accordingly. Thinking about biblical theology in an imperial context may mean
conceding that even hermeneutics can reinscribe rhetorical (if not physical) violence.

The model delineated from Schiissler Fiorenza has an animate movement to it,
like Robbins’ socio-rhetorical framework, but it introduces a new dynamic, one that
shows the forces exerted on the reader. The preceding models concentrated on the flow
of information, what Robbins calls the rhetorical axis, and to a lesser extent, the
correspondence between real-world actors and textual personae, the vertical
(inward/outward) mimetic axis. If borrowing from Schiissler Fiorenza consisted merely
of the acknowledgment of violence as a common denominator behind empires as the
social contexts of biblical interpretation, the result could be added to Robbins’ diagram as
a third plotted line that might run parallel to either the rhetorical axis or the mimetic,
depending on how the influence and reproduction of violence are imaged.

But this model also addresses the problem of relative positioning observed in
Robbins’ socio-rhetorical scheme. The interpreter is not free to be an objective observer
of the historical world, the text, or its narrative. The interpreter’s world is neither neatly
nor symmetrically arranged around the textual world or the historical one that produced
it. Reading Scripture in the social context of empire is not a simple matter of being at the
receiving end of a biblical author’s transmission; even if readers can admit that their own
social location and era is also imperial in character, it is not the same as the imperial
situation of Paul. The “obscure or invisible aspects of Paul’s soteriology” that are to be

recovered here, along with the Roman theopolitical vocabulary behind them, are difficult
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enough to observe, given the historical distance from the twenty-first century world to
Paul’s first-century Mediterranean. But unless one concedes that postmodern exegesis is
constrained by (theo)political norms and structures, then one’s findings will not prelude

application; they will preclude it.

The Gravitational Model Proposed

What is called for is a new hermeneutical model to visualize the way in which
readers can observe and interpret the ancient Roman world, from the standpoint of a
postmodern and pervasively North American one. The model proposed simplifies and
combines Robbins’ approach with Schiissler Fiorenza’s, modifying his socio-rhetorical
emphases with a concern, shared with her, for the influence of empire on biblical
theology. That is, this “gravitational” model clarifies the alignment of the contextual
“worlds” involved in imperial exegesis, allowing interpreters to map the dynamics at
work in and between their own sociopolitical worlds and those of the authors and texts
they interpret. The respective worlds are imagined as spheres that exert force upon a grid

representing the continuities and discontinuities of historical context (Figure 6).

. 21%century \" ‘A o
\ interpreter’s world I
»

First-century \ . /

World of the Mediterranean
Sfirst-century text world

Figure 6: The proposed gravitational model of textual communication
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The gravitational model respects the exchange of information, especially
narratival information, between authorial and lectorial personae,2 % which can be
visualized as a correspondence taking place within and between the historical and textual
spheres above, in much the same way as the process takes place in the narrative-critical
and socio-rhetorical models already reviewed. But this model carefully disintegrates the
neatly concentric arrangement of the world of the interpreter around the historical and
textual worlds being studied.?® As the callouts indicate, the textual world is still enclosed
within the historical world from which it originates, but that historical world and the
contemporary interpreter stand worlds apart. The model imagines the historical worlds in
question (which can be as specific as first-century Achaia and twenty-first-century
Ontario) as traveling far-flung orbits, separated by many cultural boundaries and great
historical distances, but still exerting a degree of “pull” on each other and their immediate
surroundings. Viewed sociopolitically and theopolitically, each world has its own centre
of gravity, the theopolitical and cultural mores that govern its inhabitants and their
interpretations of other eras, whether the sociopolitical rules and their exegetical
ramifications are acknowledged or not.

This model functions as a multi-dimensional admission of the obstacles that
impede historical-contextual hermeneutics. Its structure presents the continuity of
historical context as a flat grid, on which sociopolitical structures and systems can be

plotted. It stipulates that a sphere on the grid represents a society at a given moment in its

 Lectorial is a neologism, pertaining to the reader (lector) and the activity of reading, as a counterpart to
authorial.

# Admittedly, as was the case with Robbins’ socio-rhetorical model, this gravitational model cannot fully
escape the conventions of modernism, in that the graphic presupposes an external observer who has an
impartial and/or privileged view of the “worlds” and the grid of historical context; the view from within
one of the gravity wells would not provide a useful illustration.
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development—in this illustration, the Roman-dominated, Mediterranean world in the
mid-first-century past on the left, and the early twenty-first-century, globalizing world of
principally American influence on the right. The relative scale and size of the grid and the
plotted societies are arbitrary and beside the point.?* Rather, this model prioritizes the
effects of sociopolitical systems on the (admittedly idealized) grid of history, bending and
distorting the grid and frustrating interpreters who seek perspective on the theopolitics of
a past era.

Some obstacles to observation are local; others are not. As Earth’s atmosphere
and the proximity of the sun can limit or refract what one can see of other planets and
stars, the (permeable) boundaries of one historical or hermeneutical world can deflect or
obstruct the view of another. In some instances, one world can eclipse another
completely, hiding it from view. The theopolitics of the interpreter’s world can distress
the “fabric” of historical context, not only adding to the wrinkles left by previous
regimes, but skewing the perspective of the would-be interpreter and the appearance of
what he or she sees, pulling him or her down the curvature of that world’s existing
“gravity well,” toward further epistemological or hermeneutical entrenchment. If a given

context were governed by an empire uncertain of its own status (in which case the

2% So are the societal shapes, though the spheres retain this illustration’s indebtedness to the physical
modelling of “gravity wells,” distortions in the fabric of space and time caused by stars, black holes, and
other massive objects. Gore (Earth in the Balance, 48—50) has previously adapted the same scientific
premise to describe the way in which a “large historical event” (or a series of related smaller events) can
shape collective political consciousness. It is posited here that the intrusion of empires and other massive
social structures could shape the “landscape” in a manner similar to the impact of particular events. A
diagram Camery-Hoggatt suggests (Reading, 144—45, modified on 174, 206) is instructively comparable,
featuring “blasts,” or explosion-marks, that represent “crucial events that the reader will know, but the
characters inside the story would not know,” events that altered the hermeneutical landscape by posing new
questions about God’s saving activity in the world. But such a map for discerning the respective “literary
repertoires” of the Sitz-im-Leben Jesu and the Sitz-im-Leben der Kirche would need to be read in more than
one direction: in the situation of Paul’s letters to Corinth, for example, there are bound to be many things
that Paul and the Corinthians would have known, but about which we as postmodern readers remain
ignorant.
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characterization of its world as “imperial” would be debatable), the boundaries of its
domain and the degree of entrenchment might be harder to measure, but the gravitational
model retains some utility even then. A reluctant or unstable empire could be represented
by a gravitational depression in the grid without a visible, corresponding sphere, like a
black hole, invisible to the naked eye but hyper-gravitational in the effects of the force it
exerts on its spatial and temporal environment.

How might this model affect an attempt to retrieve the imperial context of Paul’s
theopolitical vocabulary? There are many historical and cultural boundaries involved, of
which North American cultural, ecclesiastical, and nationalist uses of New Testament
vocabulary are only a few of the most proximate. Another is Paul’s own use of Roman
imperial terminology, writ large enough in church history that it all but eclipses the
meaning of those same terms as Rome knew them. Had the empire been aware of the way
that Paul redeployed these terms in his master story,*® it would have considered that story
unsettling, a prospective threat to its own governing ideology. Even if the idea of a
plurality of cultural narratives is more palatable to the postmodern mindset than it would
have been to Rome, it is certainly possible that retrieving theopolitical contexts from one
age will prove similarly unsettling to the wisdom and rulers of this age, in overturning or
enriching what we thought we knew.

But there are some remaining questions that should precede a close encounter
with the images of the first-century Roman imperial story and the world the empire

claimed to own. What does it mean to fuse Robbins’ and Schiissler Fiorenza’s models, if|

5 As noted earlier, this term takes its cue from Gorman, most recently in his chapter on Phil 2:6-11 as the
outline of Paul’s “master story” of participation in the death and resurrection of Christ, in Gorman,
Inhabiting, 9-39. A sharper contrast will be drawn shortly between this Pauline master story and Rome’s
story of mastery.
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as was claimed earlier, “socio-rhetorical criticism advances a contextual reading of
biblical theology”? Upon what aspects of the models under review does this combination
further improve? Beyond its concern with the “gravity” of empire, how is this model
revolutionary?

The gravitational model develops the structure of the relationships already
established among authors, readers, and texts, emphasizing, with regard to these
relationships:

* Boundaries and their permeability. As with Lucie-Smith’s typology of closed,
permeable, and open narratives, and the cultural and temporal barriers of Robbins’ socio-
rhetorical model, the gravitational model permits access to historical and textual worlds,
while admitting, first, that some of the barriers are local to the observer, and second, that
the interpreter’s perspective may be skewed by sociopolitical forces, whether local or
manifesting at a significant distance.

* Dynamic movement, whether rhetorical, mimetic, or systemic.26 Action is not
limited to the plot of the narrative discourse or the rhetorical communication from
authorial to lectorial personae; there is also Robbins’ mimetic movement to consider, as
agents, institutions, and other elements inside the text reflect and imitate their historical
counterparts. But the attractional force of nearby worlds must be taken into account, too.
For instance, if Rome’s discursive world loomed large in Paul’s imagination, its powerful
ideology would have strengthened the mimetic “pull” on his vocabulary. Only a still

greater force could have kept Paul’s redeployment of Rome’s language from sounding

26 Mimesis will be reviewed in the last chapter, as informed by the mimetic theory of René Girard; systemic
pertains to the world-systems and their competing forces at work in the model, as well as circumscribing
the expanse over which these forces can be felt.
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just like Rome. Accordingly, in an admitted limitation of the model, each discursive
world also repels alternative attempts to prescribe new meanings for its images.

* A plurality of “gravitational centres.” The sphere of Rome’s influence on the
first-century Mediterranean world, including the way in which that very world was
defined, should not be underestimated. Luke 2:1, so often rehearsed as the beginning of
the Christmas story, contains a term that does not translate easily into English: variously
rendered as “Roman Empire” (in the NLT and Voice), “Roman world” (NIV), “world”
(NRSV, NKJV), “inhabited earth” (NASB), or “Empire” (Message, and in the HCSB
without capitalization), the actual term is olkoupvr, meaning the inhabited, civilized
world, the Hellenized world, Rome’s world, indeed therefore the world as known and as
defined by Rome. But Rome’s sanction is not the only force exerted on the apostle.
“Paul’s temporal point of view shapes his narrative theology or ideological point of
view,” but crucifixion and resurrection, or death and life, furnish that theology’s
structure.”’” Paul’s perspective was indebted to the diasporic Jewish cultural milieu as it
was to the Roman, but it was the crucifixion and resurrection of Jesus Christ that
fractured and reformed his relationship to both of these matrices. The gravitational model
reminds us that Paul’s rhetorical path traveled through several theopolitical and
ideological domains at once—as do our own hermeneutical paths.

* The presidency of the author, and his or her relationship to forces external to
his text. When we open | Corinthians, to the extent that we can align ourselves with the
Corinthian readers, we encounter Paul as an author, one who decides—along with

Sosthenes, his amanuensis—the degree to which his readers can participate in his story.

7 Resseguie, Narrative Criticism, 186, where Paul’s narrative theology/ideology is composed of additional
“antitheses and paradoxes™: then/now, old and new creation, flesh/spirit, already/not yet, etc., an insight
Resseguie credits in turn to Thompson, Introducing Biblical Literature, 285.
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The gravitational model maintains the distinctions and correspondence the previous
models would have shown between Paul the author and the Paul that the contemporary
interpreter meets in the epistle, along with the differentiation between the interpreter, the
Corinthian congregation, and what we might call the “ideal congregants” inside the letter,
those who will choose to follow the discipleship path that Paul maps out. The model also
affords that the author is not alone in feeling the effects of imperial ideology; his readers
are caught in that orbit, too. The Corinthians and the Paul within the epistle correspond
with the empire in different ways, and some of these responses are mimetic in character.
The textual world of 1 and 2 Corinthians represents a socio-rhetorical contest of authorial
presidencies, between competing claims about the true identity and nature of the kUp1os,
the nature and scope of his BaciAeia, and the legitimacy of rival offers of ccoTnpia.

* The colonizing of Corinth in Paul’s story. In a sense, Paul is asking in 1
Corinthians 15 for all three commitments from Lucie-Smith’s typology: a leap of the
imagination, moral allegiance, and receptive identification with his story (the gospel) and
its characters (the witnesses, himself, Christ). The implied, ideal readers with whom Paul
would like to populate his narrative world are the congregants who will reunite the
factions that have divided their church, the congregants who will “stand firm,” always
giving themselves “fully to the work of the Lord” (15:58). The gravitational model
accounts for the way in which Paul’s claim on the Corinthians through Christ competes
with the allegiance Rome demanded as founder of their colony; there is more than one
gravitational force at work, demanding loyalty and imitation, and the combined forces are

among the factors threatening to tear the Corinthian church asunder.
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* The position and responsibility of contemporary readers. Rome’s ideology is
not the only one demanding theopolitical allegiance. The gravitational model imagines
the claims on the twenty-first-century reader as additional impediments to hermeneutical
comprehension, showing the contemporary North American world’s boundaries and
gravitational “field” as permeable but undeniably present. Reading is not just a matter of
penetrating (with the violation such a word potentially connotes) the world of and behind
the text, but of breaking away from the familiarity of one’s own respective story and real
worlds, as Paul and his co-authors asked his followers to secede from their world of
imperial norms. The extent of narratival participation is vital here: one cannot completely
identify with first-century Corinthian eyes and ears, and even if one could, one might find
oneself blind to the same limitations they experienced. Socio-rhetorically enabled biblical
theology examines first-century context as a prerequisite to interpretation and application;
it encourages postmodern readers to enter the historical world and the author’s story, but
they are not emigrating permanently. Even if Paul as presiding author allowed readers to
“immigrate” into his epistolary narrative, the potential for re-inscribed violence remains
strong in the theopolitical language that he adopted.

* The role of language and the retrieval of its context. The gravitational model
attempts to track the language that Paul borrowed from Rome. In order to understand
exegetically how Paul’s theopolitical terminology shaped the narrative of 1 Corinthians
15, more needs to be determined about the role it played in Roman discourse. Selecting
authors who wrote before, during, and after the time of Paul’s letters carries the risk of
synchronic reading, the danger of assuming that what was true of the use of language in

another author’s time was also true in Paul’s. The oikoupévn of Appian (ca. 95-165 CE),
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the Alexandrian who chronicled Rome’s martial history during the reigns of Trajan and
Hadrian, or that of the biographer and historian Plutarch (ca. 46-120 CE),*® was a
different world than the Julio-Claudian Empire; yet because Appian and Plutarch were
making a conscious effort to recapture the story of earlier Roman periods, their
vocabularies are still a valuable component of Rome’s overarching theopolitical,
ideological, and historical discourse. Hearing Paul’s language from authors who
contributed (even retrospectively) to Rome’s discourse will help us to understand how
and why Paul adopted and adapted Rome’s words, which in turn will indicate how he
interacted with Rome’s discursive story.

* The significance of discursive boundaries and centres. One difficulty in
conceptualizing the gravitational model’s “discursive worlds” or “spheres of influence” is
that the visual representation emphasizes boundaries at the expense of centres—or so it
appears. This apparent emphasis can be helpful when investigating what occurs at the
boundaries, whether that involves the transmission of narratival information, the
presidency of the author in determining what to communicate and how the audience is to
participate, or the role(s) dictated for those left outside the story and/or the world in
which it is told.*® But without their respective centres, narratival boundaries make little
sense, and the discursive worlds would be empty of persuasive power. More to the point,
narratival boundaries themselves are rarely clear (and metanarratival boundaries perhaps

even less s0); their appearances in the gravitational hermeneutic and the other models

*8 For instance, note Plutarch’s imperial ambivalence regarding the olkoupévn and the variable sphere of
Rome’s control in Life of Caesar 23.2: in attempting to occupy Britain, Caesar “carried the Roman
supremacy beyond the confines of the inhabited world” (mporjyoyev £ s olkoupgvns v Puwpaicwv
NYEUoviaw).

% Again, the olkoupévn is illustrative, as the empire maintained the physical borders of its “civilized”
world, as well as the labels for the outsider—the barbarian, or the peregrinus, for instance—who did not fit
into the story of its mastery of that world.
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above are mere visual aids, representations of more complex phenomena. In the realities
of reading and living, postmodemn readers are pulled in at least two directions
simultaneously; the forces originate with the gravitational centres in question, not the
boundaries, but it can be challenging to negotiate borders that one cannot clearly discern.
* The performative impact of evocative language. The force that each of these
stories exerted upon their historical context did not stop with the events at their respective
cores; a deeper impact registered in the lives of those who subscribed (or subscribe today)
to them. Rome’s story of mastery carried expectations and responsibilities for its
adherents. If Caesar was lord, king, patron and father—however much each ruler might
have publicly refused the titles’*—then he required public responses of loyalty from his
people as subjects, clients, and family members. If he secured victory, then he and his
own divine patron(s) needed to be thanked accordingly. Loyalty and liturgy are at least as
performative in Paul’s master story. The utterance of evocative language is what fosters
communal identity and praxis. For instance, Paul proclaims that the observation of the
Lord’s Supper is a tradition that he received from the Lord himself. When ancient and
postmodern celebrants read his words, they stand “not only in textual continuity with his
letter, but... in living continuity with his tradition.”! In their respective uses of each
theopolitical image below, the discursive rivalry between Paul’s master story and Rome’s
story of mastery tested the fidelity and the lived-out loyalties of the Corinthian audience.
* An analogy between the gravitational model as an expression of contemporary

hermeneutical challenges and the situation of Paul’s initial audiences. Implicit among

3% The ambivalence shown by Rome’s rulers toward these titles will be demonstrated below, but such cases
of apparent modesty are more likely instances of the use of the rhetorical device of apophasis, the
introduction or acceptance of an idea via denial or negation.

3! Crossan and Reed, In Search of Paul, 295.
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the previous points has been the assumption that an inexact but nonetheless promising
analogy can be drawn between the gravitational hermeneutic as a model for the present-
day act of reading—i.e., a hermeneutical activity outside the textual and/or discursive
world(s) in question—and the dynamics of the world(s) reflected therein. Readers today
are pulled in one direction by (post)modern assumptions but need to become aware of,
and perhaps in some respects to yield to, the semantic gravitation of the theopolitical
language of an earlier era. In 1 Corinthians, Paul’s readers were also pulled in multiple
directions by competing attractions, principally identified by their rival claims concerning
lordship and salvation. At the core of the empire’s story was its boast of having mastered
its world, with Caesar as victorious father figure and guarantor of the Pax Romana. By
contrast, Paul’s narrative revolved around the impact of a single life and death, a
seemingly insignificant event on the fabric of history; but if the life in question was that
of the Lord Jesus, the giver of life (1 Cor 15:45), and if his resurrection has defeated
Death, then the repercussions of that one life have a mass greater than that of the empire
that put him to death. As we turn to face the images that supported the Roman Empire’s
story, we may begin to feel a measure of resonance from the powerful claims made in
this narratival world as well as those made by Paul, and a measure of empathy for those

who had to negotiate the forces of the attractional competition between the two.

Transition: Exploring the Components of Rome’s Story of Mastery
Accordingly, the balance of this chapter is divided into ten short units, each of
which addresses a particular component of Rome’s imperial language; some feature brief

links to contemporary concepts, intended to make their topics more accessible. Taken
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separately, each of these ten units could generate an expansive word-study, detailing what
each of the underlying theopolitical concepts meant to Rome, then to Paul. But when
treated cumulatively, they emerge as interconnected modules of a Roman metanarrative,
a story dictated by exponents of an empire that was aggressively conscious of its own
power and boundaries. The geopolitical boundaries will remain largely in the background
below. It is the theopolitical combination of divine and human authority that rhetorically
frames and sanctions the “world” of Rome’s rule, drives its governing story, determines
its ideological impact upon its spatial and temporal environment, and therefore concerns
us here. With the exception of a few previews, the units that follow confine themselves to
probing the conceptual story modules—Iordship, kingship, salvation, paternal kinship,
rule, authority, power, glory, victory, and so on—of the Roman imperial story of mastery,
with the placement and function of the vocabulary in Paul’s master story best saved for a

later stage of exegesis.

Theopolitical Terminology in Rome’s Imperial Discourse

1) Lord, lord over (xUptos / KupteUgiv)

When unpacking a story that governs an empire, a central theme such as lordship,
or mastery, offers a natural place to begin, especially when one makes a priority of
narratival presidency. However, articulating the Roman imperial domain of kUptos
presents a difficulty for contemporary North America, a context where lordship is almost
obsolete, at least in name. Apart from compound nouns like /andlord (and, in Canada, as
a former dominion of Britain, the vestigial ties to institutions such as the House of

Lords), the term Jord appears infrequently outside of ecclesiastical settings. The major
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exception appears in the realm of fantasy: Tolkien’s The Lord of the Rings, Lucas’ Star
Wars and Rowling’s Harry Potter series all share the epithet “Dark Lord” with respect to
their arch-villains, reinforcing the theme in the North American imagination of a lord as
an oppressive, enemy figure.*> Lord is even rarer as a verb: its idiomatic construction,
“lord it over,” is so arcane that it is often replaced with surrogates derived from the Latin
dominus (master), such as “domineer” or “dominate.”

According to Plutarch, lordship was an integral part of the Hellenized
Mediterranean ethos long before Rome rose to power. An oracle allegedly confirmed that
the young Alexander would be lord (kupios) of all people, ruling over an empire
(apxns); even the diviner’s mispronunciation became storied, when he greeted
Alexander with Tandios (which could be interpreted as implying that he was the son of
Zeus, Alos) instead of mo18iov (my son, intended as a familiar form of address).>> Upon
his dissolution of the Persian Empire, Alexander is proclaimed king of Asia, rewards his
friends with wealth and provinces (fyepovias), and declares to the Greeks that all their
tyrannies are abolished (kataAuBivan).>* When Alexander masters (kupisuoas) Susa, a
city with its own lengthy imperial history, Plutarch pauses to tell his reader that the

Persians allegedly kept water from the Nile and the Danube on hand as proof of their

32 For Tolkien, see Carpenter, ed., Letters of J. R. R. Tolkien, 146, 151: in an undated letter, Tolkien asserts
that “domination” is the main concern of the “Enemy” in all its forms in his fiction, including the “Dark
Lord” Sauron—even if this desire is at times motivated by the apparent good of industrious benefaction.
For George Lucas, see Brackett and Kasdan, The Empire Strikes Back, 1 (“the evil lord”) and 62 (“the Dark
Lord”), though neither title occurs in the vocative. For J. K. Rowling, see for instance Chamber of Secrets,
17, 43.
33 Plutarch, Life of Alexander 27-28; the oracle’s mistake illustrates the (mis)use of Greek as a lingua
Jranca, while the chapters as a unit are a study in Mediterranean concepts of divine kingship and
fatherhood. Alexander’s filial relationship to Philip and Zeus is ambiguous here, particularly regarding the
use of kuptou and TaTPEOS.
3 Plutarch, Life of Alexander 34.1.
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empire’s scope and sovereignty (To pEyeBos Ths ApXhs Kal TO KUPIEVEIY AT&vTCov).>
Evidently, even before Rome appears on stage in the story that leads to its dominance of
the Hellenized world, lordship is already understood as a relational, relative concept: the
greater the enemy, the greater the mastery involved in defeating and overruling them.

Given this background, it should not be surprising that the claim of lordship was
taken as a serious threat when Rome shifted from republic to empire. Appian has Cassius
describe Caesar as kUp1ov, a sovereign and an autocrat who had usurped the Senate’s
authority and disrupted the balance of powers (yepoviav).*® Sometimes other words
appear to have been chosen to convey the same sense of domination, as when Cicero
fears that Antony would not be declared an enemy of the state until “he becomes our
master” (NHAV yéunTo SuvaTcdTepos).”” Reflecting on consular rule, Gaius Terentilius
thinks the term consul only slightly less detestable than king: in reality, he observes,
Rome has two masters instead of one, possessing an “unregulated and unlimited power”
(immoderata, infinita potestate).>®

By the time Domitian ruled, the emperor was increasingly being called dominus,
rather than princeps (first citizen, or magistrate) or other titles.” But when Paul was
writing, late in the Julio-Claudian dynasty, kUpie was as yet a respectful form of personal

address, only gradually beginning to find employment with reference to Roman

33 Plutarch, Life of Alexander 36: “the greatness of their empire and the universality of their sway.”

3¢ Appian, Civil Wars 4.12.91-92. Especially intriguing is the implied flexibility and reciprocity of power
in the statement, “You, of the people, when you go to the wars, obey your generals as masters in
everything, but in time of peace you resume your mastery over us.”

37 Appian, Civil Wars 3.8.53; other terms related to SuvaTéw (“I exert power,” which Paul applies to
Christ’s powerful presence among the believers in Corinth, 2 Cor 13:3) will be dealt with below.

3% Livy, Ab Urbe condita libri, 3.9.4; cf. 3.34.8; potestas will also play a role in the later discussion of
Rome’s power language. Unless otherwise noted, quotations of Livy in English are taken from the LCL.
3% Starr, The Roman Empire, 56.
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emperors.40 Augustus “was horrified and insulted when called ‘My Lord’” and
reprimanded those who dared use the address, including his children and grandchildren,*!
a detail that secems minor until one recalls that his sons included a future emperor: even
(or perhaps especially!) the adopted Tiberius would not have been allowed to call his
father kUpi€ or domine. Tiberius followed Augustus’ example, retreating from the same
title that Caligula and Domitian would later embrace.*? As dominus conveyed the master-
slave relationship during the republican era,* the term played a role in stratifying Rome’s
social structure; could it have been an uncomfortably clear reminder of the emperor’s
relationship to his people and the Senate, as the Julio-Claudians consolidated their
power?** The early church proclaimed Jesus as “the Kurios liturgically honoured...to
whom it owes salvation and life.”* Considering the imperial context behind words like
kUplos and dominus may require the contemporary church to reevaluate the way in which
it pays honour to its saving Lord. The same may well prove true concerning divine and

human kingship.

2) King, empire, reign (Baoctheus / Paciheia / BaciAevetv)
Kingship was a problem for Rome’s leaders. There were kings in their history and

founding mythology: Romulus was hailed as a god and the son of a god, and as king and

** Bartholomew and Goheen (Drama of Scripture, 173) note that the multiplicity of Roman “lords”
connoted /imitations on their respective spheres of authority, such as that of the paterfamilias or the
centurion, in comparison with Caesar’s comprehensive/ultimate lordship.

*! Suetonius, Augustus 53, as translated by Graves, The Twelve Caesars, 78.

2 8o translator J. C. Rolfe notes at Suetonius, Augustus 53 (p. 206 and note a, in Suetonius 1, LCL),
pointing the reader to Tiberius 27, where the emperor turns down the title (and, in 26, the titles imperator
and “father of his country,” as well as the civic crown given for saving Rome’s citizens). From Trajan’s
rule onward, says Rolfe, dominus conventionally meant lord, or “Sire.”

* Rolfe, on Suetonius, Augustus 53 (p. 206na).

* The same question might be put to Augustus for forbidding anyone to address him as Seandns (Dio,
Roman History 55.12.2), another customary slave-to-master address.

* Schnackenburg, God’s Rule and Kingdom, 300, 302, citing Rom 10:9, 1 Cor 12:3, and Phil 2:11 in
support.
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father of Rome, entreated upon his ascension forever to protect his children. Livy (59
BCE—17 CE) has Proculus Julius attest that the ascended ruler appeared to him, ordering,
“‘Declare to the Romans the will of Heaven that my Rome shall be capital of the
world.””* Just as was apparent in the case of lordship, the (Mediterranean) world-wide
scope of Alexander’s conquests made him a paradigmatic king in Greco-Roman eyes;
Plutarch notes the “kingliness” (BaciAikév) of Pompey’s nature, even as he admits that
Pompey’s resemblance to statues of King Alexander was rhetorically exaggerated.’’ At
age 33, Caesar despairs when contrasting himself with the Macedonian conqueror, as the
latter was already reigning as king (¢BaciAevev) of the known world by the time he had
reached the same age.*® But Rome was not ruled by a king, at least not in name. Kings
were for barbarian nations,49 and client and buffer states; Rome answered to a nominally
democratic senate, and ultimately—in the New Testament era, when her clearly imperial
status was still relatively new—to the Caesars.

The language of kingship was and is the heart of the problem. Hugh Mason’s
claim that BaoiAeUs “never in the central period entered the official language of Rome”
is overstated: the term appears frequently in texts that relate Rome’s official history, and

where it does not appear it can be conspicuous by its absence.’® The honorifics imperator

*® Livy, Ab Urbe 1.16.3-7.

*7 Plutarch, Life of Pompey 2.1.

*® Plutarch, Life of Caesar 11.3-6.

% See for example Plutarch, Life of Caesar 56.7-8: Rome was angered by Caesar’s celebration of a triumph
over Pompey’s sons in Spain; this was not seen as a victory “over foreign commanders or barbarian kings”
(cAhodUAous Nyepdvas olde BapPapous BaciAeis), but the annihilation of the offspring of a great
Roman leader.

%% Mason, Greek Terms, 120; though the use of BaaciAeUs increased under Hadrian and the Severi, it never
completely replaced outokpaTeop (120-21). But Appian uses PaoiAeus to denote the emperor from the
Augustan era forward, describing Tiberian Rome as a monarchy (Trv povapxov eEouciav; see Roman
History 6.16.102, 10.5.29). Mason likely oversimplifies out of a desire to avoid the synchronic
entanglements that consultations with later imperial historians introduce, but to ignore the ways in which
Roman authors read and wrote (and read meaning into) their political history is to risk overlooking the
methods with which Paul and other Christian interpreters may have done the same.
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and aUTOKpaTwp appear much more frequently in Roman discourse than BactAeus
does, yet the meaning of aUTokpaTwp (ruling alone, exclusively, monarchically) also
applied to dictator.”" All three of these terms could refer to the emperor, but none offered
convenient derivatives, so words derived from BaciAeUs were often substituted.>
Problems with the translation and application of these royal titles have persisted in
English: the RSV, NRSV, NIV, NASB, KJV and NKJV all render Baon)\éwv as “kings”
to be prayed for in 1 Tim 2:2, perhaps inadvertently advancing the interests of monarchs
while obscuring the letter’s intended reference to the emperor and perhaps the empire at
large.”

In a sense, it was Rome’s avoidance of explicitly royal titles that set the empire
apart from its constituents and rivals. Greater Armenia stands out in Appian’s survey of
the empire’s domain precisely because it is not subject to Roman tribute, appointing its
own kings.” The Alexandrian goes on to regale his readers with Rome’s historic
expulsion of regal rulers, before marking Caesar’s seizure of power as the beginning of
monarchical rule: Roman leaders are currently called imperators, he agrees, even if they

are all “very kings in fact” (8¢ £pyc T& vt BaciAels).” Roman leaders are

3! Mason, Greek Terms, 117-18; the Latin dictator was in some instances transliterated as S1KTaTwp. See
Dio, Roman History 52.41.4, for a classical differentiation of the general military and imperial uses of
AUTOKPATEP.
32 Mason, Greek Terms, 119-20. The derivative problem can be demonstrated by inventing comparable
examples in English, e.g. “emperoring,” or by pointing out that usually only in their secondary definitions
do dictate and dictation connote a dictator in the sense of a commanding authority.
3 D’ Angelo, “Imperial Interests,” 5: *This translation had special benefits for those who prayed some
version of ‘God save the King,’ or, in the U.S. ‘the state.” While it is not impossible that the writer wished
to include some of the client-kings in this command, it is virtually certain that the letter’s concern was with
the Roman rulers usually called ‘emperors’ in English.” D’ Angelo cites Dibelius and Conzelmann, The
FPastoral Epistles, 36, in support of her point. For more detail on and instances of the Roman political
dimensions of kingship, see Carter, Matthew and Empire, 160-62.
> .. Appian, Roman History, Preface §2.

> Appian, Roman History, Preface §6, with a closely parallel comment in Dio, Roman History 53.17.2.
Appian follows his reference to Caesar’s securing (aocbot)\n) of soverelgnty with a mention of the Augustan
imperial motto, “peace and security” (pax et securitas, or elpiivR kat aoPpaiela), which Paul quotes in 1
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kingmakers, the ones who give kings to their subject nations, the ones who decide who
should Baol)\sﬁslv there.>® Even if Sulla officially disavowed only the specific title of
king during his Mithridatic triumph;®’ if Caesar refused the same title only because it was
historically inauspictous and politically divisive;*® or if Octavian’s adopted cognomen,
Augustus, evinced monarchical power,” still Rome avoided applying the explicitly royal
title to her leaders whenever possible.

Roman discourse pertaining to the state’s emergence as an empire, then—in a
period that corresponds with and surrounds the composition of the New Testament—
betrays a fundamental distrust of kings. Kingship claims were pivotal to the motivation of
Caesar’s murderers: they charged that he was a king and a tyrant, not a leader
(yeuciv). Josephus described emperors twice with BaciAeioico and referred to
Vespasian’s Bociheia, but again, these are derivatives of PaciheUs, incrementally
deflecting the force that the title itself had when applied to the Roman emperor.”!
Kingdom terminology had its place, as long as the kingdoms in Rome’s orbit could be
represented in nondisruptive relation to Rome as the centre of power, something the

Egyptians understood when they feared, in Caesar’s account of the Alexandrian Wars,

Thess 5:3. For the development of the discussion on Paul’s use of this slogan, see Lowe, “‘This Was Not an
Ordinary Death,”” 217-19.

56 Appian, Roman History, Preface §7 and 11.8.47.

*7 Appian, Civil Wars 1.11.100~101: in the context of his autocratic actions, the disavowal was seen as
either “the official denial of royalty” or “the official avowal of tyranny.” Compare 1.11.98, with Sulla as
unelected “king, or tyrant” (BooiAevs i T} TUpawvos), “holding power by force and violence.”

58 Appian, Civil Wars 2.16.107-8, 110; Caesar even rejects the appellation “king of the nations that were
subject to the Romans.”

%% LCL translator Horace White remarks in a footnote to Appian’s introduction (§5) to the Civil Wars that
august or Augustus could be paraphrased “as His Majesty” in English; see White, in Appian, Roman
History 3 LCL (Civil Wars 1-3.26), 13n1.

80 Appian, Civil Wars 2.17.119, 3.2.18. For uses of fyepcov in the New Testament, see Matt 2:6, 27:2.
Suetonius (Julius Caesar 79) recounts Caesar’s apparent resistance to the royal title, and the Sibylline
prophecy that only a king could conquer the enemy Parthians, who were themselves governed by a “king of
kings,” a title previously applied to the Persian leader; see Rolfe’s note at Suetonius, Gaius Caligula 5 (p.
410na, Suetonius 1).

8! For the Josephus references, see Jewish War 1.5, 4.546, and 5.409, cited in Mason, Greek Terms, 120.
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that their “kingdom would become a Roman province” (futuram ex regno provinciam).%
There was plenty of room in Rome’s story for kings and kingdoms, so long as their
power was not a threat to Rome’s. To keep the telling of its story of mastery consistent,
the empire’s authority needed to be absolute, as did its claims about the salvation that its

leaders brought to their people.

3) Saviour, salvation (cwTp / cwTNPia)

Like lord and king, the terms saviour and salvation sound almost foreign to the
twenty-first-century world outside of the church. Other than Linus van Pelt’s earnest
recitation of Luke 2:8—14 in the KJV (“unto you is born this day in the city of David a
Saviour, which is Christ the Lord”) during the annual broadcasts of 4 Charlie Brown
Christmas, the term saviour goes almost unheard.® When it does appear, it is often
relegated to the purview of superheroes, and with a surprising degree of ambivalence.
Traditionally, the hero’s job is to “save the day,” along with the lives of damsels in
distress, innocent bystanders, and often entire cities; the strength, speed, and bravery s/he
shows in performing these saving acts are the key attributes that contribute to the “super”
honorific. Even revisions of classic superhero narratives, such as the television drama
Smallville’s teen-oriented version of Superman, retread their predecessors’ themes of

saving individual and collective lives.* Other popular uses of saviour/salvation language

62 Caesar, Alexandrian War 3; he does exactly that at Zama, redefining Numidia as Africa Nova, in African
War 97, and he does much the same in Gaul, in Suetonius, Julius Caesar 25, in Graves, Twelve Caesars,
23.

% On the comparison of Roman imperial and Christian messianic birth narratives, as well as the jadedness
of today’s readers when reading the latter and the need to reconceptualize the imperial titles deployed
therein, see Crossan, God and Empire, 104-8.

5 As expressed in the show’s theme song, “Save Me,” performed by the band Remy Zero. Bryan Singer’s
film Superman Returns (Warner Bros., 2006) also traded in (and on) salvation language, with Lois Lane’s
claim, “The world doesn’t need a savior,” countered by Superman: “every day I hear people crying for
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have been palpably darker. Televised trailers for Max Payne, a 2008 film based on a
video game about vigilante justice, declared that “a wicked world dying for salvation
prays for a savior.” Other recent American films and television programs, including
Hancock, Watchmen, and V, have expressed similar ambivalence concerning their
superhero characters and their respective status as saviour figures.

The parallel between American superheroes and Roman imperials is closer than it
might seem, especially where it concerns the relationship of a “saviour” figure to a given
city or state. Even those readers who have deliberately avoided initiation into the world
of comic books can likely identify Superman with Metropolis, Batman with Gotham City,
and Captain America with the United States. This suggests that saviours are protectors,
an image that would have been easily recognized in the first-century Near East. In other
instances, Roman saviours were patrons, whether to specific citiess—paradigmatically,
closer to Bruce Wayne, wealthy benefactor, than to Batman as crime-fighter—or to other
bodies, such as Roman citizens or enemy captives. As Appian tells it, the temporarily
triumphant Samnite leader Gaius Pontius hoped to have acted in a manner worthy of a
victor (veviknkoTos) and a p1AavBpcdTos, a “humane man” or philanthropist.65 Some
have argued for a Greco-Roman saviour typology, with divine-human offspring, deified
for legendary works of benefaction (euergesia) on the one hand, and great kings and

other leaders as living manifestations (epiphaneia) of gods on the other.®

one.” Similarly deliberate were the film’s recapitulations of Greek mythological and Christian theological
motifs, such as Atlas shouldering the sphere of the heavens, or a father sending his only son to Earth as a

messianic figure.

% Appian, Roman History 3.4.4.

% Cartlidge and Dungan, Documents for the Study of the Gospels, 17-18, distilling an argument made by
Talbert, What Is a Gospel, 53-89.
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But to draw rigid distinctions between apotheosized heroes and epiphanic rulers,
or between protectors and patrons, is to ignore the fluidity that existed among these
images. Our priority here is to observe, and to begin to reflect upon, the deep
theopolitical investment in the manufacture of saviour figures and the salvation they
offered. As one edict put it, Augustus was one who, having been sent

to us and to our descendants as a saviour (soter) [sic], has put an end to

war and has set all things in order...having become visible (pharneis),

Caesar has fulfilled the hopes of all earlier times...not only in surpassing

all the benefactors (euergerai) who preceded him but also in leaving to his

successors no hope of surpassing him; and whereas, finally, that the

birthday of the God has been for the whole world the beginning of the
gospel (euangelion) concerning him...let his birthday mark the beginning

of the new year.6

Earlier and later cases manifest a similar salvific lexicon. When Demetrius,
nephew of Antiochus IV Epiphanes, escaped from Rome and reclaimed the Seleucid
throne in Syria, he was given the title ccoTnp by the Babylonians for killing their satrap

and restoring their government (nyepovia); he recompensed his former captors for his

escape, but Rome continued to dictate who the surrounding region’s rulers would be.® In

%7 Grant, Ancient Roman Religion, 174; as quoted in Cartlidge and Dungan, Documents for the Study of the
Gospels, 13—14. This Priene calendrical inscription from the Asian League has become a featured player in
the stock company of Roman imperial primary sources, appearing in Sherk, Rome and the Greek East,
124-25; Horsley, Jesus and Empire, 9-10, 23-24; Champion, Roman Imperialism, 266; Stanton, Jesus and
Gospel, 31; Oakes, Philippians, 139—40; and (quoting Horsley) Claiborne and Haw, Jesus for President,
70. The Greek source usually cited 1s Dittenberger, OGIS 2:48—60, §458. Crossan cites Asian provincial
governor Paulus (or Paullus) Fabius Maximus’ proclamation that led to the edict in God and Empire, 147—
49, with the imperial gospel, more accurately documented as the plural eoayyeAio, among the terms
highlighted in the edict itself; Horsley and Claiborne appear to conjoin Paulus’ suggestion and the edict for
convenience.

Among reconstructive translations of the inscription, the salient points here are the recurrent
patronal and soteriological terms (e.g, Paulus was sent for the province’s benefactive ocoTnpla by the right
hand of the divine saviour Augustus, thus melding divine, imperial, and provincial sponsorship in order to
legitimize the last) and the inclusion of fortune and cwTnpig, taken either as an allocation (so Crossan,
“with good fortune and safety,” and Sherk, “with good luck and for [our] salvation) or an invocation
(Champion: “may Good Fortune and Safety attend!”). Also see the sources credited by Evans, “Mark’s
Incipit,” 1-3 and especially 2n6. For a comparable example of Augustus’ acclamation as Son of God,
Caesar, saviour, benefactor, and aUTokpGTwp over land and sea, see the signage on a statue from the
Lycian town of Myra, as quoted in Grant, Ancient Roman Religion, 175.

%% Appian, Roman History 11.8.47; as noted earlier, the term for exercising local rule here is BaotAeUetv.
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a telling combination of biblically familiar terms, Appian describes Cicero as his
country’s saviour (6w Tnp), who, after receiving the thanks of the Roman assembly
(XopITES, EkkKANGiav), was hailed at Cato’s suggestion as the father of his country
(TaTepa Ths TaTPidos), setting a precedent for the ascription of the same title to later
emperors, who already ruled essentially as kings (BaciAcuoiv), but with the farher title
added as a final testimonial (LapTUpia) to their service.* Before Caligula is crowned,
the public’s outspoken concern for Germanicus—Caligula’s father, who was also
Tiberius’ nephew, and Claudius’ brother—suggests a salvific status by equating his
welfare with that of the city and the country: Salva Roma, salva patria, salvus est
Germanicus.” Caligula was later decreed to share a status as saviour of human life with
rather august company, including Julius Caesar, Ares, and Aphrodite.”' Like other titles,
saviour was applied to multiple emperors, including Titus and Vespasian.”
Exceptionally helpful in understanding the image of the protective saviour is the
presentation of the oak wreath, “traditionally awarded for saving a Roman’s life in battle”
and often worn in the recipient’s subsequent statuary portraits—especially in Caesar’s

case, “as a token that he ‘saved the State’.”” Appian explains that Caesar was crowned

5 Appian, Civil Wars 2.1.7.

" Suetonius, Gaius Caligula 6.

"' Cartlidge and Dungan, Documents for the Study of the Gospels, 14, quoting Murray, Five Stages of
Greek Religion, 150 (also cited in Grant, Ancient Roman Religion, 175). Cartlidge and Dungan theorize that
this resolution was approved by the city council of Ephesus circa 48 CE, when Paul may well have been
there.

72 Jeffers, The Greco-Roman World, 101-3. With respect to emperor-worship in general, Jeffers comments
that any given individual’s “favorite god”—perhaps as close as the ancient world came to accepting a
“personal saviour”?—would have been seen as compatible with other gods and with the imperial cult.
Shrewdly, Jeffers observes that politicians in the U.S. are quick to associate themselves with the staples of
“civil religion” there, among them the flag, the church, and apple pie.

7 Suetonius notes that Caesar received the oak wreath from Marcus Thermus, when he saved a fellow
soldier while serving as the Asian provincial governor’s aide-de-camp. See Suetonius, Julius Caesar 2, as
translated by Graves, The Twelve Caesars, 13, with the quoted statuary description on p. 11. Rolfe (at
Suetonius, Julius Caesar 2, p. 4na) labels the oak crown “the Victoria Cross of antiquity,” though this


http:Vespasian.72
http:service.69

131

with oak as the country’s saviour (s cwTRP! Ths TaTpidos), as this was the ensign by
which “those whose lives had been saved” (ol TepiowbévTes) had traditionally rewarded
their guarantors.” The same civic crown was conferred on Augustus “honoris causa, as
the saviour of all the citizens”;”* though Augustus’ triumphant closure to the civil wars
surely merited the crown, historical observers may still note the irony of awarding that
specific honour as an unearned degree!

Receiving that crown was one of many salvation-rich episodes from Augustus’
life. One such moment hints that saviours could be envisioned without resorting to the
language of the ccotrp family. Preparing for battle at sea, Octavian pours a libation to
various powers, including ' Acdoaheicy TTooeidcovi or “Saviour Neptune”, in hopes of
counting them as allies against his father’s enemies.”® Other relevant tributes came in
poetic form: Sextus Aurelius Propertius has even Jupiter remain respectfully silent as
Apollo admires Augustus as the “savior of the world,” while the emperor’s own adoptive,
deified father, Julius Caesar, looks down to proclaim that “I am a god, this victory [at
Actium, 31 BCE] is proof that you are of my blood.””” Apollo’s cult grew during

Augustus’ reign “because he declared Apollo to be his patron,” sometimes with the

qualifier Actius to commemorate Apollo’s presidency over Augustus’ victory at

cross—while certainly an imperial award—is given expressly for conspicuous valour, not necessarily for
saving lives.

™ Appian (Civil Wars 2.16.106) also records the ascription of Caesar’s matnp woTpidos title here. Co-
opting an account from Plutarch, Shakespeare deploys Rome’s tradition of the oak crown to highlight
fluctuating relations of honour and hatred: even before returning from Corioles to Rome “brow-bound with
the oak,” having “lurch’d all swords of the garland,” Coriolanus accuses the fickle citizens of calling “Him
vile that was your garland,” i.e., their saviour/hero. See Shakespeare, Coriolanus, 1.1.176, 1.iii.14-15,
2.1.122-23, and 2.11.97-101. The play can be read as a dramatic example of Roman political contextual
retrieval on Shakespeare’s part.

5 Rolfe, Suetonius 1, 332ne.

7% Appian, Civil Wars 5.11.98; in more literal English, “Neptune the Securer.”

" Quoting Propertius, Elegies 4.6, Crossan (God and Empire, 10) argues that the “cosmic salvation”
Propertius posits is significant because Octavian had executed Caesarion, Caesar and Cleopatra’s son, who
was a divi filius by birth, rather than adoption. See Crossan’s description (8—10) of Actium as signaling the
end of Octavian’s last rivals.
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Actium.” But Augustus transformed Apollo from a god of victory to a god of peace,
“adapted to the patriotic and propagandistic purposes” of Rome, an adaptation reflecting
a fusion of the protector and patronal figures.” The gods could serve as patrons of
individual towns and whole empires: Jupiter was the “highest patron” for Pompeii, but he
was also associated with Juno and Minerva as “joint protectors” of the Roman state. ™
The wealth of Roman saviour images does not mean that those figures called
saviours were automatically imperial. Michael Grant treats the goddess Isis and her cult
as emblematic of the many “divine saviours, independent of official, patriotic religion.”®'
Corinth initially knew Aphrodite in similar fashion, as a patron goddess of the city, with
the area’s principal temple dedicated to her on the hill known as the Acrocorinth.® But
the newer temple to Venus in Corinth proper was built for the divine mother of the Julio-
Claudian line, in keeping with the trend of “newer, more vigorous Gods who possessed
the newest and most elaborate temples in the downtown areas.”®® Corinth’s new identity
required an imperial deity as a patron, reflecting the sponsorship of the colony that began
with Caesar, who re-founded and repopulated the city by settling veterans and exporting

some of Rome’s urban poor;** it was the militant aspect of the goddess of love who
|y g

78 Grant, Cities of Vesuvius, 49 and 143n3. Also, Dio has Augustus dedicating a temple to” ATOAAcovt TG
" AkTie (Apollo of Actium) in Roman History 51.1.2.

7 Quoting Grant, Cities of Vesuvius, 49.

8 Grant, Cities of Vesuvius, 51-52.

8l Grant, Cities of Vesuvius, 54-55; yet even here, Domitian figures as a prominent devotee of Isis, since
her priests had saved his life, finding favour with the Flavians and ironically saving one who was a likely
candidate for a salvific status.

82 Jeffers, The Greco-Roman World, 263.

®3 Cartlidge and Dungan, Documents for the Study of the Gospels, 13. The authors preface their unusual
capitalization of “Gods” as an attempt to leve! the playing field between Greco-Roman divinities and the
Judeo-Christian one throughout their compilation.

8 Jeffers, The Greco-Roman World, 116, with comparisons between Corinthian and Philippian colonial
composition; also see his comments on the emperor as the Empire’s highest “single” patron, 143. Plutarch
features Corinth along with Carthage in Life of Caesar 57.6-8 as the foremost of newly planted/restored
colonies, as these two had been simultaneously captured (146 BCE) and rebuilt (the former as the Colonia
Laus Iulia Corinthiensis, 44 BCE), appeasing veteran soldiers.
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“saved” by bringing victory to Caesar, her fictive descendant through her Trojan son
Aeneas.

The creation and redefinitions of imperial saviour figures lead one to the workings
of the salvation they offered. Several instances show that Rome understood salvation as
“safety,” often in a military or political sense, in much the same way as one would speak

23 46

today of “amnesty,” “asylum,” or “security.” The overlap in political meanings should
not be surprising, since the deployment of securitas (dodaheio) played an important part
in Caesar’s accession and Augustan “peace and security” propaganda during the
discussion of kingship, and reappeared a moment ago in the title of Neptune’s salvific
aspect, Aobaeic TTooe18cvi. That is, for imperial Rome, one who saves was one who
makes secure or offers security or amnesty, sometimes self-referentially.®® To cite a prime
example from the Mithridatic Wars, Archelaus urged his troops to work hard to secure
their own salvation (cwTnpias) in battle.®® In 42 BCE, the orator Hortensia decried a
triumviral plan to offset civil war expenses by taxing Rome’s richest women, insisting
that they would give generously if the empire (cpxns), the country (TaTpiSos), or the
populace’s safety (ccoTnpiav) were threatened by Gauls or Parthians, or if the
commonwealth (TToAITelav) were truly being restored.®’

The diplomatic facet of ccaTnpla is just as revealing. Negotiating with Phameas,

Scipio the Younger counsels his Carthaginian adversary to secure his own safety

% Nor was such an offer unassailably constant or altruistic: Tiberius offers and then withdraws &uvnoriav
for followers of Sejanus in Dio, Roman History 58.16.6. This can be contrasted with Cornelius Scipio’s
execution of the leaders of a mutiny, while proclaiming pardon to the rest of the mutineers (Tols &GAAots
apvnoTiov eknpuEe Sidova, in Appian, Roman History 6.7.36).

% Appian, Roman History 11.5.37; lateral examples can be found in the practice of praying for soldiers’
cwTtnplas (Dio, Roman History 56.14.4), in the Roman people becoming nervous about their own
acdadeios (58.7.4), or in Caesar, Alexandrian War 16, in which it seems unfair that “the salvation [salute]
of all should be decided by the rival exertions of so few” in battle.

¥7 Appian, Civil Wars 4.5.33.
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(owTnpias) since he cannot guarantee that of Carthage. Phameas’ rejoinder binds his
own owTnpia to Carthage’s fate under Rome’s antagonism, which makes Scipio’s reply
all the more striking: he pledges his enemy “safety and pardon” (ccoTnplav kal
ouyyvauny) along with Roman favour, a promise founded solely on any confidence
Phameas may have in Scipio’s integrity.*® During Rome’s years of civil strife, Quaestor
Granius Petro is among the captives taken from a ship by Metellus Scipio.® Scipio takes
the rest of his capture as spoils of victory, but he offers Granius his life; Granius instead
kills himself, responding “that it was the custom with Caesar’s soldiers not to receive but
to offer mercy” (o 8¢ e1mredv 0TI Tois Kaicoapos oTpaTicdTals ou Aapfavelv, GA
8180van cwatnplav é8os £oTiv), where “mercy” is more literally “salvation.”*® In
another example, as Caesar later tells his friends, the most pleasurable part of a military
victory was “to save [To ow(eiv] the lives of fellow citizens who had fought against
him”—even if the recipients chose not to accept the salvation offered.”’

This sampling shows Rome’s saviour/salvation language to have been tightly
earthbound, and rarely far away from the threat of violence.”® Rome had high
expectations for its saviours, but these expectations were for an earthly salvation, for a

hero who would save “the day” (to return to the comparison with modern category of

% Appian, Roman History 8.16.107. “Pardon,” ouyyvcounv, may be more familiar to today’s readers of
Paul when translated as “concession” (1 Cor 7:6). The Scipio in question here is Publius Cornelius Scipio
Aemilianus Africanus Numantinus, earlier judged worthy of his adoption and called “the salvation of the
Romans” (mepiodoat Pepaious, 8.14.99-101), the adopted grandson of Scipio Africanus (the Elder),
who defeated Hannibal.

¥ Plutarch, Life of Caesar 16.4. The Scipio in this instance is the consul Quintus Caecilius Metellus Pius
Cornelianus Scipio Nasica, great-grandson of Scipio the Elder.

% Plutarch, Life of Caesar 16.4.

°! Plutarch, Life of Caesar 48.4.

°2 Thus Gorman’s comment in Inhabiting, 139n47: while the counter-imperial character of the early
Christian gospel has recently become a “commonplace” in biblical interpretation, its broader counter-
violent stance has been neglected. This is important, he rightly says, when “imperial salvation is almost
always attained and maintained by violence or the threat of violence.”
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superhero w