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PREFACE

I hpve had to make a number of hard decisions
apout the format of this dissertation. Readers deserve
at least a brief explanation of these decisions about
format.

First, the system of footnotes and references
in this dissertation differs markedly from what is
customary for academic works in the area of biblical
studies and theology. This dissertation follows the
format for references adopted by Semeia (cf. Funk 1974)
and used in some areas of social science. References
ordinarily identify thé author's last name and date of
publication. Page numbers, when they are necessary,
immediately follow the date of puhlication. Thus
"pRidderbos (1975:14-15)" directs roanders to pages 14-15
in a book by (Herman) Ridderbos published in 1975. Just
which book this is can be determined by referring to the
bibliography at the end of this dissertation, My basic
reasons for adopting this format are the same as the
reasons given by Semeila (Funk 1974).

Second, I have followed a particular pattern of

citation in cases of works existing in English translation.
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Ancient texts are cited using the system of abbreviations
recommended by CLhe Journal of Bibtical Litceralure (1976:
735-38). For other works existing in tran=lation, the
dates and page numbers of reflerences listed in the bhody

of the text are the dates and page numbers of an English
language edition, when I have been able Lo obtain such

an edition. - In such cases the chronological relationships
between various works are not properly represented. I have
endeavored to make up for this by including in the bilbli-
ography data about original-language editions.

This dissertation has a slight amount of overlap”
with an earlier dissertation ol mine, "Structural Relations
in Pauline Expressions for the Apblication of Redemption
(With Special Reference to Holiness)," presented at the
University of Cambridge, April, 1976. T should indicate
what this overlap is. The two dissertations are for all
intents and purposes essentially different works. They
show mainly the kind of similaritics of pattern that two
books by the same author on related subjects are bound to
show. My earlier thinking about Paul and holiness during
two years at the Universily of Cambridge was obviously
useful preparation for writing this present dissertation.
But since 1976 the continued influence of thinking about

structuralism, linguistics, and hermeneutics has led me

to a radical reformulation of the problems as well as the




answers in biblical theology as a whole. Thus I am not
able to agree with my own ecarlicr work., Substantial
similarities of topic and approach between the two works
occuy only 1in &531—3:; of this disscertation. T have felt
it convenient to use the same wording only in some places
in Display 31.1, in §§732 and 33, and in a handful of
sentences outside these sections,

1 owe a debt of gratitude to many people for the
stimulus they have given me towards writing this disser-
tation. I will mention only those most directly involved.
My thanks go to Prof. J. L. de Villiers and Dr. H. J. B.
combrink for their critical suggestions during the process
of writing the various drafis. My thanks go to Dr. Kenneth
l,. Pike and Prof. John M. Frame for their creative work
which originally sent me, beginning in 1971, in the
direction of the structural approaches that characterize
ay present work. My thanks go to Mrs. Jill Pratt for

patient and careful typing of i1he manuscript,

Soli deo gloria.
V.3.P.
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INTRODUCTION: WHAT 15 PAUL'™S THEOLOGY?

What is the proper way to expound the theology
of the Apostle Paul? Do we know? Can we know? Do
recent works on general hermencutics have anyithing to
contribute towards an answer? My purpose in this
dissertation is to explore some ways in which modern
structuralisml might contribute towards answers about
the interpretation of Paul's writings.

By means of structural reflection T intend, in
fact, to show that there is no one objectively and
universally "proper' or "best" way to interpret Paul's
theology. In particular, there is no one "central"
motif to Paul's theology in terms of which we must
organize all the rest. There are, to be sure, unillumining
and even erroneous interpretations, but there is also a
rich spectrum of possibilities [or proper interpretation.
One can explain Paul in terms of any of several 'centers,"
and one can set forth an over-all "structure" to Paul's

theotogy in any of several ways. The choice of ways

1For a delineation of structuratism, cf. Lane
(1970:11-39), Poythress (1978a:221-29), and Chapter 2 below.

1
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depends on the subjectiviiy of the interpreter and on
his historical situation. Different choices of a center
or of an over-arching structure can be secn as in
principle complementary to onre anolher.

To be sure, two interpretations proffered by
different people may flatly contradict one another. 1In
such cases, at most one can be right. But there is often
another possibility. Two interpretations developed from
“wo different centers may sometimes both be partial
interpretaticns harmonizable with one another. For the
sake of organizing the presentation coherently, one or
the other center must serve in any one presentation as
the more basic integrating reference point. The organi-
zational structures of the two interpretations will be
different. Yet, at least potentially, either one could
account for and explain the insights of the other.

I will justify such claims by means of several
stages of reflection on various types of "structure"
that can be "found in' Paul's writings. One key question
to be explored will be the extent to which such structures

are "already there" (discovercd) and the extent to which

they are imposed (invented).




1. The question of the "center® of paulinc theolopy

The history of the struggle to interpret Paul
rightly is already well known. It has heen rehearsed
several times in detail or in summary fashion by various
writers (Schweitzer 1912; Bultmann 1929, 1934, 1946,
Ridderbos 1958:3-20, 1975:13-43; Ellis 1961:11-34; Rigaux
1968:3-31: Kimmel 1969:329-38, 1972). TFor the moment we
need only recall in a sketchy way the varying frameworks
in which the task of interpretation has been conducted.’

In the seventeenth ceniury Bible students inter-
preted Paul largely in terms of their confessional stance:
Roman Catholic, Lutheran, Reformed, or Arglican. In the
pnineteenth century confessional intlerprctation gave way,
at least in progressive quarters, to a supposed "objective"
historical interpretation, intent on finding the real Paul
undistorted by the subjectivities of the various confessional
commitments. But Albert Schweitzer showed that a priori

philosophical and religious commitments of historical

Wi

interpreters had their effect. With Paul as with Jesus,
many an interpreter painted a picture of the historical
tigure determined as much by his own system of categories

as by those of the first-century.

The history-of-religious school, by contrast, in




emphasizing Paul's contact with first-century paganism,
tended to distance Paul as much as possible from its own
theology. And Schweitzer's own interpretation of Paul
in terms of consistent eschatology succeeded in showing
some of the conceptual distance between Paul and the
philosophico-religious outlook of the nineteenth century.
But it is less clear that Schweitzer succeeded in giving
us a truly "objective" portrait. In the twentieth century
hermeneutics became acutely aware of the historically
conditioned character of all interpretation. In the
biblical field, Bultmann (1950:51, 1961) proclaimed that
exegesis without presuppositions was impossible. In the
field of general hermeneutics, various people pointed
out in one way or another by phenomenological or
structuralist analysis the subjectivity involved in all
interpretation.

In pauline studies, interpreters have come to
operate unabashedly in terms of several different starting
points, starting points considered to be the "center'" or
the "key" for pauline theology. Thus Ridderbos, in his
brief review of the post-reformation history of pauline

studies, begins by asking how

to gain an insight into the fundamental structure

of Paul's preaching and doctrine or, in other words,
where the entrance is to be sought into the imposing
edifice of Paul's theology. It is clear that there
are all sorts of doors by which one can enter. But
which is the main entrance that governs the whole
building? (1975:13)




The chief interpreters of Paul can easily be classified
in terms of where they found the "center" of Paul, or
what they thought the "main entrance" was. Thus, for

F. C. Baur, the key to Paul was found in the idea of
Spirit, signifying absolute freedom and the infinite.

The liberal interpretation had a similar center. But

this time the Spirit was viewed as representing a superior
rational ethical principle in man, as opposed to the
sensual flesh. Again, for the history-of-religions
school, the starting point tended to be found either in
the sacraments or in the "kyrios" cult (worship), both
construed in relation to mystery religions and gnosticism,
For Schweitzer, the center point of Paul was to be found
in eschatology.

In the most recent study, interpreters have
clustered around two main options. Either anthropology
serves as the all-embracing unity (Bultmann, Bornkamm,
Conzelmann), or redemptive history does (Cullmann, Kummel,
Ladd, Ridderbos, Schoeps, Stendahl). But soteriology and
ecclesiology function as links between the individualism
of the first perspective and the cosmic sweep of the
second. Hence some interpreters still give the impression
of falling somewhere between (Kdsemann, Cerfaux, Sanders).

Though pauline studies may today cluster around

these two main options, a reconciliation or resolution -«

between them does not appear to be near. In such a
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situation, can the work of structuralists be of any help?
Such is the question that this dissertation explores. It
is not the chief purpose of the dissertation to adjudicate
directly between the two views about the center of Paul,
or to make pronouncements about their correctness., Rather,
the purpose is to explore whether some of the issues
involved can be put in a new light by subjecting them to
a fresh approach. I hope thereby to throw new light on
(1) what the important questions really are, (2) what
differences bhetween the various past options amount to,
(3) on what conditions reconciliation between the two
main present-day options might be achieved, (4) why
apparently antithetical options for interpreting Paul
may all have striking plausibility. But answers to such
foundational questions will begin to emerge only after I
have taken a rather long detour, in the body of the dis-
sertation, into questions about constructing positive
structuralist approaches to Paul's writings.

The relevance of structuralist concerns to pauline
theology can be made even more clear if I first raise
some critical questions about the nature of the entity
we call '"pauline theology." In raising such questions
I shall already be in the process of bringing structur-
alism and pauline studies into creative dialogue, But
I postpone an explicit discussion of strueturalism, its

nature, its strengths, and its limitations, until the

next chapter,




2. Locating the structure of Paul's theology

What are people doing when they claim to present
us with "Paul's theology"? What are they doing when they
present us with certain architectonic structures, as
Schweitzer and Ridderbos do, claiming that their structure
is '"the fundamental structure of Paul's preaching and
doctrine™ (Ridderbos, 1975:13) or "the central idea of
his 'theology'” (Schweitzer, 1912:243)7 What sort of
structure might this be? Where is it to be located?
Biblical theology is in crisis at the present time
partly because of inability to answer these questions
satisfactorily. The problems in pauline studies reflect
on a small scale the problems of NT biblical theology
and likewise OT biblical theology (lHasel 1978:140-170;
Childs 1970).

ﬁuch NT scholarship, I believe, tacitly assumes
that the structure of Paul's theology is simply "there,™
waiting to be discovered or uncovered like getting gold
from a gold mine. I think that, when pressed, many
would be inclined to say that they are dealing with the
structure of Paul's views, that is, the structure of his

mind, But it would be possible also to speak of the

structure of his language. Structure can be located




ultimately e¢ither in thought or in language. Either of
these views will find itself involved eventually with
both thought and language. The thoughts are unavailable
apart from language, and the interpretation of language
involves, at least in some sense, the construal of
thoughts., Nevertheless, any view that wants to say

that there is a definitive fixed structure will have

to specify where the structure is located, and hence
will tend to fall into one of these categories.

The situation is, of course, complicated by the
fact that Bultmann has seen the task of NT biblical
theology not merely in terms of reconstruction but in
terms of communication to a present-day audience. But
he and other existentialist interpreters have to maintain
some claim that the anthropological structure is "in"
Paul, or else they represent merely cases of eisegesis.

Now the fact is that there are difficulties with
locating "the" structure of Paul's theology either in
Paul's mind or in Paul’'s language. Both views depend
on an assumption that the structure is univocally '"there”
as a static, bounded entity at least theoretically isclatable.
To use a simile from E., D. Hirsch, the theological structure
is like the hidden part of an iceberg of which the pauline

epistles are the exposed part (Hirsch 1767:53-542; cf.

Gaffin 1978:28). The hidden part is to be inferred and




reconstructed from what is exposed.

Now this iceberg model of structure is deficient
in what it says or implies about meaning. I have already
argued this with reference to discourse meaning (Poythress
1980¢, 1980d), but it applies equally with reference to
the structure of Paul's thought. Paul's thought needs
to be viewed not only statically but relationally and
dynamically. That is, the iceberg model of Paul's
theology should be supplemented by (a) a model where
his "theology" is a multidimensional network of meaning-
relations extending outward to all of his life and his
gsociety, not necessarily with any univocal center and
with no perfectly precise boundary between theology and
life; (b) a model where his "theology'" is a process of
communication and mutual growth in understanding and

living in the Christian churches.1

2.1 Paul's theological thought as a network of relations

First, let us suppose we '"locate' the structure
of Paul's theology in his mind, in his thinking. When
and where in his thinking does '"theology as a whole' come

up for explicit reflection? It seems that it never does.

1These three complementary perspectives, static,

relational, and dynamic, are characteristic of the lin-
guistic theory of Kenneth L., Pike (1967:34-93, 1976:122-24,
1977:4-5, 1978:6-7, 23-29; cf. Poythress 1980a, 1980b).
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Paul probably never operated al the level of theological
abstraction and theoretical reflection characteristic of
present-day 'theologies"” of Paul. Ile was capable of
theological generalization and penctration in his letters,
but this more reflective work was always at the service
of fairly concrete concerns for the churches to which he
was writing. There is no reason to think that the
situation was otherwise for the parts of his life and
thinking of which we have no record. ‘

Moreover, Paul is not to be pictured as a
theologian at heart, longing to work out a system with
full self-consciousness and reflection, but never
having the time to commit it to writing because of the
burden of care for the churches (2 Cor 11:28-29). PRather,
he was the Apostle to the Gentiles. The birth and growth
of churches was at the heart of his concern (c¢f. Munck
1959: Schoeps 1959:1-2). Theoretical theology, not
church work, was more at the periphery.

Thus, for the real Paul, not the Paul-theologian
in the image of modern biblical theologians, his '"theology"
never appeared as a well-rounded "system,' but only in
the relations between particular trains of thought, con-
victions, beliefs, modes of understanding and using the

OT, practices in evangelism, church formation, church

discipline, and the like. The relations are there in
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overwhelming profusion and intricacy. They extend outward
from what is most narrowly propositional theology into
paul's entire life (1 Cor 11:1!). And his life itself

he did not conceive in iscolation from his coworkers

(2 Cor 1:19), other apostles (1 Cor 15:3-11; Gal 2:7-10),
the gifts and ministries of other members of the churches
(Rom 1:13, 12:3-8), the testimony of the entire OT

(Rom 1:2, 3:21, 15:4, 16:25-26, etc.), and the working

of Christ in him (Rom 15:18).

Thus, in this sense there is no theology of Paul
as a structure isolatable from the first-century church,
or from what God and Christ were doing in it. The attempt
to uncover an autonomous self-sufficient structure might
in fact be scen as already a denial of Paul's own view-
point that Christ was at work in him. For, if Paul was
right, it would seem that we cannot analyze Paul's
"theology' satisfactorily without analyzing Christ (and
not merely Paul's views about Christ). We are confronted
in short order with fundamental questions about the
adequacy of general hey%ﬁeneutical methods for dealing
with the divine. How can encounter with divine meaning
and communication be statically tied down and fixed?

How can it be scientifically controlled by any hermeneutic?

1 do not think that these problems can be brushed

aside. But they are beyond the limits of this dissertation.
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shall go on with the interpretive process, knowing that
the entire enterprise may be called into question or
undergo radical revision on the basis of questions of
this magnitude.

One further implication of Paul's connections
with the first-century churches is this, Paul saw his
own preaching and teaching as complementing, not competipg
with, the message of the other apositles, the OT, and the
Christian church as a whole (which is not to deny that
there was also false and unbalanced teaching in circu-

lation). I we take him seriously, we will suppose that

in his epistles there was much that he did not say, or
did not say so forcefully, because it was already being
said adequately by others.

1f, therefore, one reads Paul's epistles in
isolation from other biblical material, or even delib-
erately in search of contrasts with the other material,
one is adopting a nonnatural reading stance. Paul both
explicitly and implicitly steered his readers in a
different dirvection. Of course, the nonnatural stance
may be valuable as a minor scholarly technique. But it
easily gets out of hand in modern biblical research; it

constantly runs the danger of leading to cxaggerated

views of the distinctiveness of Paul's ""theology."
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9.2 Pbaul's language as o network of reialions

Most of what 1 have said about Paul's thought
applies if anything even morve clearly to his language.
Tor one thing, a given piece ol language has meaning
only as part of a larger language system (in this case
koine Greek). But its exact force depends also on the
situation in which it is used and the person who uses
it (ef. Searle 1969). What kind of authority does he
have 1o back up what he says? How does it fit in with
his language style, his beliefs, his broader intentions,
etc.? And how is it intended to affect the audience in
their particular situation? Thus any picce of language
has meaning within a multidimensional nelwork of relations
extending to the whole society--and beyond.

Within this picture, where is Paul's theology?
Well, theological summaries of his pospel he sometimes
gives,as in Rom 1:2-6, 1 Cor 15:3-4, and 2 Cor 5:18-21.
In one sense, Paul had a "theology' and it is given in
these verses. But if we want to go beyond this and take
account of the full richness and individuality of his
language, then what we have is a network of relations
between statements, arguments, exhortations, explanations,
assertions, challenges, and the like. The modern biblical

theologian can do nothing else than issue in his own

writing still other networks of statements, arguments,
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etce., with quite different texture than Paul's. Moreover,
modern scholarly writing produces a further network of
relations between what the modern scholar says and what
Paul said. To paraphrase Gerald Downing (1975:130),

"the theology,' ''the substance'! never emerges. Only
more particular theological utterances, and more rela-
tionships between them.

It is tempting to try to evade this apparently
inexhaustible pluriformity by taking refuge in some kind
of "deep structure." Beginning in 1957 transformational
generative grammar gave the concept of '"deep structure"

a decisive role in linguistic theory. In analogy with

this linguistic theory, one may c¢laim that Paul's theology
is the deep structure underlying the surface manifestations
in pauline epistles.1

The problem is that this deep structure cannot
at present be satisfactorily defined in a univocal manner
by formal linguistic means, literary critical means,
structural means, or any other kind of means. Even if
it could, the choice of one definition rather than another
would itself raise all the problems over again.

There are really two sorts of problems with
postulating a theological "deep structure"” to Paul's

writings. TFirst, the application of the term "deep

lgome of Erhardt Guttgemanns's (1971, 1976) work

approximates such an approach.
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structufe“ to Paul's theology is a metaphorical extension
beyond its technical use in linguistics. This metaphorical
extension has so much "play' in its new use that, at least
at this stage, it will not help adjudicate between com-
peting descriptions of Paul's theology. Each description
could claim rhetorically to represent "the deep structure.”
Each could proceed to define deep structure in terms com-
patible with a result already obtained by other means.
Second, within linguistics itself the concept of
deep structure has its difficulties. What deep structure
is depends on one's linguistic theory. Noam Chomsky
(1957) first introduced the essentials of the present
concept of deep struciure in connection with a three-stage
formal model of grammar. In brief, at the first of the
three stages, a system of "phrase-structure” rules
operating on an initial symbol generates a set of struc-
tured sequences of morphemes called "terminal strings.”
At the second stage, a system of "transformational rules
operating on terminal strings generates sequences of
morphemes with the surface order and arrangement proper
to the language in question. A third system of
"morphophonemic" rules converts the morphemes into
their phonemic realization as actual sentences. The

deep structure of a sentence is ils precursor or pre-

cursors among the terminal strings, before transformations
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nave been applied. Chomsky later modilicd this model
(1965), It has undergone a further radical modification
by generative semanticists (McCawley 1968a, 1968b, 1971;
Lakoff 1971; Fillmore-Langendoen 1971; cf. Chafe 1970)
and by proponents of textlinguistics (Van Dijk 1972;
Dressler 1973; cf. bibliography in Dressler 1978). The
"deep structure"” in these systems is no longer itself'
strictly grammatical but semantic.,

In all these approaches deep structure never
actually "appears' in surface manifestation. Rather, it
is inferred from the regularities in actual and hypo-
thetical utterances. DBut, unfortunately, linguists do
not agree among themselves over the exact form of deep
structure. Generative grammarians differ from generative
semanticists over whether deep structure is fundamentally
grammatical or semantic in character. Moreover, generative
grammarians and generative semanticists disagree in details
among themselves. Widely differing postulates concerning
deep structure can sometimes (at least in restricted
corpuses) account for the same set of surface structures.

The difficulty lies in the inaccessibility of deep
structure to direct observation. Postulates about deep
structure cannot prove themselves directly. Differing

postulates therefore compete with one another on the basis

of relative simplicity, adequacy, economy, explanatory




power, and (sometimes) psycholinguisiic adequacy.
Jometimes, indeed, one model or sel of postulates for

deecp structure may be much "simpler'" and "more eflficient”
than the others in producing comparable results. But more
frequently, simplicity in one area is purchased at the
price of cemplexity in another. And sometimes diflferent
people's judgments about relative simplicity may not agree,
(Cf. the discussion in Todor 1977.)

It is not surprising, therelore, that not all
linguists agree that there is such & thing as deep struc-
ture. There are, to be sure, reyvularities of surlace
languace structure that must be accounted lLor. But the
network of such regularities can be approaches as network
without tancling onesell up in Truitless arguments about
dilferent ways of construing a hypothetieal entity, "deep
structure." Thus corepresentational grammar (Kac 1978),
stratificational grammar (Lamb 1966; Lockwood 1972},
systemic grammar (lfalliday 1967a, 1967bL, 1968, 1973, 1276;
Berry 1975), and tagmemics (Pike 1967, 1977) all rely on
other devices to account for the repularities that trans-
formational generative linguistics accounts for by means
of deep structure.

The very multiplicity here bodes ill for any

atiempt to establish univocal "deep structure" for Paul.

The objectivity of analysis of deep structure in trans-
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formational generative frameworks conceals a deeper
subjectivity in the choice of a framcwork and in the
relative weight that one gives to various c¢riteria of
simplicity and adequacy in judging competing theories,

So it is likely to be in the case of an attempt to define

""deep structure" in Paul,

2.3 Paul's thought as a dynamic process

Paul's thought can be viewed not only as a multi-
dimensional network of relations but also as a dynamic
process. This viewpoint reveals even more clearly the
problematic character of the assumption that Paul's
theology is a clearly delineated static entity. Can we
allow for development in Paul's thought?

First of all, we should admit that it is
theoretically possible that Paul received a fully-
worked-out theology as a block at the time of his con-
version or shortly thereafter., The rest of his life
was then spent simply preserving this static block and
applying it to the various situations and challenges
that Paul encountered in the gentile mission., All this

is possible. But it is not necessarily the way things

actually happened. In fact, it is unlikely it is the

way things actually happened. It is true that Paul

looked back' to his conversion as the decisive turning




point in laying the foundation Tov his knowledge of the
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truth of Christ and his apostolic commission (Gal 1:15-17).
Bult a turning point and an apostolic commission, no matter

how decisive, do not ipso facto constitute o completely

worked out theology. Paul's thinking may waoll have kept
developing over the course ol his lile. Moreover, Paul's
own life radically integrated "theory' and "practice."

His letters, his conception of his role as apostle to the
Gentiles, his sense of dependence on other members ol the
body of Christ--all indicate that his "theology" did not
come as a package in isolation from his life. If so,

there is reason to believe that the cirveumstances and
challenges of his Christian life thomselves provided a
platform and stimulus for working oul in various directions
the fundamental change which he underwent in his conversion
on the Damascus road.

This means that we must recognize the possibility
of changes and developments in Paul's thinking on several
levels. (a) There is the possibilily that Paul changed
his mind and actually contradicted his carlier teaching.
Thus some argue that Paul's view ol the last things in
2 Cor 5:1-10 contradicts the earlier position in 1 Thess
4:13-18, 1 Cor 15:12-58 (cf. the discussion in Ellis,

1961:35-48), 1

1But see below for the exclusion of the possibility

of contradiction.
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(b) Therce is the possibilily Lhat there were stages
of emegsis in Paul's theological thinking. The later
stages could build on and harmoniously complement the
earlier. Thus Cerfaux (1962), in discussing Paul's view
of the Christian, discerns three stages, focusing respec-
tively on (1) eschatology, (2) fel]owship with the Christ
and the Spirit, and (3) the mystery of ng.

(c) There is the possibility of continuous develop-
ment and transformation under the impulse of changing
circumstances. The Judaizing challenge in Galatia, the
eschatological confusion in Thessalonica, the party spirit
and immaturity in Corinth, the relations of fellowship
with Philippi, the new prospects in Rome, the protognosticism
in Colossae, and so on, each opened up a new challenge that
stretched and stimulated Paul's thinking in new directions.
The thinking was not necessarily "there" as a finished
product before the events and before the process of writing

v letters to the churches. Rather it came into full being,
as it were, in the very process of struggle involved in
writing. Rom 11:33-36 is a particularly pointed illus-
tration of this. Rom 11:33-36 certainly looks like it is
not merely a bit of standard rhetoric, but an expression
of Paul's reaction to the process of discovery and further

penetration of the truth that took place as he wrote about

the relations of Jew and Gentile in the purposes of God.
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Now, from my owh point of vicew, Paul's divine
authority excludes the possibility ol the (a) type of
development which would involve contradiction or evolution
from partial falschood {o truth. But the (b) and (c¢)
types of development can hardly be excluded on such grounds.
The only way to exclude such possibilitics would bhe by
a priori limitation of the means God may use to make good
his authority., Of course, those with another view of
Paul's authority than mine will have to counsider possi-
bility (o) as well (cf., e.g., Buck 1969). And, out of
Lairness to such people, I myself should try to give
arguments notl depending on the beliefs that they do not
share.

As Ellis (1961:35-48) points oul, there are some
weighty arguments in favor of seeing Vaul's eszchatological
pronouncements as a unity. On the matter of Paul's theology
as a whole, T think there is wide-spread agreement that it
is best to assume some kind of basic unity in all of Paul's
thought, and to modify that assumplion only at points where
it gets one iuto serious difficulty. Schweitzer (1931:139)
is right that Paul is "a logical thinker," that there is
a rigor and penetration to his "system." Contradiction
is not what we would normally expect. And appeal to con-

tradiction is too easy a way to avoeid grappling with some

of the complexities.
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" On the other hand, there is something to be learned
from the picture postulating a dynamic development in
Paul's thinking. It should produce some skepticism about
the literary critical claims concerning nonpauline teach-
ings in the Pastorals and (sometimes) in Ephesians,
Colossians, and 2 Thessalonians, How far are the supposed
differences between these to be accounted for in terms
of developments in Paul? The changes may he partly a
result of a different set of challenges in the churches,’
partly a result of the internal dynamism of Paul's life

(cf. Buck 1969:16-19).

2.4 Paul’'s language as a dynamic process

What I have already said about Paul's thought

applies, mutatis mutandis, to his language. The situation

ig, if anything, even clearer with respect to his language
than with respect to his thought. Iven if we grant that
Paul was handed a static "block' of theology on the
Damascus road, we never meet that block as such. Rather,
we hear what he says. What he says is, as it were, theol-
ogy in progress, theology worked out for the sake of the
hearer. It is theology starting where the hearer is and
addressing his problems. But it always addresses them 1in

a way that integrates them progressively into a larger

framework of truth and life, in the course of interwoven
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arguments, interwoven appeats, and interwoven exhortations.
The lanzuage is dynamic because it is intended to be read
(or heard, in the case of Paul's oral communication).

It moves from subject to subject laying out connections
here and there, The supposed static "block" is only an
abstraction from this language-as-read.

Moreover, the language of a pauline discourse is
in a sense open-ended. If there arc things in it which
are not fully understandable in themselves, they invite
the reader to fuller comparison both with the OT, with
what the reader already knew of Paul's teaching (as, e.g.,
the Corinthians and Thessalonians did), and finally
with what Paul would tell them if they later asked for
Turther explanation (e¢.g., Romans).

In shert, in all this one can think of Paul as
"producing theology' as he goes. The static model, in
which Paul "has" a theology there in his mind, is still
of wse in reminding us that ilhere is a consistency and
profundity of pattern in what Paul says. The static ﬁodel
challenges us to penetrate that paltern. We do not wmerely
f1lit along the surface without asking guestions. On the
other hand, the static model can produce the illusion that
there is a single univocal theoretical object, "the theology,™

which Paul is hiding from us behind his letters. To dispel

that illusion, it is well to have available also a dynamic
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model. In this model, it is not that Paul "has' a theology.
Rather, he has a developing capacity to produce an open-
ended variety of churchly language in the accomplishment
of his calling to the gentile mission. The rich, con-
sistent patterning of that language is o pattern charac-
teristic of a person whose capacitics are both particular

(definite) and flexible.
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3. DPresent-day interpretations of Paul's theology

We as readers have the task of understanding Paul's
language and making it intelligible to others. That task
can itself be viewed from a static, a relational, or a

dynamic perspective.

3.1 Interpretation in a static perspective

In the static pevspecltive, our taslk is to reproduce
the original teaching of Paul. Paul's theology was "there"
in Paul, and we ought to reproduce it. This model is
effective in pointing ocut that some interpretations are
closer and some further from the truth. This model
insists that we put a rein on our subjectivity and on
our desire to conform Paul to our image. But it is, I
believe, ultimately unable to explain why a minimal
translation of Paul, or even the original Greek, is
insufficient for us. {Isn't Paul's Greek the theology
of Paul in a more profound sense than any abstraction
from that Greek towards some hvpothetical (and ultimately
mythical) entity thehind" Paul's language?) But a trans-
1ation is insufficient because 1n various ways our situa-

tion is different. For onc thing, Paul himself is not

available to give further jnstruction beyond his letters.
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And that means that we can somctimes best help ourselves

to understand his letters by reformulating their teachings
in ways that he might never have donc himself. Paul did
not, and perhaps could not, write a book on pauline theology
in the modern way. And yet such books help us.  They help

us precisely by altering the structurc of Paul's language.

3.2 Interpretation in a relational perspective

Hence it can be helpful to view the task of pauline
biblical theology not as one of reproducing a static entity

(the theology of Paul) but relating what Paul says to our-

selves., As Bultmann has pointed out, we as readers
inevitahly relate what we read to ourselves and our
experience in some way. There is no other way of under-
standing. But the redemptive-historical school no less
than the existential school of interpretation is doing
this. It does so with a different set of fundamental
categories, but does it none the less. After all, suppose
we understand Paul's letters better alter reading a
redemptive-historical biblical theology. That means that
the biblical theology succeeded where Paul's letters them-
selves did not. Illence the vocabulary and manner of expla-
nation of the redemptive-historical school proves itself

useful by its ability to bring Paul 10 us, not by its

ability to form a static reproduction.
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But all this raises Lhe question whelher there is
one "best" way to do biblical theology. Gerhard Hasel
(1978:204-220) in fact argues for a "multiplex approach"
to NT theology on the ground that no one approach adequately
enconmpasses all of the NT teaching., The same could bhe said,
i1 believe, of pauline theology in particular. Hasel's
arguments, applied to Paul, would consist of three stages.
First, assume that there is an objective pauline theology
"there' (statically). Second, show that no one thematic
organization of the material exhaust:: this theology.
Third, conclude that many complementary approaches are
necded to do the job.

But the same conclussion can be altained by another
route, Using a relational approach, onc does not assume
that the theology is "there" once-{for-all. Rather ane
argues that no one approach meets oll our needs. We need
to be provided with various ways and types of organization
for understanding pauline texts. No one approach makes
equally visible all the types ol relations and connections

in Paul's language and thought.,

3.3 Interpretation in a dynamic perspective

The idea that there is necessarily one right way

to do pauline theology also disappears when we look at the

interpretation of Paul from a dynamic¢ perspective. We are,
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as it were, in a dialogue with pauline texts in the process
of coming to understand more ol Paul. In this perspective,
pauline biblical theology does not simply statically repro-
duce Paul. Rather it has the task ol leading people from
where they are to greater understanding. It must start
the communication process where people are. Hence, at
this point, Bultmann has the better argument, at least
if one grants to him that many modern people have lost
the capacity to start anywhere but with anthropology.

But there is another side to the picture. The biblical
theologian aims at ending with Paul, not with a presentation
of current twentieth-century myths in pauline dress. And

at this point Bultmann's right-wing critics need to he
listened to,

But beyond lhe disputes over demythologizing, one
may raise questions about whether thcere is one best starting
point and one best ending point. Is human nature so uniform
as to require this? Moreover, is there an ending point at
2all? Don't we go on wrestling with Paul, as individuals
and as communities, as long as we arc in this world? Thus

the biblical theologies themselves nced to be open-ended

(cf. Gadamer's (1975) remarks on effoctive history).
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4, Justifying versiong of pauline theology

The relational and dynamic perspectives on inter-
preting Paul (%&2—3) both throw doubt on the thesis that
there is necessarily one "right' way to do pauline theology.
In particular, they make us wonder what sense can be made
of the claim that such-and-such a motif is the most funda-
mental structure in Paul's thought. The actual diversity
of interpretations of Paul (51) serves to strengthen such
doubts. Yet not all interpretations of Paul are equally
right, and not all are equally usceful. Hence it becomes
the more urgent Lo attempt to justily one's construal of

Paul (cf. Hirsch, Validity in Interpretation, 1967). On

what basis, or by what means, can an objective justification
be produced? Above all, how does one defend the giobal
structure of one's interpretation of Paul's theology? The
scholar appeals to particular texts, to be sure. But the
lexts are read in the light of the whole., This whole has
been in turn build up by appeal to particulars. The process
threatens to become cirvcular., To what evidence do we appeal
to try to evade pure circularity?

I maintain that, in biblical theology, there are

three main interconnected bodies of evidence to which appeal

is made. TFirst, there is evidence {rom macrostructure or
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global structure. At this level, a motif or a set of
motifs proves itself to e the fundamental structure of
Paul's theology by succeeding in making sense of every-
thing else. Tor instance, the motif of redemptive history
proves itself by its explanatory power. It has ability to
explain texts that were otherwise problematic and ability
to motivate and relate to one another all the various sub-
motifs. Second, there is evidence f{rom microstructure,
that is, structure at the level of words or vocabulary of
Paul. Third, there is evidence from intermediate structure,
consisting of patterned regularities interconnecting various
statements, exhortations, or argumenis of Faul.

Let us consider these types of evidence one at a

time.

4.1 Macrostructure of pauline theology

First, consider the evidence from macrostructure.
As Ridderbos (1975:13-43) and others have shown, the
history of pauline interpretation can he plotted largely
in terms of what the basic motif is that interpreters
have chosen as the fundamental motif by means of which
to interpret the whole. Ridderbos says, "It is clear
that there are all sorts of doors by which one can enter

{the imposing edifice of Paul's theology]. But which is

the main entrance that governs the whole building?" (1975:13).
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The "main entrance”, that is, the key motifl, will pre-
sumably prove itself Lo be the key precisely by its
ability to open up, explain, and "govern" the whole.

But two questions remain., (1) Are we so sure
prior to detailed analysis of the building that there is
just one "main entrance"? (2) INow do we tell when a motif
has explained or "governed" the whole? General hermeneutics
will tell us that there is a dangerous circularity in the
hermeneutical process, by which one-sided or distorted
interpretations may become sell-confirming (c¢f. Hirsch
1967:164-69). Once a certain number ol details have been
explained in terms of a global motif, remaining details
are more easily explained in terms of the same motif
because we are predisposed to seo a lamiliar pattern in
what is new. The history of vauline studies shows precisely
this pattern.

Next, suppose that we have ecxplained the whole with-
out self-deception. How can we know Lhut a different start-
ing motif would not have gotten us 1o the =ame level of com-
prehensiveness? The process of discovery can be likened to
a series of "aha" experiences. Thal is, we have the expe-
rience, "Now I understand!™, the experience of pattern and
Organization of the whole being disclosed. But having such
eXperiences in constructing or reading a biblical theology

15 not a guarantee either of comprehensiveness or of a unique

claim to truth.
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4.2 Microstructure of pauline theology

LEven this is not the end of our troubhles. For
people do not come to Paul with a blank mind and simply
disinterestcdly choose a motif from which they hope to
explain the whole. Another powerful influence at work
in the construction of theology is the basic categorical
system or worldview thail one appeals to for the deepest
or most comprehensive distinctions.

let us see how this factor has operated in the
history of interpretation. The Reformation broke free
from Roman Catholic church tradition. But, with some
exceptions, it developed its own theologiez ultimately
on the categorical system of Aristotelian metaphysics
taken over from the medieval era. Thus the eucharistic
controversies gave rise to analyses in terms of essence,
attribute, substance, accident, and the like. The contro-
versies over justification rested in part on terminology
for various kinds of cause: formal, final, efficient,
instrumental, etc. These category systens were sometimes
used to distinguish different senses of words or construc-
tions in Paul's language. In the process, Aristotelian
categories easily penetrated into the interpretation of
Pdul. For the categories were made to lie at the base of

the words that Paul used. In other words, microstructure,

the structure of Paul's words and vocabulary, was subjected
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to an Aristotelian framework,
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Over agaiunst the Aristotelian catepgories the biblical
theclogy movement desired to develop categories directly
from the Bible. The hope was to avoid speculative entangle-
ments, dead ends, and distortions caused by the inadequate,
inappropriate Aristotelian categories. In the course of
time this led to the methods of word-study in Kittel's

Theological Dictionary of the New Testement .  The category

system exposed by the word-stiudies could then provide an
objective ultimate framework for the discussion, analysis,
and further penetration of hiblical expression.

In particular, as a key fruit of this approach,

word-study by Cullmann in Christ and Time (1964) showed

"objectively" that the categories of redemptive-history
underlay NT teaching. Likewisge word-study by Bulitmann in

Theology of the New Testament (1952:192-292) showed

"objectively" {that the categories of existential anthropology
underlay Paul's teaching. In both Cullmann's and Bultmann's
case word-study justified the structure of the global piec-
ture oi NT theology constructed by the scholar,

But now it turns out that at least two things are
wrong with such word-studies. (1) Both Cullmann and
Bultmann made it easy for themselves by choosing to start
with the words most closely connected with their respective

el viewpoints. The initial choice alrcady hiased the results.
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(2) Both schelars used methods in Lhe word-studies which
incipiently presuppose a certain view of language, a view
akin to idealistic philosophy (Barr 1961:257-62). And
their approach runs the danger of cutting across or con-
tradicting certain properties of language uncovered by
twentieth century structural linguistics. James Barr's

criticisms in The Semantics of Bibhlical Language (1961)

and Biblical Words for Time (1969) gave a death blow to

this kind of procedure. His criticisms have in fact thrown
into confusion the whole project of objectively establish-
ing a system of "biblical" categories that would free us
from the influence of other systems. Of course, as
Cullmann (1962:xxx-xxxi) has pointed out in reply to

Barr, it is possible to defend the redemptive-historical
perspective on the basis of evidence independent of word-
studies. But then this evidence turns out to be largely
evidence from macrostructure. And that lands us back again
in the inconclusiveness and hermeneutical circulurity char-

acteristic of the past history of pauline studies.

4.3 Intermediate structure of pauline theology

The third type of evidence is evidence from
"intermediate” structure. What I have in mind is the
evidence for certain regularities of pattern in Paul's

statements. As catchwords for some of these patterns 1




may mention already/not yet; indicative/imperative; union
with Christ (in' Christ); "interchange," "participation,”
or ''representation' in Christ; law/gospel; flesh/Spirit.

1 believe that it is one of the s0lid contributions
of biblical theology to have pointed out some of these
patterns and to have insisted that any comprehensive treat-
ment of Paul must reckon with them. llowever, the existence
of these intermediate siructures does not solve all our
problems, because the intermediate structures are capable
of being interpreted and integrated inlLo the whole in more
than one way, For example, the flesh/Spirit opposition
can be construed either in an anthropological ramework
with Bultmann (1952:232-49) or a redemptive-historical
Iramework with Ridderbosg (1975:64-68). This integration
ol intermediate structures can be achloeved either from
"ahove,'" starting with & macrostructure of redemptive
history with Ridderbos, or ifrom 'below,' starting with a

microstructure of the anthropology ol the word sarx with

Bultmann,
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5. The significance of structuralism

Why bring structuralism to bear on Paul?
Structuralism is a promising tool to utilize, for three
main reasons, (1) As we have seen, James Barr's work
(1961) called in question the linguistic foundations for
a large amount of the study of microstructure of pauline
biblical theology. But his work had primarily a destructive
function. Little has vet been done to think through how
rauline bibliecal theology might be redone on a structuralist

foundation. Most biblical theologians now avoid the most

egregious errors of Barr's catalogue of errors. But the
tendency is there to fall back into these errors, albeit
in subtler ways. The tendency is likely to plague us as
long as biblical theology retains a naive idea that its
favorite structures are unproblematically "there." To
block this tendency, one must think through exegetical and
hermencutical methodology again from the beginning on the
scale contemplated by Gﬁttgemanns (1976).

(2) The question of the center of pauline theology
is a question about structure--the structure of Paul's
thinking and writing. Ridderbos speaks of "the imposing
edifice of Paul's theology," and of "the architectonic

structure and arrangement of the building as a whole" (1975:13).
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The more explicitly biblical scholars reflect about the
theological structure of the whole, the less warrant there
can be for excluding structuralists from the discussion.
General structuralist experience with cross-cultural
investigation, and with the interlocking of structures
from various aspects of a given culture, can provide some
control over the types of structures posiulated by biblical
theologians.

(3) Certain streams of structuralism, at least,
postulate structures of a multidimensional character.
They are capable ol looking at a picce ol literature from
a number of perspectives. Among other Lhings, they are
interested in giving a general thcoretical account for
pluriformity in interpretation. They want to say why a
given piece of literature can be plausibly interpreted not
in one way but in many. Hence there may be potential in
structuralism for giving an account ol why the major variant
options for interpreting Paul all have their plausibility.

Such are some of the reasons for attempting to bring
structuralism into relation to pauline studies.l On the other
hand, structuralism carries with it its own set of dangers
and limitations. It tends to presuppose certain assumptions
about language and reality. It has therefore been subjected
to various criticisms by philosophers (Merleau-Ponty 1964:

114-25; Eco 1968; Ricoeur 1971a, 1971b, 1974:27-96, 1977;
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Pettit 1973), sociologists and anthropologists (Dyson-Hudson
1970; Runciman 1973; Badcock 1876), literary critics (e.g.,
Jameson 1972; Chatman 1973; Culler 1975; Hawkes 1977), and |
theological scholars (Thiselton 1978, 1980;428-31; for my
own viewpoint, Poythress 1978a, 1978bL),

It would be unwise to assume without further ado
that structuralist presuppositions and methods are better
(or worse) than those employed by the mainstream of biblical
studies. Far from reconciling the apthropological and
redemptive-historical approaches to Paul, or leading to
agreement about the nature and structure of pauline theology,
structuralism may succeed in creating a third or even sceveral
more approaches along side the existing ones.

Obviously it is not possible, without going rather
far afield, for me to defend the use of a structvralist
approach to Paul against all objectors. I shall assume
that a structuralist approach, broadly understood, is a
legitimate way to approach Paul. I shall operate within a
certain kind of structuralist framework myself. However, I
should prefer to call my approach "structural," not
"structuralist.'" I have three reasons for wanting to
avoid the structuralist label. For one thing, the terms
"siructuralist" and "structuralism' have accumulated

connotative associations with attempts to suppress the

role of personal choice in structural theory-formation.
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guch is not my own approach.  Sccondly, some structuralists
nave pgiven the impression that language can be treated as
a Elﬂﬁﬁg system of signs, intelligible as such without
reference to a larger social and cultural world. This is
an inadequate picture, as Kenneth Pike (1967:25-26) and
wittgenstein (c¢f. Thiselton 1980:430-31) show. In fact,

a deeper appreciation of the insights ol structuralism
must lead one to recognize that language as a single unit
is not intelligible in itseli, bult in its relatlions to life.

One must take into account the HtFUCtUT&l conneclions

hetween language, discourse, man, and culture,

Thirdly, my own baclkground and learning experiences
do not place me in the "madinstream”™ of the structuralist
movement . I have indeed learned rom and used wany
"structuralist' sources and meihods in writing this
disgertation. But in the end T owe more to American
tagmenmic theory than to French literary structuralism
for the way I have developed my exact angle of attack
to the problem. 1 fear, therefore, that the label
"structuralism," if left unqualified, may lead some
readers to misplace iny approaclh,

By choosing & structural approach T do not by any
means reject the conventional biblicnl theological approaches.

I shall indeed have some snecific eriticisms to make from

time to time conceraing certain mistakes and infelicities
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occurring in conventional approuaches; but that is all.
But, conversely, I shall also have some criticisms to
make about inadequacies of certain aspects of structur-
alist approaches. I shall endeavor to use structuralist
insights in a way that avoids the weaknesses and ques-
lionable presuppositions found in many structuralist
approaches,

But in any case, my criticisms of both structur-
alism and more standard approaches remain subordinate to
a positive task. That task is to explore whether an
approach to Paul can be worked out that fully utilizes
the insights and resources of structuralism. More specif-
ically, I propose o bring structuralism to bear on the
study of each of Ll three areas of pauline structure
discussed above (§«4), macrostructiure, microstructure,
and intermediate structure.

For the sake of conereteness and explicitness,
the methods will be developed and applied primarily in
connection with a single narrow theme: holiness. To a
large extent the choice of this theme is arbitrary. I
have picked this particular theme with the intent of
showing concretely that structural problems in fact are
found to arise in connection with any theme chosen as

2 starting point. I have deliberately picked a theme

traditionally considered '"noncentral®” to Paul in order
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to confine myself to a reasonable amount of data and to
avoid plunging right away into interaction with an
enormous quantity of secondary literature. At a later
stage (Chapters 4 and 5) this choice for the "noncentral™

will have the further advantage of aiding in demonstrating

that the idea of a "central' theme is itself problematic.




CHAPTER 2

THE USE OF STRUCTURALISM IN BIBLICAL STUDIES

Structuralism as an apprcoach to literary texts is
a comparatively new movement, but il has already excited
considerable interest in the field of biblical studies.
I want to ask what light this movement may be able to
shed on the writings of Paul. Answering this guestion
is not easy for several reasons.

First, twenticth-century "structuralism'” is not
a phenomenon easy to define or to characterize. Sccond,
the application of structuralist methods to biblical
studies is still in a state of Tlux. Structuralism in
biblical studies issues not in a single characteristic
method, but in a spectrum of overlapping and sometimes
competing methods. Third, up to the presenl most attention
has been directed to narrative discourse ruther than
epistolary or expository discourse. IHence 11 is not
immediately clear how structuralist insights can best
be brought to bear on the writings ol Paul. In short,
the potential impact of structuralism on pauline studies
is poorly mapped territory.

For 1his reason, 1 attempt in this chapter to
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assesslsome of the principal contvributions of structuralism.,
In the following chapters 1 will apply the insights gained

specifically to Lhe study ol the structure of pauline theology.
But even in the present chapter [ will assess structuralism

in terms of its potential to contribute to pauline studies

rather than to contribute in other directions.




6. The nature of structuralism

What is structuralism? No single "ecorrect"
answer can be given, because difrerunt authors use the
word in different senses. Moreover, the boundaries
between different aspects of the movement are
extraordinarily fluid (Lane 1970:11; Robhey 1973:1-3;
Poythress 1978a:221; Barthes 1971.183; ecf. bibliography
in Crossan 19074:256-74). Piaget (1970) uses the term
very broadly, so that not only structuralist literary
criticism, anthropology, and linguistics come under
his canopy, but also aspects of biology, physics,
and mathematics (c¢f. Hawkes 1977:17). Pettit, on
the other hand, prefers to limit the teorm to semiology,
"the general science that would come of treating all
'sign-systems' in the way linguistics treats language"
(1975:33; similarly Fages 1968:9). Structuralism in
this sense includes linguistics itsclf as well as
quasilinguistic approaches to sociology, anthropology,
and literary criticism. Or onc may flocus still more
narrowly on the structuralist movement in France

as it revolves around the characteristic figures

of Claude Lévi-Strauss, Roland Barthes, Gerard Genette,

44
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claude Bremond, A, J. Greimas, and ‘favetan Todorov
(ef. Scholes 1074).
Since Paul's writings srce a literary corpus,
our main interest lies In applications of structuralism
to literature; that is, we are interested in struc-
turalist litevary analysis and 'poetics"™ (¢f. Culler )

1T

1975)., Piaget's (1970) broader catalogue of "struc-
turalists” is not relevant. In the main, neither are
ngtructuralist” anthropology, sociology, psychology,

or mosl facets of semiology. DBut we cannot dismiss
these latter disciplines out of hand. Understanding
Paul's writings quickly involves the exegete in
gquestions about the relation of thome writiungs to

Pauwl's mind (psychology) and to his culture (anthro-
pology and sociology). Moreover, structuralist methods
in anthropology interlock with methods currently used

in literarv analysis. lHence, for our purposes two foci
of attention are expedient: a narrower focus on literary
structuralism (Scholes 1974), and a broader focus
encompassing structuralist work in the sister disciplines
of anthropology, sociology, psychology, and above all
linguistics. Pettit's (1975:33) equation of struce-
turalism with semiology adequately delineates Lhis

broader area of interest. Some nolbe should also be taken

of works like Detweiler’'s (1978), Ricoeur's (1975, 1976),




46
and McKnight's (1978), synthesizing structuralism with aspects

of phenomenology and existentialism.

6.1 Structuralism as a method

Michael Lanc¢ has characterised semiotic structuralism
in illuminating fashion in his introduction to the field
(1970:11-39). He points out First thal structuralism is
less a theory or a finished system of beliefs than it is a
method. That in itself holds promise. Ideally, the
structuralist comes to the writings of Paul without a
ready-made conception, either from religious tradition or
from philosophy, about what Paul must be talking about in
the end. Rather, the structuralist introduces self-consciously
a method by which one may be led to a fresh reading of the

text. As Detweiler (1978:202) puts it, ', . . neither

approach [bhenomenological or structuralist] displays an
"imperialistic' attitude; neither wishes to absorb or
control the entity it studies but rather to present and
represent it to the self and the world.” On the other
hand, as Detweiler also observes, the practice of struc-
turalist criticism has not always lived up to this ideal
(1978:202). It is all too easy for structuralism to impose
a covertly naturalistic, reductionistic conceptual organi-

zation on its subject-matter by means of the structure of

its methodological conceptual framework (Poythress, 1978b, 1978c;




i cf. Ricoeur 1971a, 1971b, 1974, 1975, 1276). Such a
distortion is a parlicularly serious danger when lLhe
subject-matter for study is a religious writer like the
Apostle Paul. Unfortunately, it is not possible within
the scope of this dissertation to discuss this dilemna
alt length or to undertake a global reform of structuralism
to guard against it. I shall therefore proceed by a more
piecemeal approach. 1 shall try to utilize various
structuralist tools while remaining aware of their limi-
tations, and at points indicating certain inaquuncies.]
Lane (1970:14-17) further characterives semiotic
agtructuralism hy pointing out threo distinetive emphases
Vv in its methods: emphasis on relations, emphasis on deep
structure, and emphasis on svnchrony. A full expleoration
of the potentials and limitations of these cmphases is
outside the scope of the disseriation {(but cl. Poythress
1978a:222-23, 232-37; Pettit 1975; Culler 1975; Jameson
: 1972y, DBut it is not too ditfficult to discern some of
the advantages of these three emphases vis-a-vis the study

of Paul. Let us leook at them one by one.

| » q o A -
: 6.2 Structuralist emphasis on relations

First, structuralism emphasizes the relations of

! lFor a radically djfferoqt approach to the use of
Gia structuralism in theology, cf. Guother Schiwy (1971:167-87).
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parts to one another and to the whole. fn the thinking
of structuralists,
& new importance has been given to the logical
priority of the whole over ity parts.  They insist
that the whole and the parts can be properly ex-
plained only in terms of the relations that exist
between the parts. The essential quality of the
structuralist method, and its fundamental tenet,
lies in its attempt to study not the clements of
a whole, but the complex network of relationships
that link and unite thosc elements. (Lane 1970:14).

More precisely, structuralism interests itself in
relations of opposition. It concenirates not on any featurg
whatsoever associated with a siven olement, but only on
"pertinent' features, fcatures which distinguish one par-
ticular element from all others in its neighborhood (cef.
Barthes 1971:185-188). A phoneme, for example, is seen
as being defined by the system of oppositions or contrasts
between it and all other rhonemes in the same phonological
system,

Linguists have alveady drawn the taplications of
this approach for the study of words and their meanings.
Meanings are a function of a whole in which particular
words are embedded. A meaning of a word depends both on
the discourse context (syntagmntic context) in which the
word occurs, and the oppositions or contrasts which the

word sustains with other words that might have been usced

in its place (paradigmatic context). lience, in particular,

one's understanding of Paul's thinking is to be derived
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not primarity from the study ol words as isolated atoms,
but from sentences and larger units ol discourse (Darr

1961:269, passim). The chiel method for studying Paul

is not reading a concordance but reading Paul's letters
through. Such conclusiong rost on the gquite simple obser-
vation that Paul wrote connected discourse and expected
his readers to read conncctedly, not by means of a con-
cordance. Neither PPaul nor his readers paid attention
to whether particular words were always usced the same way,
but rather te the interwoven, connected totality of meaning
produced by a discourse,

Linguistics and structuralis=t literary criticism
have functioned to confirm and enrich our understanding
ol this phenomenon in detail. They have thereby challenged
comnmon conceptions in biblical studics that etymological
study, biblical-theological "word study,” or generalizatioops
from grammatical patteruns Lo thoushi patterns are adequate,
reliable starting points for theological construcetion
(Barr 1961). For example, as we shall see, the study of

-

Lerminology for holiness ( ?élf]--].”.} cannol be used
unpreblemmatically as the starting point for building
a pauline theology. In Tacl, one may raise the guestion
whether the organiwation of pauline theology in terms of

kev-words, "law,™ "flesh," "righlcousness,™ "Spirit,"”
L ] ¥ ¥ I. 2

ete,, does nol carry over and perpetuate a deep "structural'




problem in modern biblical theology: it misconstrues
or at least inadequately reflects on the role of words
in discourse (cf. Gﬁttgemanns 1976:212).

The structuralist emphasis on relations has
implications not only for word étudy but also for the
debates concerning the over-all structure of pauline
theology. The debates over the center of Paul concern
primarily not whether such-and-such individual elements
exist in Paul's writings, but how the elements are

related to one another. A structuralist approach

therefore provides a natural forum for further discus-
sion of the disagreements.
Finally, another factor involved in the assess-

ment of the structure of Paul's thought is the factor
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of historical milieu. Is Paul to be understood primarily

in terms of Greek philosophy, a Hegelian concept of
"spirit," Greek mystery religions, pre-Christian
gnosticism, Rabbinic Judaism, or Jewish apocalyptic
(Schweitzer 1912, Ridderbos 1975:13-38)? Too often
claims that Paul is similar to some other stream of
ancient Near Eastern thought have relied too much on
similarities of vocabulary; they have not assessed
whether the similarity occurred at more than a formal

level (cf. especially Schweitzer's complaints about the

history-of-religions school, 1912:179-236; Skinner




1959:36-37). A substanlinl similarily must be one that
exists in the structure of two systems, not in individual
vocabulary items. In fact, two writers represenling the

same system or "structure’ of Lhought may share no vocab-
ulary at all, in a narrow sense, il they usce two different
languages. Hence, once again, it would appear that the
giructuralist concern for relations of parts to a whole

might have a contribution to make Lo the assessment of

Paul's writings,

6.3 Structuralist emphasis on decp structure

A second distinctive charocteristic of structur-
alist method, according to Lance (1270:14-16), is its
emphasis on deep structure, structare not immediately
visible to the naive native observer. "Stracturalism
seeks its structures not on the surface, at the level
ol the observed, but below or behind empiviecal reality"”
(Lane 1970:14). We are familiar with this phenomenon
from the way in which pbysical theory and biological
theory postulate fundamental structures not accessible
directly to the senses, but only accessible by instru-
mentation or through chains of interaonce, Linguistics
Postulate phonological and grammatical rules and struc-

tures of which the native speaker 1s not aware Or aware

of only fragmentarily. These linguistic "deep" structures
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form the more immediate starting point for a structur—
alist's search for structure. (But cf. the problems
with "deep structure" discussed in §2.2.)

The search for deep structure relates remarkably
closely to the search for the structure of pauline theol-
ogy. The kind of structure or center for which biblical
theologians typically argue is a structure not immediately
visible in the pauline writings. Paul does not fill his
letters with overt expositions of philosophical anthro-
pology, the nature of time and history, or the metaphysics
of the body of Christ. But one mightl suppose that some
kind of structure is presupposed in hisg expositions,
else they would not generate so characteristic and
consistent a theological texture.

Paul is a theological thinker of the first order
(Gaffin 1978:19,28). To account for the depth of his
thinking, one must apparently go below the surface. The
impression that the structure of Paul's thinking is
complex, that one must "go below the surface” in order
to capture its central themes in their true dimensions,

is expressed fully by Gaffin (1978:28):

The real difficulty for interpretation (of Paul)
lies in the fact that in Paul's writings we
encounter a thinker of constructive genius, with
a dogmatic bent, but only as he directs himself
to specific situations and questions, only as he
expresses himself in "occasional fashion. In
short, the true problem in understanding Paul is
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that he is a theologicun, a carelul and systematic
thinker, accessible only Lhrough pastoral letters
and records of hisg sermons. l1lis writings are
obviougly not doctrinal treatises; butf neither do
they consist in a variety of unrelated, ad hoc
formulations or in an unsystematic multiplication

ol conceptions. They reflect a structure of thought.
The Pauline epistles may be aptly compared to the
vigible portion of an iceberg. What juts above the
surface is but a small fraction ol what remains sub-
mereged.  The true proportions ol the whole lie hidden
beneath the surface. The contours of what can he
seen at a first glance may also prove deceptive,

Put less pictorically, that concention or line of
thought having relatively little explicit textual
support, on reflection may prove to be of the most
basic, constitutive significance., This state of
affairs makes the interprectation of Paul, parti-
cularly a comprehensive attempt, an inherently
difficult and precarious undertaking.

By what methods, then, may we uncover the hidden part of
the "iceberg” of Paul's thought? In the process of recon-
styruction, how do we avoid injecting our own fantasies

or pelt emphases? Moreover, in this reconstruction, how

do we avoid the limitations of the "iceberg" model of
theology discussed earlier ( §:2)? Structuralism has
already devoted itself to just such guestions in connec-

tion with broeoader guestions of literary analysis,

6.4 Structuralist empbasis on synchrony

The third distincetive emphasis ol gtructuralism

15 emphasis on synchrony, Lane (1970:16-17) explains,

FFurther, structuralist analysis is centrally concerned
with synchronic as opposed to diachronic structures;
its focus ig upon relations across a moment in Lime,
rather than throungh time. For the structuralist time
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as a dimension is no less, hut also no more important

than any other that might be used in analysis. Ilis-

tory is seen as the specilic mode of development of

a particular system, whose present, or synchronic

nature must be fully know before any account can be

given of its evolution, or diachronic nature.
Structuralism therefore rejects the idea that genetic
explanation is the definitive type of explanation
(Poythress 1978a:232-33, 1979a:115-19). 1In Tact, genetic
or historical explanation always presupposes some kind
of framework or structure for systems at two different
times. The framework forms a basis for comparison of
two times, in terms of which an account of the develop-
ment from one state to the other can unfold. Hence, in
particular, an account of Paul in terms of the evolution
of this thinking and the sources of his ideas is incom-
plete. One must also, indeed one must primarily account
for the structure of his thought and his social relation-
ships at each point in his life. In the cases of the
letters Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, and
1 Thessalonians, written within a comparatively short
period of time, it is precarious to postulate significant
major changes in Paul's thought, when Paul himself makes

no explicit mention of changes.1 The structuralist is

thus inclined not to give up too easily the challenge of

1But cf. the qualifications of this point of view
that are necessary when one takes into account the
dynamic perspcctive on meaning (§§2.3—2.4, Poythress
1980¢, 12304d).
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harmoniizing the structures of thousht found in most if
not all of the restiicted pauline corpus. Morcover,
the structuralist will be interested in the articulations
and structures of Paul's writings as these come to us
in (final) synchronic form.  Synchionic analysis con-
centrates on the form or forms that Paul's thought and
action take in their maturity, at 2 given point in time
or within a relatively short, stable period of time.
Paul's past is relevant, not as such, but only as it
ig embodied in the mature Paul in the Torm of memory,
habit, and predisposition. Memory, habit, and predis-
position are all synchrenie realilies.

Diachronic zm:x}ysis, by contrast, would trace
the development of Paul's thought Tvom his conversion
or even Trom his birth. Structuralist analysis does not
deny the value of diachronic observations on their own
plane. But it insists that diachronic analysis ought
not to pretend that 1t can eliminate the task of syn-

5

chronic anulyﬁis, or even prejudge ils results.  The
structuralist approach stands in tension at this point
with the underlying historicist presuppositions of a
pood deal of biblical theolopy and New Testament studies.
On the other hand, the fullest and mosl sensiltive biblical

theological expositions ol Paul tend to leave behind

Paul's roots and biography as they become more intensive




in their efforts to explain Paul in his own terms. To
this extent, they approach the synchronic analysis that
structuralists desire,

Thus the major distinctive cmpbases of structur-
alism all have a bearing on pauline theology. DBut the
major emphases come to cxpression in exceedingly diverse
ways in different practitioners of structuralism. Which
form or forms of structuralism holds most promise for
contributing to pauline studies? o this question we

now turn by means of a short survey of structuralist

methods.




7. Structuralism as a preestablished universal conceptual

network

The structuralist methods wilh possible bearing
on pauline studies fall into three main overlapping
classes: (1) methods which bring a preestablished
universal conceptual network to every text, and analyze
the text to find in it these preestablished features; |
(2) methods of a loosely organized heuristic type, which |
are on the lookout for structures which may be unique Lo |
a given text; (3) critical methods, whose matn function
is to maintain awareness of certain distinztions in
interpretive reasoning, and Lo avold various semiotic
fallacias.

I shall survey these three bypes ol method one
by one. Tirst come those melhods providing a preestab-
lished universal network., ‘The main contributors aire
A. J. Greimas (1966, 1970), Claude Bremond (1966, 1973),
and Clauvde Lévi-Strauss (1963, 1063h, 1966, 1969a, 1973,
1978). The work of Greimas and L¢vi-Strauss in particular
is being applied to biblical studies by growing number of
scholurs (Patte 1976a, 1976b, 1978; Calloud 1976; Wittig

1975 Via 1975; Leach 1961, 1966G; McKnight 1978:275-92;

Johnson 1976, 1974).
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7.1 Preestablished networks for narrative structure

Structuralist literary thcory and literary
analysis both have largely focused on narrative fiction
and narrative myth., I discuss this first, leaving to
the next section (§‘?.2) structuralist approaches to
expository discourse., The work of Bremond, Jason (n.d.),
and Powlison (1977) in structural analysis has con-
cerned questions of the canonic structures of plot
development in narrative, and as such is not immediately
applicable to the writings of Paul. The same can be
said for mych of the most stimulating work of Greimas,
Lévi-Strauss, and Todorov. Hence, with few exceptions,
structuralism utilizing the framcworks of Gieimas or
Lévi-Strauss in biblical studies bas devoted itself only
to narrative discourse in the Bible.

But the structuralist concern for narrative is

relevant to pauline studies indivectly. DPaul's writings

can be seen as presupposing, at a deep level, the narra-
tives of the life, death, and resurrection of Christ (the
"Gospel" form), as well as Lbe overurching "narrative"

of the story of redemptive history from creation to con-
summation, Thus, narrative actanis and syntagms of
Greimas, or their analogues in Bremond, Jason, and others

can be applied by extension to the cosmic "drama'" as Paul

sees it.
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7.11 Applying A. J. Greimas’'s aclantial scheme to Paul

As an illustration, I will asce the schemata of
Greimas to look at the cosmic drama., Greimas (19606:
172-91; c¢f. the English expositions in Patte 1976b:35-52;
Calloud 197G:11-46) postulates in his actantial model a
set of six posgible interrelated actants (Display 7.1).
In any given narrative the personages of the story
(actors) will, in a given sequence oif events, fill one
or more of these preestablished actantial roles. The
roles are related to one another along three axes: an
axis of communication relating Sender to Object and
Receiver (Sender communicates Objeci to leceiver); an
axis ol volition or plot relating Subject to Object
{Subject seeks Object); and an axis ol power relating
lelper to Subject and Opponent (ilelper empowers Subject
who is resisted by Opponent). In the "cosmic drama,™
one might arz2ue that God (the TFather) is Sender, cternal
life or the kingdom is Object, wmankind is Receiver, the
Holy Spirit {and subordinalely angels and scrvants ol God)
is Helver, Christ is Subject, and the devil or sin i1is
Opponent. Similar correlations have already beon
suggested by Marin (1976:74) and Altpeter (1978:87).

Such observations, gencral as Chey are, are not

without value. One might observe that certiain allegorical

interpretations of biblical parables are closely related
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Greimas's Network of Actants

axis of —-—-=
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to a process of identifying the actants in the parabolic
story with the actants of the above cosmic drama. Au-
gustine's celebrated interpretation of the Parable of the
Good Samaritan (Luke 10:30-35; Dodd 1935:11-12; Augustine,

Quuaestiones Lvangeliorum, II.19) owes its plausibility. to

just such an identification.

The above analyvsis of the cosmice drama can also
perhaps be of some value in the cexplanation of pauline
theeology, For instance, one might use this analysis to
help explain the correlation between Lthe historical work
of Christ and the expericence ol believers in pauline
theology. According (o Paul, belicvers in union with
Christ go through various experiences analogous to those
of Christ himself. This could be understoad in terms of
two analogous cosmic dramas, one willb Christ as Subject
and the other with the believer as Subject. The believer
is part of the Receiver actont (mankind) in the first
drama, but in the second he is Subjeect as well. The
Holy Spirit (Helper) empowers the believer (Subject) to
overcome the forces of darkness (Opponent) in the quest
for eternal life (Object) given by God (Sender) to the
new humanity (Receiver).

Of course, Paul's views are not that simple,

The

[h

Holy Spirit is not only the believer's helper, but

the pledge and first fruits of the bhlessings of the bpew
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age (Rom 8:11-27, 2 Cor 1:22, 3:7-18; cf. Fph 1:14, 4:30).
As such he functions as Object commuinicated to believers
as Receiver. And he is the Sender of spiritual gifts
(1 Corinthians 12-14). Moreover, on another ljevel Christ
is Receiver of resurrcection life and power (Object) from
the Father (Sender) (1 Cor 15:23,27, Rom 8:11; cf. Eph
1:20-22). On closer inspection the univocal application
of the actantial categories to the cosmic drama tends to
break down.

An additional limitation of the cosmic application
of actants lies in the fact that it results mainly in
broad and indiscriminate observations. This analysis
discovers in Paul not so much his uniqueness, but rather
what he holds in common with the rest of early Christianity.
This is not surprising, since the general actantial frame-—
work is designed to uncover deep but very broad and general
gimilarities between superficially different narrative
situations. Conversely, it pushes into the background

some of the individual differences of narrative texts.

7.12 Applying A. J. Greimas's scheme of narrative syntagms
to Paul
Similar observations hold when it comes to a dis-

cussion of A. J. Greimas's theory of narrative syntagms

and narrative sequences (Greimas 1966:192-221; Patte
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19761 :37-41; Calloud 1976b:17-18, 23-20. Scholes 1974:
108-110). Greimas's theorctical conceptual network in
this area appiies directly only to narvative. LBut, as
with the actantial network, it can be applied to Paul
if we arce willing to extend it by analogy to Paul's
conception ol the cosmic drama.

For instance, Greimas finds three kinds of syntagms
in folk narratives: performative (tests, struggles), con-
tractual (establishing and bhreaking of contracts), and
disjunctional (departures and returns) (from Scholes
1874:108). On the level of 'cosmic drama,' the "social
situation” of the world has been disrupted by the fall
of Adam, who himself was involved in a contract, a test,
andd a disjunction (expulsion from paradise). Christ the
liero undertakes to restore the situation. e accepts a
contract (Irom the Old Testament) and undergoes tests
{(performanecial). Iis work is correlated with the depar-
ture from heaven (preexistence, | Cor 8:6, Phil 2:5) and
return to heaven (Phil 2:9-11, 1 Cor 15:23-27; cf. Eph
1:20-22, 4:8-10). But the limitation= of such an approach
are simtlar to the limilations of the atltempt to apply
actantial categories. In neither case do we obtain a
univoecal corrvelation between the abstract categories and

the cosmie dramz, and in neither case do we by means of

these categories get beyond the broadesti possible structure
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that Paul shares with early Christianity.

7.2 ngespablisheg_notwogﬁs“gﬁﬂﬁjcublp_ggﬂpgnnarr@tive

discourse

Though most applications of atructuralism to
biblical literature have focused on narrative discourse,
there are a few notable exceptions. The main exceptions
of which I am aware are Dap 0. Via's discussion of Paul
in the light of Greek comedy (1975:39-69) and Daniel
Patte's use of the mediation theory of Lévi-Strauss in
a reading of Gal 1:1-10 (Patte 1976b:53-76). These two
exceptions indicate some major ways in which structuralist
method can bhe adapted to the questions of expository or
epistolary discoursc of Paul. 1 shall therefore look at

them more closcly.

7.21 Dan Via‘q_approacg_to_gggl

First, what about Via's discussion of Paul? On
the surface, it might appear that Via can be put into the
same c¢lass with Greimas, Bremond, and others. Greimas
and Bremond come with a preestablished network of narra-
tive functions and syntagms. Via comes to Paul with an
extremely simple network distinguishing Greek comedy

from tragedy. But this is such an extremely general

network that within its bounds Via is frec to treat Paul
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in a very Tlexible manner. He can, as it were, follow

paul's thought here and there across an unmarked meadow,

rather than keeping to garden paths already marked out

for him in detail. The detailedlcorrcspondences and

relations that Via finds are therclfore, in the end,

primarily correspondences within Paul's thought rather

i than correspondences of Paul to Greek comedy and tragedy. |
In other words, when Via moves beyond the over- ‘

arching categories of comedy and tragedy, he leaves ‘

behind the idea of a preestablished network. Rather, ‘

he usces structuralism as a heuristic tool. The cate-~ |

gories are no longer preestablished, but arise newly

born out of the material studied (in this case, Paul's

letters). 1In fact, Via claims to have selected the
| category of comedy itself by means of dialectical inter-
action with Paul's writings rather than by using a pre-
established scheme (1975:xi, 11, 16). Via's case is
therefore one of many instances of the use of structur-
alist heuristic. About this heuristic approach I shall

say more later (§f3)-

7.22 Ldvi-Strauss's theses (applied by Daniel Patte)

I Next, whatl about Patte's discussion of Paul's

gospel in Gal 1:1-10 (1976b:53-76)7 1t could well be

argued that Patte's approach stands somewhere half way
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between the use of precestablished neltworks (Greimas) and
the use of a heuristic method (c¢f. §8 helow), DBut if so,
it stands half way between in a way quite different from '

Via's study of Paul (1975:39-G9).

In faect, I prefer to see Patte's work on Galatians
as (at least primarily) an instance of creative and sensi-
tive use of a preestablished network. The network used
is that provided by the idea of mediation of oppositions
in Lévi-Strauss (Patte 1976b:35-63; Lévi-Strauss 1963a:
206-31). But this network is capable of extremely flexible
and variable application., Its flexibility has given Patte
scope to analyze some quite particular elements in Paul's
argument,

Although Lévi-Strauss's idea of mediation of
oppositions was designed in the firsl instance to apply
to narrative myths (what Patte calls '"mythological texts'),
the theory is in fact potentially general enough to apply
to any genre of discourse about any topic. Among those
structuralists providing us with preestablished conceptual
networks, Leévi-Strauss is practically unique in this
respect., Ilence a more detailed reflection on his system
and its limitations is in order.

To begin with, it is well to bear in mind that

Leévi-Strauss’'s approach attempis to capture the entirety

of culture within the scope of its structural analyses.
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It is attractive by way of oflering us a truly comprehen-—
sive and multidimensional arena in terms of which to treat
a particular cultural product like Lhe writings of Paul.
However, ils comprehensiveness is achieved at a consid-
erable cost in clarvity and rigor of wcethod., Lévi-Strauss
appears to be idiosyncratic, though unfailingly stimulating,
in many ol his interpretations of particular cultural
phenomena, People who have tried to imitate his methods

ind them disconcertingly uncontyrollable., After sum-

marizing a few cases of Levi-Straussian analysis, Pettit

complaing, '"These examples ol Lévi-Strauss's work

exemplily his undoubted ingenuily bul, cequally clearly,
the weakness of his method., The method is hardly nmore
than a licence for the free exercisce of imagination in
establisbing associations between myiths'™ (1975:95),

T find myself in basic agreement with Pettit.
IT there is indeed a global method to Lévi-SLrauss, it
is too idiosyncratic for me or most others to be able to
use it (cf. remarks by Patte 1978:12-13 and Kirk 1970:59-83).
But it may still be possible to extract some particular,
specialized insights associated with Lévi-Strauss's |
treatment of mediation of oppositions. This is what ‘
Patte has engaged in doing (1976h:53-76, 1978). And the

idea of oppositions, if not that ol mediation between them,

is also a characteristic aspect of Greimas's semantic theory
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(1966). It is this iden of oppositions which must he

asscased for its possible contribution to the under-

standing of Paul.

Lévi-Strauss has expressad himsell most clearly

on the subject of mediation in the article, "The Struc-—

fural Study of Myth" (LEvi-Stirauss, LG 206-231,

reprinted in Gras 1073:280-314}. The coniributions of

this article, for my purposes, can be summed up in five

key theses.

7.221 The "mytheme”

{1 Mytbs have a8 minimal copstituents a new kind

of unit, the ”mythcme.” My themes ave orgauived Into

mythologicnl language in a manher analogous to the orga-

nization of phonemes, morphemes, and sememes, but on &

higher level (typically, the sentence level). My themes

. . . ‘. -
are invariant under translation (Levi-Strauss 10632:210-11) .

7.9292 Discover of mythemes in puradigmatic satterns
.___,__,_____,;___ﬂ___“__,__,__,__,__l__“_"ﬂ_

(2) Mythemes ave jdentificd by means of a process

of analyzing the mythologjca] text into a geries of narra-

tive actions OF functions (in the sense of Propp 1058; or

Greimas 10G6G:192-203), then organizing these functions into

a2 number of columns, cach column with a common theme. One

renrding across ithe rows; once

reads through the myth by
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analyzes the myth by moving down Lhe columns,  The common
. I
theme of each column is a (broad) mytheme (Levi-Strauss

1963a:212~-15).

7.223 The variants of a myth

(3) A myth consists of all its variants. These
arc to be compared with one another. Then Lhe common
structure is to be analyzed, and the dilferences between
the variants are to be explained in terms of transforma-
tions. "If a myth is made up of all its variants,
structural analysis should tuke all of them into account”
(Lévi-Strauss 1963a:217).

P

7.224 Mediation of binary oppositions by an anomalous third

(4) Mythemes are characteristically orveanized in
terms of binary oppositions mediated by an anomalous third.
We need only assume that two opposite terms with no
intermediary always tend to be replaced by two equiv-—
alent terms which admit of a third one as a mediator;
then one of the polar terms and the mediator become

replaced by a new triad, and so on, (19630 :2241).
i : . £
As an example of this type of movement Levi-Strauss produces
the chart given in Display 7.2 from Pueblo indian mythical
thought (c¢f. my analysis in Poythress 1078:223-24). An

original unmediated opposition between life and death 1is

replaced by an analogous opposition (agriculture/warfare)

for which a mediator exists (hunting) sharing properties
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Display 7.2

Structure of Mediation according to lLevi-Strauss

INITIAL PAIR

Life

Death

FIRST TRIAD

Agriculture

Hunting

Warfare

SECOND TRIAD |

Herbivorous animalg
Carrion-eating
animals

(raven; coyote)

Beasts of prey )
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of both extremes. The oppos ition belween hanting and
agriculture can then e further mediated by introducing

a second triad, herbivorous animals/earrion-eating
animals/beasts of prey. Levi-Strauss's commentary
(1963a:224) points oul that there exist still other
aspects of mediation cuttineg across the orpanization in
Display 7.2. [TIor example, herbivorous animals can mediate
between agriculture and hunting. They share with those
involved in agriculture the activities of collecting and
gathering. And they can be used as animal food, thus

becoming the object of hunting.

7.225 Transformation ol myths by cxchangoe

(5) The law of transtormation determining the
relation between the different variants of a myth is at
root the same as the structure involved in generalized
exchange in the field of kinship. [t can be expressed
by the following formula:

]"‘x(a): Fy(b) a4 I_-"x(lr): Fa—l(?V')

(Lévi-Strauss 19632:228).

ry . / +
7.93  Asscssment of Levi-Strauss's theses

I wiil now undertake a briel assessmoent of the

above five theses in terms of their relevance to pauline
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studieé. First, some general remarks. None of the special
terms or concepts that Lévi—Strauss introduces are rigor-
ously defined. But that is the price that one pays for the
generality and flexibility that Levi-Strauss wants. In
fact, the five theses are potentially much more general
than the term "myth'" might suggest. Therc seems to

pbe no reason why the same theory could not be applied

to fairy stories, to fictional narrative in general, to
l1iterature in general, and finally to scientific discourse |
as well. Lévi-Strauss's remarks about the essential

jdentity of the logic of mythical thought and the logic

of modern science encourage preciscly that kind of exten-

sion of the theory. According to Levi-Strauss the theory h
developed to explain myth in a parrow sense turns out to

be applicable to thought in generil.

7.231 Assessing "mythemes"

Once one tries to generalize Lhe theses of Lévi-
Strauss beyond the narrowest kind of mythology, theses
(1)-(3) no longer sound so novel. Thesis (1) reexpresses
the conviction of many structuralists that narrative dis-
ccurse includes a series of narrative actions, "functions,"

or "motifemes" that advance the plot. One could list a

number of variants of this idea: Propp's nfunctions' (1958),

Greimas's "functions” (1966}, Bremond's "'functions” (1966),
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Barthes's "proairetic code"” (1971:18-19), Pike's "emic motif"
(1967:150-53), Dundes's "motifemes" (1962, 1964), Beekman-
Callow’s "propositions" (1974:267-77), Poythress's "motific"
hierarchy (1980b). The inventory and approach varies from
wrriter to writer, indicating the element of subjectivity

in the attempt to isolate "mythemes."

7.232 Assessing the discovery procedure for mythemes

Thesis (2) of Lévi-Strauss concerns the detection
and analysis of certain recurrent themes. This is not a
new idea for literary criticism. DBut in the practice of
Lévi-Strauss the procedure acquires a generality and an
analogical character reminding one of Barthes's "symbolic
code" (1974, cf. Poythress's "analogical structure, ™
1980b; and Jakobson's "poetic™ function of language,
1960:357). 1In any case, the core insight of thesis (2)
can he utilized without the specific restrictions to myth

. " ol [ .
in terms of which Levi-Strauss develops it.

7.233 Assessing the idea of varianls of a myth

Thesis (3) is, in my opinion, a more problematic
- : B , . -y
thesis. Tt appears to me that Levi-Strauss's own free-
wheeling method, if used in its full potential for ingenuity,

is capable of uniting all discourses of the world into a

Single giant "myth," of which all particular discourses are




nyariants.” In facti, that is no doubt the goal which

Lévi-Strauss sets for himself (1969a:12). But, unfortu-
nately for our purposes, it greatly reduces the heuristic
value of thesis (3). Thesis (3) then appears to be advice
to try to explain everything as a transformation of every-
thing else. Such a recipe is the common property of all

of structuralism, perhaps even of all of science. It is
too general. What we should salvage from thesis (3) is

the observation that individual discourses (including
performances of myths) belong to taxonomic classes of
discourses. Such a taxonomy includes hierarchies of more
and more general, larger and larger classes of discourses.
For instance, one can consider the Book of Galatians as an
individual discourse, a member of the class of Paul's
letters, a member of the class of letters about the
Christian faith in the first century, a member of the class
of Hellenistic Greek letters, a member of the class of all
letters, a member of the class of all literature, and so on.
At each stage of classification different sets of similar-
jties and differences vis-a-vis the class as a whole will
be manifested.

I3

7.234 Assessing mediation

Thesis (4) about mediation is a much more distinctive

contribution of Levi-Strauss. The idea of binary opposition

B ———




is of course wide-spread in semiotic structuralism, but
the idea of mediation belongs wmore tighuly to Levi-Strauss.
Patte (1976:53-76) has already used the idea of mediation
in analyzing Paul's writings. T intend to continue along
this same line in one aspect of my work (Chapter 3).

In one sense the idea of mediation is peculiarly
suited to analyzing biblical writings. Paul and other
biblical writers are obviously interested in how man is
reconciled to God, how the threats ol death and\curse

are overcome. But the use of the iden of mediation from

Lovi-Strauss also creates difficuliies and limitations.
For one thing, Lévi-Strauss's presentations of
| mediation are polysemous. Given a binary opvosition (say,
between agriculture and hunting). several different 1tems
[ can be said to mediate the opposition in different senses.
The triple herbivorous animals/carvion-caters/heasts of
i prey medintes the opposition; but so does any one of these
three, in some sense. One might even argue that warfare
mediates between agriculture and hunting. It shares with
i hunting the mastery over and destruction of life; it shares with
agriculture work concern for the protection of one's own domain.
Pertiaps house-building mediates between agriculture and
hunting, in that it makes use both of products of the soil

€ (tree trunks, mud, etc.) and products of the hunt (animal

sking). Perhaps human reproduction mediates between
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agriculture and hunting, in that a reproductive process
similar to agricultural wmultiplication results in the pro-
duction of someone able to hunt. Perhaps death mediates
between agriculture and hunting; the human corpse is in

form like the animal corpse from the bunt, but in function

is used to enrich the soil (and agriculture) rather than
being eaten. There seems to be no limit to the number of
mediations obtainable by recombinations of semantic axes.

Hence, in the study of any given discourse, it is
necessary to restrict somehow the number of different
mediations potentially availuble. The most plausible way
of doing this is to limit onesclf to mediations somehow
"actualized" in the text. That is, one looks for occur-
rences of mediation more or less cxplicitly and plainly
present in Lhe text; one climinales {(at least temporarily)
all kinds of possible mediations beneath or beyvond the
text. Yor a writer like Paul, il will be a question of
analyzing more or less obvious mediations like those
utilized by Patte (1976b:70): mediations ol the oppositions
life/death, God/man, Christian/pagan, Paul-as-apostle/
Péul—as—Pharisee, gospel/antigospel.

Besides this, I think that it is useful to ask one-

self just what Paul does with each particular mediation.

I doubt whether it is possible to oblain a deep or satis-

fying comprehension ol Paul as long as one falls baclk
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immedidte]y into the abstract genernlity of Lévi-Strauss's
formulations about the purpose of mediations. Even if Lévi-
Strauss's notions are true on their own level, they de not
give us sulificiently detailed help with the particularities.

The two steps L adeocale, then, are (1) focusing
on "actualized" oppositions and mediations, Chose of which
the Apostle makes some significant use; (2) attention to
the particular function of each mediation. These two steps
take me away from the cross-cultural universality of Levi-

Strauss. I do so under the convicetion that (1) Lévi-Strauss

operates with a shriveled or nonexistenl version of the

| ]
emic/etic distinction (ef. Pike 1967:37-72): (2) that the
robust use of this distinction is a valuable aspect of
' structuralism. I shall sav more about this distinction
| later (%9.5).
| One more limitation of Lévi-Strauss's idea of
| mediation must be borne in mind. Some, perhaps mosi, who
: use the methods of Lévi-Strauss believe that the binary
| opposiltions with which they deal arc not in fact "mediated." |
l Myths arve trying to do the itmpossible. They create only

an illusion of mediation (cf. Leach 1961).
Or course, no myth abolishes Lhe lexical and semantic
opposition between "life" and "death,” or between any other

centrasting words., Nor, I suspect, does it claim to do =0,

Rather, a myth purports to present a means for reconciling
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dynamically cerfain tensions in the world in which the

myth-hearer lives. The claim to achieve this reconcilia-
tion may indeed be illusory--bul also it may not. Anyone
who lives "within a myth" accepts rather than rejects the
idea that mediation ol lLenzions in the world can occur.

How, according to Paul, Christ did die and was
raised, mediating both human resurrection (1 Cor 15:12-28)
and cosmic regeneration (1 Cor 15:27-23, Rom 8:21, cf.

Col 1:18-20, Eph 1:20-23). The rejection of the reality
of this "mediation,' either by the Greek of Paul's time
or by a modern strucluralist, is simply a case of worldly
wisdom (1 Cor 1:18-31; cf. Poythress 19873a°233),

Hence, the structuralist who begins with an ultimate
metaphysic ol unmediated binary oppositions will not succeed
in prescuting an "inside view” (emic vicow) of Paunl., His
structuralist cexplanations and "deconstrnetions' ol Paul
will ultimately satisty only Lhose who ave prepared to

We touch here on a well-known relativistic problem.
Any philosophical system, religiouns syslem, or methodological
system claiming to provide ultimate explanations must, among
its explanations, potentially include explanations in terms
satisfactory to itself of competing systems (Berger-Luckmann

1966:133-34),  If structuralism can potentially explain

baul in its structuralist terms, equally Paul can potentially
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|
explain structuralism in his Christian-religious terms. |
Any analysis must stand on some foundation, That founda- |
tion cannot itself be justified adequately except within
the very system built on the foundation.

At some level, therefore, various precommitments \*
on the part of structuralists are necessary. But it seems |
to me unnccessary to assume that mediations are ultimately
illusory. The procedure of looking for mediations and
analyzing them can in fact be used without begging the
question of the ontological status of mediation (c¢f. Eco
1968:285-302). This is what I intend to do. I will
investigate Paul's "mediations" methodically., DBut I will
not let the method prejudge the reality or truth of Paul's
views. I thereby avoid an unnatural restriction on the
ability of structural analysis to penelrate pauline thought
internally. To put it another way, [ intend to form my own
"structuralist method" in such a way that it is compatible

with Paul's total viewpoint.

That implies, among other things, that I reject :
for the purposes of this invesligation any dogmatic- ‘
exclusivist binarism. T will use binary oppositions,

but I will not use them to the exclusion of other relations, ‘

Nor will I c¢laim that they have some kind of '"most ultimate

status” in the system.
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7.235 Assessing the idea of translformation by exchange
To complete my discussion of Levi-Strauss's method \

for the investigation of myth, T must say something about

the Tifth thesis in his article, "he Structual Study of vl

R

=

Myth" (Lévi-Strauss 1963:206-231). Lovi-Strauss claims }
that the vaviants of a myth form "a kind of permutation
group,” and that "the law of thav group” is given (to |
first approximation) by the formula Fx(u): Fy(b) = r
Fx(b): Fa_l(y). Unfortunately, despite the apparent

rigorous mathematical form of the "law, " and despite
Lévi-Strauss's explanations and illustrations in context,

it is not clear what the formula means or how it is to be
applied (cf. Polzin 1977:75-7G}). I would sucgest that
Lévi-Strauss is here using guasi-mathematical symbolism

in the same ingeniouws, idiosyneratic, cvocative, polysemous,
analogical way that he often uses myth and even his own

native tongue. The "formula’™ therelore savs something like

this: "Binary oppositions are analogous to one another. |

But the analogy is imperfect, leaving a residue {(symbolized
by the alternation a—1 and the revers=al of the positions
of a-1l and y). The residuc leads us away into still other
binary oppositions.”

1f the "formula' bhas this metlaphorical character,

it is not surprising that Daniel Patte (1976h:61nl5) can

apply it in the analysis of mediations within o single
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”variaht” Gal 1:1-10, even though Lovi-Strauss introduces
the formula as a law of transformation hetween variants
(it is the law of the permutation group whose elements
are the variants of the myth)., Morcover, at a still
different level, E11i Kaugas Maranda and Pierre Maranda

(1971:24-34) apply the formula to Lhe syntagmatic analysis

of folktales. They attempt to be more explicit and rigorous
than Lébi—Strauss, but do so at the cost of confining their
work to narrative discourse.

But, at least in its Lévi-Strauss version, the
"formula' is several orders of magnitude more vague than
its mathematical appearance suggests. It does not make
a substantial contribution Lo structurvalist method. The

contribution comes rather from Lévi-Strauss's total impact,

of which the formula is a condensed symhol.
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8. Structuralism as a loosely organized heuristic

The use of preestablished conceptual networks for
structuralist apalysis provides a certain kind of rigor
for the starting point.  But it i= open Lo the objection
that the preestablished categories ave iaposcd on the
work studied rather than discovered there. Hence some
structuralists prefer to operate loss in terms of a pre-
estoblished set of concepts, more in terms of an attitude
of discovery. Structuralism for thoem becowes o heuristic
tool. Their Tamiliarity with various structures causes
them to look for certain types of patterns and to find
various relations at various levels ol discourse.  But
they approach the discourse not knowinge exaclkly what they
will [ind.

In Lhis approach the analysit does not discover
once and lor all a single sel of slructures (the pre-
established network). Rather he discovers tresh structures
in each new discourse that he encounlLers. Bxploring a
Adiscourse is not primarily a matter of copiirming and
refining an old set of structures by Tinding them again.
Rather, it is o matier of confirming and refining a

heuristic method in order to make oncself aware of struct-

ures cutting across one's former calegories.  The worls
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along this line fall into two main classes: (1) work
aimed at articulating a general Tramewovk for discourse

analysis; (2) work on epistolary discourse in particular,

8.1 Discourse analysis

The work in heuristics of discourse analysis can
be roughly subdivided into two main parts, once part more
occupied with the concerns of literary structuralism and

literary criticism, the other more occupied with the con

! cerns ol linguistics. lowever, these two sets of concerns
interact more and more with one another as time goes on,
| g0 that the division into two sets boecomes loss significant

| and less pronounced. In the first category, relating to

]

I literary concerns, one finds the Russian formalists (cf.
Erlich 1955), Vladimir Propp (1958), Roland Barthes's S/Z

| . . 0 dim , . ;

; (1974), Robert Culley (1974, 1975, 1976), ban Via (1975),

and Robert Polzin (1977).

In the second category, relaling Lo linguistics,
one¢ finds contributors adhering Lo more than one linguistic
theory, From the Prague school there is Jakobson (1960,
1970); from transformational genecralive grammar Grimes
(1974; influenced by tagmemics) and porhaps GUttgemanns
(1971, 1976; c¢f. critique by MeKnight 1978a, Patte 1978h,

Detweiler 1078); from textlinguistics van Dijl (1972),

Dressler (1973), Altpeter (1078), de Leaugrande (1980),
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and others (el de Beauwgrande-Dressior 1980), Trom tagmemics
Pike (1967, 1977), Longacre (1968, 1972, 1976, 1977,
Pickering (1977, influcnced by steatificationalism),
Beekman-Callow (1974), and Poylhress (1930a, 1980h); from
svstemic grammar Halliday (19672, 1967b, 1968, 1973, 1976).
Johannes P. Louw's varicty ol discourse analvsis (197383,
1976:756-176, 1979) is not bound Lo a specilic linguistic
theory, though in the early stages it owed most to genera-
tive semanlics (Louw 1973; ¢l. the developments by B, A.
du Toit 1977:89-133; Vorster 1971, 1977:14-10, 1979,
Combrink 1979; and N_(_F&t._{_?_:ﬁ_t_‘ar!‘l(_!il_mi:l' 1977y, Tor a survey
of the trends, see Dressler (1978},

One might choose almost any of these frameworks
for analyzing Paul's writings. The snnlysis ol “surface”
gramunatical, graphological, and semant i leatures of Paul's
writings might take rather different form in different
frameworks. But it one sets oul to analyze Paul's theology,
one must co boyond the areas that are mo=st carefully con-
trolled and delineated by any ol Lhe [rameworks. Thus much
will depend on case-lo-case decisions by the analyst rather
than depending on the frnework chosen, 1 ohave made clear
elsewhere my own prelerence for a modiCication of tagmemic

theory (Poythress 1980w, wml it is not clear how much such

a preference will alfect the outcome ol my analysls of Paul.
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8.2 BEpistolary discourse

Biblical scholars have undertaken a numher of
research projects in the last few years for the structural
analysis of Hellenistic and Roman epistolary literature
(see Schubert 1939; Rigaux 1968:115-46; Funk 1966:224-274;
White 1972a, 1972b; Kim 1972; Doty 1973:21-47}). These
discussions have been primarily occupied with formal
structural characteristics of Greek letters. To that
degree, they are only tangentially reclevant to my
theological concerns. However, an assessment of the
function of Paul's letters in their total social, histor-
ical, literary, and religious contexl is of great impor-
tance in discerning the structural connections between
the teachings of his letters and his life's work as a
whole. The dynamic, communicative, even dialogical aspect
of his letters ought to be taken into accounl in any effort

at close reading. In short, the epistolary studies are

relevant insofar as they illumine the life-context of Paul's

letters.




9. Structuralism as a critical tool

Besides offeving certain heuristice insights,
structuralism can also serve as a eritical tool in guarding
interpreters against various linguistic fallacies. Even
the processing and interpreting of faco-to-Face contemporary
conversations is not immune to fallucious inference. But
most of the time, the problems in this arca are not serious.
The problems increase when historical distance separates us
from the circumstances of the utterance, and when language
distance separates us from an internalized tacit comprehen-
sion of the language. Interpretation aiming at maximuh
precision and detail is continually beset in sueh circum-
stances with fallacious assumptions about the structure and
operation of language.

Barr's analysis (1961) shows that startling linguistic
fallacies have cropped up again and again in biblieal research.
A person should not only notice Bari's examples, but ask him-
self how such errors could so often be introduced, and how
they could so long persist. How could such errors occur
characteristically not merely with ihe unlearned, but with
reputable, intelligent scholars? The answer, I think, is

rather disturbing if not downright (rightening. It is that

"common sense" is an all too elusive and unreliable quantity
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in intensive, close reading of ancient texts--especially
texts with which we are existentially cngaged. Moreover,
the eighteenth and nineteenth century scholarly apparatus
of philology and history cannot wholly substitute for
this "common sense.'" Nor can philosophical assumptions
about language--in fact, in some cascs they have contri-
buted to the errors (Barr 1961:204-2056, 259, 270-74).

The structure and functioning of language when examined
methodically by linguistics, anthropology, and "structura-
lism," is other than what "common scnse"-~or at least the
common sense of many people--says il is.

Of course, qualifications arc¢ necessary. As long
as we do not focus too closely on minutiae, and as long
as we pose fairly simple and general questions to an
ancient text, we do not usually get tangled up in our own
tacit interpretive assumptions. '"Common sense,"” philology,
and historical background will serve. DBut because so many
people are working on the biblical texts s0 intensively,
the linguistic fallacies have more devastating effects on
these texts. Therefore, twentieth contury linguistics and
"structuralism" have a role to play in untangling some of
the discussion uboul these texts.

I will analyze the role of structuralism at this
point by listing and brielly commenling on some major

critical contributions of structural linguistics to textual

analysis,
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9.1 Diachrony vs. synchrony

Diachrony aand synchrony ave lwo complementary
perspectives on cultural items., Diachrony analyzes the
development of an item through time, by comparing items
at different points along the time line. Synchrony analyzes
an item in terms of its structure and context at a given
point in time. (Recatll the discussion in 6.4; cf. also
Poythress 1979a:115-19.) By not collapsing or confusing
these two perspectives, we avoid the tendency to assimilate
Paul's writings to his Jewish background or his experiencce
on the Damascus road. From a synchronic point of view, the
meaning of a pauline letter correlates with what his readers
can actually gather from the letter. Insofar as they have
jnformation about his Jewish background or the Damascus
road, thal must be taken into account. Bui it is their
information ab9ut this past, not the past "as it actually
was,' that counts.

Similar observations hold for the Apostle Paul him-
self, Synchronic meaning correlates with Paul's intention

at the time of writing. Insofar as his intention is influ-

enced by his memory of his Jewish background and his memory
of the Damascus road, those memories are to he taken into
account. DBut it is memory, memory repeatedly reconstructed

and reinterproted as Paul continues Lo live and work in the

Christian communities, that is decisive for the synchronic
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meaning. A psychological explanation of the Damascus road
experience, even if it werce true, would have no direct
relevance for synchronic reading of Paul's writing, be-
cause that is not how Paul the wrilcer drew on his past.
A psychological explanation would be relevant only insofar
as one could deduce from it something about the make-up of

Paul's personality at the time of writing.

9.2 Words vs. concepts

Structural linguistics also influences hbiblical
studies by making us aware of the complexity of the inter-
relations between 'words" and 'concepts." Words like
dyrog, miotedw, Suratoadvn, éYE%ﬂ, ote., do not stand

hY
in any simple one-to-one relation to entities or abstrac-
tions about which Lhey speak in various contexts ("holiness,”
"faith," "righteousness.'" 'resurrection,'" ete.), As Barr
(1961) argues, because of this complexity, it is illegitimate
to attempt to "read off" Paul's or the Bible's "view' or
theory about some theological concept by a straight-forward
lexicographical analysis of the vocabulary of Paul's Greek
or New Testament Greck. One muéﬁ carefully distinguish the
meaning of the lexical item &yiog (lhe word level) from
Paul's theology of holiness (the conceptual level), and

the meaning of mivoTebw (the word level) from Paul's view

of saving faith (the conceptual level).




On the ope hand, many diltferent words or phrases

can be used Lo Lallk about Lhe same cadyjects a4y Log \)(.1(5(:;,

(T

Spifw, Solvog Tor "holiness™; nmeotedw, neddopab Yy LvVOOH ,

4 s . > L - LN
GLh, mnappnota,  Ornochsn for UTaith'. tm ihie other han

the same words or phrasces can be usced Lo talk about diffe

ent subjocts: contrast the dilferent uses of &yirog (12.4),

or the diffevrent uses of TLoTedn in Rom 116, 3:2, 6-8,

14:2, 1 Cor 11218, 13:7, 15:2, 2 Thes 2:11.

-

Infortunately, Linguists thermsolves do not agree
on how to handle the distinetion bhetween words and con-
cepts, or ceven how (o deline "concepts" (el discussion a
reoforences in Lyons 1977:96-119, 1712293, DBul 1t is c¢le

al least that some dislivetions are necessary in Lhis are

For our purposes, il is not so dimportant how the distinet

i= constirued. as Jong as distincetiond. are maintained at

loast dmplicitly in order to avoid [allacious argunent.

9.3 FEilements vs. rvelations

Treating words in isolation Drom their contexts in
sentenees and parvagraphs is bul once instance of the broad
tendency to treat elements in isolaiion Trom their relati
1 have already pointed oul Lhe dangers of this procedure.
On the basis of verbal similaritv once can overemphasize

gimilaritices in tsolated details between Paal and the

mystery religions or hetween Paul and gnosticiswm (see §{3.

d,
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But even if these details are superticially similar,
they fit into radically different over-all frameworks in
the case of Paul and in the case of mystery religions.
Again and again we shall find that particular aspects

of Paul's thinking are fully explicated only in relation

to a larger context of his thought.

9.4 Surface structure vs. deep structure

Structural linguistics has made us aware that
natural languages contain structures of which the naive
native speaker is not consciously aware. As I have already
pointed out (6.3), this postulation (or discovery) of struc-
tures "below the surface" parallecls to some extent the
struggle in biblical theology to uncover fundamental
structures of Paul's theology. But the crucial question
is what sort of "deep" structure we may cxpect to find,
how we go about finding it, and how we¢ go about confirming
and critically testing our findings. Al Lhe very least,
there is a negative lesson to be learned from structuralist
struggles: we ought not to think it is easy Lo define what
sort of deep structure we are seeking in Paul, and to pro-
duce a definition acceptable to everyone.

But there may also be a positive lesson here. The

structuralist emphasis on the importance of seeing elements

in terms of their relations can warn us against a false
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objectivism (¢f. Polzin 1977:19-47 on the subjective pole

of structuralism). Suppose that a given sentence or
theological formulation finds its significance in terms

of an enormous multidimensional web of relations both
within language and outside to ailarger social and

cultural context. The interpreter can select out of

this multidimensional web a coherent simple subweb,

abstract this simpler structure, and claim that it is

a "deep structure" from which the whole derives. Another
interpreter can select another simple subweb, cutting across
the first, and claim that this rather than that is the
appropriate deep structure. In this web model of structure,
""deep structure' is no longer something objectively 'there'
beneath the surface phenomenal level. Rather, "deep struc-
ture" is "created™ by the interpretcer by a processien of
abstraction as part of his "fabrication” of meaning,
gtructure is not "in" the text but "around'" it, in the
relations that it sustains to interpreters.

Does all this mecan that all perceived structures
are of equal value or equal intrinsic relevance? Not
necessarily., When we are dealing with human behavior, the
person involved as a ''native" participant in the behavior
has a certain privileged position vis-a-vis the outsider.

Of course, the outsider's very “igolation," or his possession

of special analytical tools, may allow him to observe aspects
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of human bebavior overlooked or blocked out by the active
participant. But it is still crucial to asic the aquestion,
"How is such-and-such a phenomenon perceived or understood
by people in the culture in which it originates?" The
structural distinction I am here working with is the
distinction between an "emic™ (insider's) vs, "etice"

(outsider’'s) point of view.

9.5 Ltic vs. emic viewpoint

An emic description of some aspect of human bhehavior

I is a descrivtion from the standpoint of someone acquainted

| “"from the inside' with the culture of which the human
behavior is a part. An cmic point of view is the point

] of view ol someone 'native" Lo the cullure.  An clic point

' of view, by contrast, is a view from “outside" (cf. Pike
1967:37-72). Ltic descriptions can be of several kinds:
() preliminary, tentalive descriptions by an outsider

| brying 1o learu aboul some culture, beginning from his ‘
own externally imposed set of ecategories; () "polished"

| descriptions in terms of a cross-culturally universal set ‘
of categories; (¢) polished descriptions for the benefit

| of someone in another culture.

The etic/emic distinetion was first dintroduced in

the area of phonetics. Phonetic description of speech

sounds employs a set of cross-culturally Tixed categories
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dolined acoustically and/or in terms ol Lthe positions and
motions of the vocal apparatus. Phong@ig_description, on
the other hand, notes which sound (eatures are relevant
for differences 1n meaning within a given language. For
example, phonetic description of American English notes
that the voiceless hilabial stop Ip) occurs unaspirated
following [s) in 'spin’ but aspirated word—initially in
‘pin.' In word-final position, 1t ccours sometimes released
and someltimes unreleased. But none of these diflerences
are relevant phonemically, because none makes a difference
in meaning and none 1s 'noticed” by the native gpeaker.,

rYollowing along lines 1aid down by LEdward Sapir
(1949:436-17), Kenneth L. Pike peneralized this etic/emic
distinction from phonology and morphology (morph/morpheme)
{o human behavior in ceneral (Pike 1067 :37-72).  Emic
description, in this terminology, includes not only des-
eription by a naive native speaker, hut description by an
voutside™ analyst, Eggvided that the analyst endeavors to
indicate what distinctions and Teatures are relevant from
the native's point ol view, and how Lhey are interpreted
from his point of view.

The etic/emic distinction is relevant for the study
af Paul in a quite specific way. We are not '‘natives' to

the same culture OF the same language as were Paul and his

readers. A first reading ol Paul's leltoers, therefore, will
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necossafily be an etic one. llowever, we may endeavor,

by repeated contact with Paul and by study of the sur-
rounding culture and language, to approach an emic des-
cription of his views and his writings., To apply those
writings to our time, as Bultmann intends to do by his
demythologizing program, requires a transformation again
into an etic viewpoint (Poythress 1979b:330-31).

To preserve the distinction is necessary for
methodological clarity. Whatever we may say of Paul, and
however intense an interest he had on a pretheoretical level
in the nature and destiny of man, he was not builder of an
existentialist anthropology. Existentialism belongs to the
twentieth century West, not to the first century Roman Empire.
Existentialism may indeed claim 1o bhe a universal etic
system in terms of which we can appropriate historical
events for ourselves. But the mixing of etic and emic
categories in approaching Paul invites distortion in inter-

pretation.

9.6 The involvement of the interpretcr

The etic/emic distinetion (9.5) is tied up with
differences in perspective between the "inside" and "outside”
Observer, It is therefore one special instance of the way

in which interpretive stance and interpretive viewpoint

influence the act of interpretation and its products.
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Differeﬁt structuralists display different attitudes toward
this matter of interpreter involvement.,

On the one hand, the use of linguistic techniques
and the development of preestablished schemata for inter-
pretation (§11) impart a certain vophjectivity'" to the
interpretive process. Responsibility can be loaded on
the ''system” or method rather than dircctly on the inter- '
preter. The interpreter recedes far into the background.
And this is not necessarily bad, especinlly insofar as it
can encourage self-criticism or elimination of cultural
biases and blind-spots.

On the other hand, the structuralist emphasis on

meaning in relations can be extended to include the inter-

preter himself, thereby highlighting the dialectical

interaction of text and ioterpretcr in Lhe process of
interpretation. One sces this viewpoint cropping up in
linguistics in Pike's emphasis on the possibility of multi-
ple perspectives, and on the obscrver's involvement in theory
building (Pike 1067:64-72, 1977:4-5). It occurs in anthro-
pology in Lévi-Strauss's (1969:12) awareness that his own
mythological analysis can in turn be scen as a "myth" and
itself subjected to analysis. Roland Barthes (1967:93-94)
perceives a similar possibility in Lerms of constructing a

metalanguage to rdeconstruct' the language of gemiology.

What does emphasis on interpreter involvement have
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to say about pauline studies? 1 have already indicated
at more than one point ways in which interpreters' pre-
suppositions may influence the over-all structure of their
analysis of Paul. Philosophical convictions about the
"ecentrality"” of history or of anthropology in modern life
can easily have their influence on claims that one makes
about Paul. The same can be true with regard to the
influence of a preestablished schema (§.11) on inter-
pretation. I intend to bear in mind this influence of
the interpretive stance, partly by using a multiplicity
of tools and perspectives rather than a single one.

One further point can be made about the role of
the interpreter in studying Paul. To the degree that the
interpreter produces uniform results for all the literature
that he studies, we may suspecl that the uniformity is a
product not of the particularities of that literature but
of his own method. This casts a ceriain light on typical
aclherents to Loth the redemptive-historical approach and
the existentialist-anthropological approach to Paul.

Adhcrents to both approaches, generally speaking, maintain

these approaches not for IPaul alone, but for all of bhiblical

literature, and sometimes even for all of religious litera-
ture. To the degree that this is so, they can hardly advo-
cate in a convincing way that their lavorite motif is

“"central” to Paul in a contrastive way--i.e. in a way that

confrasts with otheces’ wri‘l’t‘r\ﬂs-
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contrasts with others' writings. We must then rethink how

Paul's distinctiveness may be expressed.




CHAPTER 3
MICROSTRUCTURAL ANALYSIS OF HOLINESS:

THE LIMITS OF WORD-STUDY OF “Avtog

Section 4 above argued that construction of pauline
theology depended on three principal structural resources:
macrostructure (the question of the most fundamental motif),
microstructure (the question of vocabulury), and inter-
mediate structure (the question of diverse interconnected
motifs). The present chapter explores the implications

of structural insights for the analysis of microstructure.

In the remaining chapters structural approaches will be
applied to macrostructure and to intermediate structure, ‘
Structural approaches are in principle relevant to |
the analysis of any vocabulary item in 2 language (koine |
Greek) or in the writings of a particular writer (pauline
epistles). TFor the sake of limitation of the field, this
chapter studies the four main cognate words for holiness
, in Paul: d&yiroc, ayudle , dyiacudc , and dewoévn.l
1The noun &y.LdtntL ocecurs once in 2 Cor 1:12 as an
alternate reading to oamidintL . The textual evidence is |
almost evenly balanced. I prefer anidtnti on the basis of
i internal evidence. But, in any case, because of the uncer-
tainty, it seems better to exclude 2 Cor 1:12 from the pauline
data. In favor of anidintL , see Metzger (1971:575), Allo

(1956:202-1), and Barrett (1973:71). In favor of dyvdTnTL
see Hughes (1961:25-26n2) and Plummer (1915:24}.

' 09




In the background will be the following question: in what

ways, if any, does the structure of Paul's use of these

words contribute to the structurc of Paul's theology? If,

as Barr (1961) argues, atransition from microstructural
observations to conclusions about theology cannot be

legitimately performed in the manner of Kittel's TDNT,

can it e performed at all?

100
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10. The restricted pauline corpus

In order to discuss Paul's usce ol cgertain words,
it is necessary to make a decision concerning the authen-
ticity of various pauline writings. T am convinced that
Paul or his amanuenses penned all the NT epistles that
bear his name, However, for the sake of discussion with
a broader audience, I will assume only that Paul wrote
Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians,
1 Thessalonians, and Philemon. This collection of undis-

puted pauline letters will be called the restricted pauline

corpus or simply restricted corpus. The set of all NT

epistles bearing Paul's name (excluding Hebrews) will be

called the unrestricted pauline corpus or simply unrestricted

coOrpus.
NT scholarship is practically unanimous in the con-
viction that, with the possible minor exceptions of Philip-

pians and Philemon, Paul wrote all ilhe epistles of the

restricted corpus within a few years of each other. Hence

by using the restricted corpus one also evades some of the

problems involving possible development in Paul's thinking
over the years. The major remaining difficulty concerns

the question of whether the eschatological views expressed

in 2 Cor 5:1-10 differ from the earlier eschatology in
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1 Corinthians 15 (for a review of the controversy, see
Ellis 1961:35-48). With Ellis and others, the present
discussion proceeds on the basis of the theological unity
of Paul's writings in the restricted pauline corpus.

From time to time, however, material will be cited
from passages from the unrestricted corpus or from NT booksg
outside the unrestricted corpus, when these seem relevant,
Paul in any case must have shared a good deal with the
whole first century church. Hence the rest of the NT is
a valuable source in reconstructing his thought. But the
rest of the NT will serve in the capacity ol confirmatory
background rather than in the capacity of primary evidence.

Morcover, in the study of vocahulary it is not wise
to neglect information about koine Greek from extrabiblical
writings. Paul to a large cxtent shared his vocabulary
with all other Greek speakers of the time. Insofar as he
did, analysis of the functioning of words in extrabiblical
contexts also contributes to an understanding of the vocab-

ulary as it occurs in Paul.

From a structural viewpeint, it is necessary to
distinguish between words and concepts (Barr 1961; cf. 9.2).
The words &v.og, ayLdleo, ayiaondg, and dyiwoldvn are to be
distinguished from the concept "holiness." On the one hand,
the words &vyiog, &yidlw, &yiaonde, etc., as elements of

the lexicon of koine Greek, belong to the language system
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shared by Paul and other Greek speakers. On the other
hand, Paul ascribed holiness to people and things in a
way different from non-Christians of his day. This, if
anything, will reveal hisgs ”concgpt” of holiness; that is,
it will reveal his views on the subject of holiness,
views differing here and there from those of his con-
temporaries., We consider these two spheres, word and
concept, one at a time for convenience. But the two
interlock with one another. It is partly by means of

particular utterances using word-tokens for holiness

that we learn of Paul's views on thoe subject of holiness.
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11. A structural view of the word dviog

Let us begin by looking at the words related to
&yLoc occurring in the lexical stock of koine Greek. Each
of the words &ytoc, &yudlw , ayiaondc , and  &yiwodvn
can be delineated in terms of its contrast, its variation,
and its distribution (Pike 1976:112-13, 19877:1-3). First,
the contrast of a word has to do with the differences it
sustains over against other words, especially those words
that might be substituted for it in a riven spot in a dis-
course. The idea of "contrast" thus corresponds to the
idea of paradigmatic relationships in French structuralist
theory. Second, the variation ol a word is the range of
difterent sounds, senses, and so forth that it may have
in its different occurrences, while still being identifiable
as the '"same" word. Third, the disilribution of a word is
the range of contexts in which it can occur. Thus "distri-
pution' corresponds roughly to the idea of syntagmatic rela-
tionships in French structuralist thcory.

In intersection with the above criteria, each word
can also be characterized phonologically/graphologically,
grammatically, and semologically. That is, it can bhe
characterized in terms of its sound ovr graphical shape
(depending on whether the medium is oral or written), in

terms of its functioning in a system ol ruiec-governed patterns
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(grammar), and in terms of its referential meuning.l
For the sake of brevity a large part ol the discus-
sion will be limited to the descriplion of the word dyivog.
The results can easily be extended to the other words of

the group.

11.1 Phonology of &yrog

YAyiLo¢ is a word contrasting in sound and in writing

with all other Greek words., TAyiog also is characterized

by phonological variation. Not only are there subphonemic

variations in the pronunciation of &ycog by various

', speakers in various contexts, bul there is a systematic
' variation correlated with the diffTerent 2rammatical forms
of the word. Thus we have dytoc, dylov, aylo, dyvov,
|
dyiov, aylwv, dylovg, ayiouvg, avic, ayiag, dyla, d&yltav,
i e¢te.  The phonological distribution ol &yivoc is hasically
| like the digtribution of anv nonclitic. Ve need not go

into move detaiil.

1 S

1Tth summary of the distincetion hetween the
phonological, the grammatical, and Lhe semological
("referential") systems is an oversimplication of the
version of tagmemic theory which I am following (cl.
Mike 1976:114-21, 1977:2:; Poythress 198Ga, 1980b).
1t is also somewhat of an oversimplication to say that
the semological system corresponds Lo Hjelmslev's 1953
"plane of content” and Saussure's 1966 signifie¢’, while
the phonological and grammatical systems together cor-
respond to Hjelmslev's 'plane of cxpression” and Saussure's
signifiant.
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11.2 Grammar of &yvog
YaAYLog contrasts grammatically with other parts
of speech (nouns, verbs, adverbs, conjunctions). It also

contrasts as an adjective of the second declension in
masculine and neuter and first declension in feminine with
adjectives that are declined in other ways. Its grammatical
variation is variation in gender, number, and case. With
this, of course, there is correlated a difference in syn-
tactical meaning in the usual way (¢, TLouw 1966, Nida
1975b:37-38). The grammatical distribution of &yiog 1is
like that of other adjectives: it ocours in predicate or

attributive position befove or after nouns, etc.

i1.3 Semology

(referential structurc) of &yviog

For our purposes, by far the most important charac-
teristics of d&y.og¢ are those having to do with the semo-
logical or referential component of the language system.
in this type of analysis, one of the most helpful reference

tools is the book Componential Analysis of Meaning by

Eugene A. Nida (1975a). Nida here combines insirhts from
earlier work on semantics with a strong interest in proce-
dures for analysis and with first-hand c¢xperience with the
problems of cross—cultural work. Nida's approach has 1its

difficulties and limitLations, as he himself is the first

to admit (1975:61-64; cf. Wootton 1975:28-42; TFodor 1077:
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144-55; Ricoeur 1977:101-172). But it may still provige

a good starting platform for discussion of the difficulties.
It is certain that any approach to biblical theology not
reckoning with the positive achievements and insights of
semantic field study and componential analysis needlessly

exposes itself to fallacy.

11.31 Derivational relations of &yLoc

Nida suggests that at an ecarly stage of analysis
different meanings of a given lexical unit should be
distinguished from one another (1975a1:111-50). Some people
prefer to designate these “"differcnt meanings" as different
"senses" of the same "meaning,'" bult the terminology is not
so important. Nida has in mind four types relations between
different "meanings”: derivation (learn vs., learner),
replacement (duke vs. duchess), figurative extension
("he's a pig"), peripheral clustering ("paper” as material
made from wood pulp, as a newspaper, as a verb for putting
up wallpaper). Two of these, derivation and peripheral
clustering, have possible relevance to dycoc.

First, &yi.og¢ is derivationally related to
ayvdfw, dyiaoudg, and Ayiwodvn. The meaning of any
one of these words is conditioned heavily by the meaning

of any other. It is clear, moreover, ihat dyiLoc is the

more "basic'" word-form tfrom which the other three are
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semantically derived. Nida observes that occasionally the
direction of derivation is not clear, hut "In general the
direction of derivation is relatively clear, since in so
many instances the incorporation of meanings follows so
closely the principal case relations" (1975a2:125). 1In the
instance of d&yiog, &yudlw means '"to make &yiLog," a case

of a result-action relation. ‘Aviacpdg means '"making &yiog,w
an instance of result-action where the action is expressed
in (grammatically) nominal form. (According to Bauer
aytaocude may also designate the result itself of the
action: "den Zustand des Geheiligiseins' (1928:13).)
‘Ayrwolbvn means &yLog-ness; it is simply a nominal form
for the abstract &yiog. Nida would say that "This shift
in elass meaning is grammatical, rather than referential"
(1975a:125).

In cases like this Nida proposed to limit the de-
tailed semological analysis to the base form d&yvog (1975a:
188). The conclusions can be immediately extended to the
derived forms once we know the nature of the semantic deri-
vation. Such a procedure makes sense as o first approxima-
tion. BDBut sometimes it may miss details: (1) a figurative
extension or an idiom may occur only with one of several
cognate words. (2) Because of systematic irregularities
in vocabulary, a semantic contrast between words of one

grammatical kind may not be mirrored in an identical contrast
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between words of another grammatical kind. For example,

the five-way contrast between the adjectives &yvog, dyvédg
tepde, wadapdg, and 6crog is mirrored by a four-way

contrast between the nouns A&yi.aondg, ayvieoudg, Lepronde,

and nadoptoudc, there being apparently no word like dolwoLg.
Or again, the three-way contrast between the verbs dyaliidw,
eoppatvopal, and xalpw reduces to the single word elgpalvw
when we look at the causative sense '"gladden." Ebppalvw
with the sense "gladden' must do the work equivalent to all
three verbs ayaiiidw, &uvepalvopar, xafpw which cover the
range of scnses of "be glad, rejoice." This is simply
because of an "accident" of vocabulary slructure: causative
forms corresponding to dyaiiidw and xalpw do not exist.

(3) The derived forms may not always relate to the base
form in & uniform way. For example, though dyLdlw in the
active voice usually has the meaning '"make &yvog,' it some-
times means "treat as dytoc™ (I Pet 3:15). ‘Ayuvdfw in the
passive can have not only the normal meaning ''be made dyLog"”
(Rom 15:16G, 1 Cor 1:2), but also the mecaning "be dyiog,
practice being &yiog” (Rev 22:11). The latter meaning is
probably an extended meaning engendered partly by the cir-
cumstance that Greek has no natural verbal form in dayivo-
with the clear meaning 'practice being holy' (but cf. passive
of dyviotebw). The passive voice of &yudlw may have been

chosen as the closest alternative. At any rate, in general
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we cannoi guarantee that the range meaning of a derived
form can be completely deduced from the range of the base

form,

11.32 The question of different meanings of &yioc (periphera)

clustering)

A much more difficult question is whether the word
dyiLog itself has more than one meaning. Partly, our answer
to this question will depend on our subjective viewpoint.
Nida (1975a:120) points out that in such situations some
people are consistently "dividers" and others "lumpers."
Some see the similarities, and on this basis lump all the
cceurrences together, insisting that the tiny residual
variations do not constitute a real difference in “meaning."
Others see primarily the differences, and on this basis
distinguish occurrences into different meanings. Provided
that we recognize the complexities here, our decisions
about labeling are not too important.

Nida's actual discussion and examples of "peripheral
clustering”™ of several meanings usuually use fairly clear-cut
examples. Thus for "c¢oat" there occur three characteristic
uses, exemplified by "Bill put on his coat,”™ '"The dog has a
thick coat of fur," and "The house has a fresh coat of paint”
(Nida 1975a:130). TFor "paper'" there occur four character-

istic uses, "Royal Mills manufacturce paper here,'" “John bought
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a paper from the boy," "Thompson read a paper to the con-
ference," and "Bill will paper his room" (Nida 1975a:131).
This kind of polysemy is identifiablce by two main features.
(1) Each distinct "meaning" of the word belongs to a dif-
ferent semantic domain, as is clear [ron considering what

can be sensibly substituted. Thus Nida (1975a:130) observes,

"Coat, belongs to the domain ol jackel, blazer, gweater, etc.;

1 LT i Betsr s

coatz belongs to the domain of pelt, hide, fleece; while

(2) The different scnses of a single word are clearly
separable, Context normally picks oul one sense as the
correct one, without the exisltence of vague intermediate
cases. In fact, this clear-cut difference can be made the
basis for play on words. Thus, "Bill put on his hat and a
coat, and boy, did he look funny with paint streaming down
all over him." The 'double-take' in this example depends
on playing on the two senses 29331 and coaty.

In terms of the language of contrast, variation,
and distribution, we might say that any distinct "meaning"
in Nida's sense must be characterized by a tight clustering
of contrastive, variational, and distributional features.
Thus the contrast of the sense coat, with the related

R e =20

meanings jacket, blazer, sweater, ctce., is closely cor-

related with distributional contexts of persons putting

on, taking off, and wearing personal clothing, both of which
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are closely correlated with Lhe variational fact that there

is an absence of gradations of meaning extending from coat1

to coat2 or coatS. There are, as it were, three "knots"

of meaning, coatl, coatz, and coat,, euach of which draws

tightly together contrastive, distributional, and variational
elements. On the other hand, the conncctions between the
three "knots'" are much looser, as in Diagram 11.1.

We may also contrast the situation of three "knots"
with the situation within any one "knot." Within, say, the
"knot" coat, there is no hard-and-fast correlation between L
different types of coat (variation), diflerent lists of
contrasting words (contrast), and different distributional
contexts (different people, different acts of wearing,
putting on, etc.). Nor is there any discernible break in !
the continuum of different types of coat (variation). The “
most plausible division would be bhetween men's and women's
coats, Thus we might hypothetically postulate two senses,
coat,y for a man's coat and coat;, for a woman's coat. This
distinction does correlate with a certain number of lexical
distinctions like shirt/blouse, pants/skirt, but we cannot
really produce two wholly distinct series of items belonging
to two semantic domains. We also confront the variational
fact that a coat deliberately made in "unisex" style for

both men's and women's wear would unproblematically still

be a "coat." Therefore, the fact that most coats can be
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Diagram 11.1

Different Senses of the Word "Coat"

Contrastive
Criteria

\/ ;'f ' D
) _ / P /\  Variational

e = / Criteria

Pistributional
| Criteria

" | |

! Coat Coat2 Coat3
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; or women's coats ic
i1 men's coatblz is

an accidental fact about the world, not a fact about the

clarified clearly as men's coats

English language. In terms of language variation, there
is no hard-and-fast break between the two hypothetical
senses coat,, and coat,,.

On the basis of these criteria for multiple and
single meanings, what can we say about the word &yLoc?
A preliminary survey of the distribution of &yiog in the
restricted corpus quickly turns up several possible instances
of different meanings. (1) There is a possible distinction
between dyvog used in a cultic sense, "sct apart for divine
use,’ and 4yiLog used in an ethical scnse, "pure, blameless,
morally commendable."” (2) There is a distinction between a
main group of uses of &ytog and several {ixed expressions,
namely (a) ol &yioL used to designate the people of God,
(b) (Td) nvedua (td) &yioy designating the Holy Spirit, and
(c) td &yiLov or T& &y.a designating the Jewish sanctuary
(Heb 9:1, 8:2, 9:24f), Bauer (1928) lists still other
special usages.

Now all the above distinctions should be taken into
account in a full description of the functioning of the word
ayvog¢. But, in my judgment, only onc of;distinctions,

namely that between the main usage and the special use of

ol dytor, plausibly constitutes a distinct "meaning" in

Nida's sense. And even this case of ol dyioL, upon closer
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examination, is best considered as a specialized, frequent
instance of the usual meaning of &yvoc. It is not, in the
end, a distinct '"meaning" in Nida's sence. However, the

\ existence of this semi-technical use of ot dyviroLr also
points to a certain limitation or restiriction ahout the
procedures and goals of componential analysis, as articu-
! lated by Nida.

Let us now demonstrate these claims one by one.

11.321 The question of distinct cultic and cthical meanings

of dyiog

First, consider the question ol whether &yiog has

two distincet meanings, w cultic meaning ("set apart for God')

and an ethical meaning ("morally pure'). Lxamples of the
usc of &yirogc with each of these meanings can easily be

! furnished. The cultic meaning occurs in Rom 1:2, 11:16,
and Eph 2:21; the ethical meaning occurs in 1 Cor 6:1
(contrasting with &6(uwwv), Eph. 1:4, and Rev 22:11. Tew
would deny that both these meanings occur. The gquestion is

whether they are really two distinct meanings in Nida's sense.

] == IR SRS N

1 10f course, it is possible to raise further questions

about labels in English, like '"culiic¢c," "ethical," "pure,"
: "God," and so on. Do we really know what we mean when we use
f such words? Are the distinctions we make in English clear?
Or are these distinctions themselves debatable? If they are
debatable, how can we pretend that they are an unproblematic
basis for classifying what goes on in another language? In
using English words uncritically do we not all too easily
smuggle in a view of "reality"?

At certain points in a larger program of reflection,
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The first criterion for distinct meanings is that
they correlate with distinct semantic domains, that is,
with distinct lists of semantic items closely related to
one another in meaning. The two supposed meanings of
dyvoc at least partially satisfy this c¢riterion. On
the one hand, the ethical meaning of &yirog correlates
with the voecabulary of purity and goodness: Gayadég,
Suanoc, éparog, afEiLog, aniobg, dpeotdg, warde, etc.

On the other hand the cultic meaning of &yiog correlates
with the vocabulary of the priesthood and the temple:
&yvde, eonpdodentog, Lepdc, nadapdg, dpnouela, duvola,
ratpelta, vadg, etc.

But these two lists are not completely separate from
one another. Not only &yiog but ayvédg, ednpdobeuntog,
eboePric, nadapdc, and perhaps a term of purity like Guwnog
could easily be placed on both lists. Even if there were

somewhat fewer connections than this, we might still suspect

such questions are not only illuminating, but virtually
necessary (cf. Muller 1978). But one cannot simultaneously
put everything in question. Onec must have words to do the
questioning with. Those words, and the sentences using them,
must be assumed to have a meaning c¢lear enough for the pur-
poses at hand. I have therefore chosen to stop the guestion-
ing at a certain point, and that is that.

My chosen stopping point is close to "ordinary lan-
guage, " supplemented with certain technical terms from lin-
guistics. Miller (1978), by contrast, has chosen to analyze
VTP and &yiog using the language of existentialist philo-
&0ph1ca1 ontology as a stopping point. The philosophical
stopping point is certainly not inberently loae problematic
than the stopping poini of "ordinary language.
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that we are confronted in the word d&yi.oc with a horder
hetween two domains, cultic and ethical. Nida (1975a:151)
observes

Furthermore, in the case of certain meanings more than

one domain may be involved, for a meaning may lie in

the horderland hetween two fairly well-defined semantic

areas.

Finally, we might well ask whether the vocabulary

of cult, priesthood, and temple is really a semantic domain
at all., Or does it consgist of a number of such domains,
each only loosely or tangentially conncected to the others?
Nida (1975a:174:93, 1975b:146-49) argues that the most basic
division of domains should bhe between entities {(or "objects"),
events, abstracts, and rcelationals. He admits that there are
problems and boundary-line c¢ases Tor this fourfold division
(19754:193), but it is al least o convenient starting point.
Moreover, whatever we may say In general, in the particular
case of priestly vocabulary we can obtain a fairly clean
distinction between cultic objects (vade , JvoracthoLov .
etc.), cultic events ( 9pnouela , 9w , Aatpela , etc.), and
cultic abstracts (dyitog, dayvdg ., etmnpdbodentog, nadapdg ,
etc.). But when we do this, the semantic domain of "cultic
abstracts” appears to merge almost completely into the larger

domain of abstracts for purity and goodness. We are not

dealing with two nicely distinet domains at all.

The two supposed meanings ol &yiLog , the cultic and
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the ethical, also fail to meet the i-;_t_u-__unc_'l_ eriterion (11.32
above) for being distinet meanings. ‘That is, these two
meanings are not cleariy separable, In some cases, indeed,
holiness is asceribed o nonpersonal being:s such as Jerusalem,
the law, and sacrificial animals. In =uch cases, the "holinesgn
in question must be cultic and not clliienl. This follows from
the simple Tact that it makes no sense to aseribe ethical
purity or uprightness to anything exceplt persons.

But when we consider the casce ol persons, thaore scems
to be no clearly defined boundary between the cultic and the
ethical senses.  Some instances elear iy make prominent the
cultic side of the meaning: Luke 1:70, 2:33, Rom L5:16,

Hebh 10:10. Other instances celearly nistlee prominent Lhe
athical side of the meaning: Mark 6 a1 Cor 704, Rev 22:11.
But (a) there are also clear ciloes wlicere both cuatic and
ethical sides appenr, n Rom 12:1 the Janguage is cultic

( Suoltav , ENEDECTOV racpotoay 1, bui the context ol

,
thinking draws ethical implicat ions 122100y, (b)) Many,
many cases seem to have at Jeast a hint of both meanings.
It is difficult to provide a case thal illustrates one

sense Lo the clear exelusion of the other. It may be the

t

case that many instances of ot dyLot "Lhe saints' are
rather colortess, and as such illustrate ihe cultic sense

"set apart for God" practically in rsolation.  Luke 1:70,

2:23 1 Cor 7:14 are further instances where elhical
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implications scem Lo be absent. But there seems to he no
unambiguous case where the cultic sense is wholly swallowed
up in the ethical. For instance, in I Cor 7:34 it appears
that it is not merely a question of the unmarried woman
behaving in an ethically responsiblc manner. The married
woman could also do this. Rather, there is also the thought
that her state of singleness affords her special opportunity
for a service devoted to, or consecrited to, the Lord., The
idea of being "set apart” from the "worldly affairs" (not
immoral affairs!) connected with marriage is close at hand.
Likewise, in passages like Mark 6:20 and Rev 22:11 pairing
holiness with righteousncess, the mention of holiness is not
necessarily merely an intensilication of what would be con-
veyed using "righteousness” alone. With Mark 6:20 there
may be the suggestion that John is Lo be included in the line
of "holy" OT prophets, special agents of God sct apart for
their role., With Rev 22:11 there may be o suggestion that
Christians' behavior is connected with the requirements for
entering the "holy"™ city (22:14,19). In Eph 1:4, 5:27, and
Col 1:22, the connection of d&yiog with the word dpouog
(a term used tor sacrificial animals), plus the language of
presentation before God, may still suggest a cultic image.
In any case, the interpenetration of the cultic and

ethical senses, and the clear existence of transition cases,

is fatal to the supposition that &yiroc has two distinct
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meanings in Nida's sense. There is only one "meaning."
But it has a noticeable variation across a continuum from
the cultic to the ethical. The context determines which

part of this continuum will be most prominent.

11.322 The question ol special conslructions with dyvog

Now we can take up the question of the special uses
(a) of &ywoL (the people of God}, (b) (10} nveluu
(td) &yLov (Lhe Holy Spirit), aml (¢} ™ dyLov ,
T dyia (Lhe sanctuary). Do these constitute distinct
Ugenses' or distinct "meanings' of &yiog ?  In my judgment,
except possibly for ol dyior , the answer is no. To a
certain extent, the avguments for these three special con-
structions arce the same. What distinguishes these construc-
tions is a constant grammatical form and a constant referent.
But we must not confuse meaning with referent (Nida 19%53:
24-25). The word "cow' can be used Lo refer to many il -
ferent cows. DBut it has the same "meaning” in a1l these
different uscs. Thesce cases with &yiog ave, ol course,
not strictly parallel to "cow," dinasmuch as not Gyeog but
the entire expression ol &yi.o. , nvebua &yLov , or
Td dyia designates the entity in question.  However,
the point still holds. Whalt makes the expressions or dAyYLOL
nvedua &yrov , and Ta &yira noleworthy is not primarily

some unusual meaning of dytog . VFor what could we claim




that &yiog¢ means in these expressions, if not "holy, set
apart for God, etc.'" (the usual meanings)? The expressions

are notable because they consistently have the same referent.

11.3221 ol d&yLou

The supposed difference of meaning in &yiLog can be
further tested by the two criteria for multiple meanings
that I developed ahove. First, each distinct meaning of
a word must belong to a different semantic domain. Let me
test this first for the expression ol &yiLoL. The expression
presents some particular difficulties. On the one hand,
one can plausibly arguc that &ycor still contrasts with
the same set of words as it does in its other uses; namely,
it contrasts with ayvdg, nadapdg, OGovog, cte. The people
of God might have been designaled ol dayvol, ol wadapol,
etc., but (perhaps for significant reasons) were not. The
LXX comes closest to this when it uses Lhe designation
4ctog (translating 'T‘Q[J) in the Psalms.

But, on the other hand, different results can be
obtained if the whole expression oi dyLol is treated as
a single unit, and &yi.oL is not regarded as a separate
semological part. Ol &yLotr is then closest in meaning
to other expressions for Christians: dderpol |

dyanntof, 1 é&uninola, ol nirotevovreg, ete. It would seem,

therefore, that there arce really two semantic domains and
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thercefore two meanings. There is the meunjngl ""holy" in
the semantic domain of words for '"purity'; and there is
the meaning2 "saints'" in the semantic domain of words for
Christians.

But is this second set of cxpressions for Christians
really a semantic domain? Note that the contrasts are
between expressions of phrase length, ot dyiou, § éuxinola,
and not simply between words. Note also that the different
expressions of ol d&yioL, 4&delool, &yanntol, H &uuinola,
and ol miotedovteg have been collected into a single
group, not so much on the basis of closely related meanings
of the words but on the basis of closely related referents.
We geem to have there a case very ncarly parallel to Frege's
(1960) classical example of "the Morning Star'™ and "the
Evening Star" (cf. Lyons 1977:197-206). TIrege's two
expressions have the same refercont, bul different senses
or meanings (they are not intersubstitutable with no change).
Similarly the expressions ol dywou, &béerpol , etc., have
the same referent but diffcrent meanings.

Now, to be sure, the guestion of referents cannot
be perfectly and totally separated from the question of
meanings. Some kinds of meaning, such as distinctions
between different kinds ol mammals ("horse,'" "cow,"

"chicken," 'dog," etc.) are closely related to differences

in reference. But this is not the cuase here., oL &yivou,
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&6cApol, dyanntol, 1 éunAinola, etce. have virtually the
same referent. If we ask what the difference in meaning
hetween these expressions 1is, the answer must seemingly be
either (1) that there is no differcnce at all or (2) that
' the difference is the difference between the designating
Christians as holy, as brothers, as beloved, as an assembly,
ete. In case (1), meaning has been collapsed into reference,
contrary to the whole intention of Nida's work and the theory
of semantic domains. One can if one wishes talk about
"meaning' as equivalent to reference, but that is not how
the word "meaning' is being used in (his chapter. Moreover,
if one chooses this route, one cannol plausibly c¢laim that
) ol &yLoL, A&deipol, A&yanntol, 1 Euninola, ete. form a
semantic domain, because there iz then no contrast of
"meaning' between then.

On the other hand, supposce one gives answer (2) to
the question about the differcnces in meaning. Then one has
virtually admitted that the words dyioLr, A&Seipol, etc.,
still retain their "usual" meanings, boecause the contrasts
between them are the same as they would be in any other
context. Hence one once again destroys the claim that this
grouping of expressions constitutes a semantic domain. It
is rather a group with a common refcrent.

' The second criterion for multiple (distinct) meanings

} is that the meanings must be c¢learly sceparable from one another.




There must not be a continuum of usape leading from one
gsense to another. At first glance, it might appear that
ol &ytol at least satisfies this criterion, altbough it
does so rather trivially on the basin of ils distinet
grammatical form and its distinct reforence.,  Its distinet
form and referent "separvate™ it from olher uses. But on
second glance even this does nol turn oul Lo he quite so
hard-and-fast a distinclion as one mighl suppose. It is
at least arpguable that ol &yivou in Iph 2:-19 designates

Jewish Christians, not simply Christians. In Matt 27:52

it designates OT worthies, in the LYY it sometimes desig-

nates angels (Bxod 15:11 LXX, Job 5:-1, 15:10, Ps 88(89):6,8, '

Dan 4:(13)10 Th, 4:(17)14 Th, 4:(23)20 Th, 8:13,13, Zech

14:5(?), Tob 11:14, 12:15, Wis 5:5(7), Sir 42:17 (?), 45:2;

cf. Poythress 1976h:20-23; Brekelmans 1965:307-309; Lamberigts

1970, NOtscher 1960). One may also point to the expression

Tole GyloLg AGGelwolg in n textual variant of 1 Thes 5:27

as a closely related grammatical construction. One may

point to analogous stereotyped expressions like d&yiLor mpoeiTal

and dyioc &yyeroco (luke 1:70, Acts 3-21, Fph 3:5, 2 Pet 3:2,

Mark 8:38, Luke 9:26, Acts 10:22, Jude -4, Hev 10:10 p47ViqACP)-
1 conclude, then, that it im most helpful to say that

the expression oi &yLou does not vopresent a distinet mean-

ing of d&yioc . Rather it is a specialized [requent use ol

the ordinary meaning of  &yivog in order to designate a constant
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referent. We must, of course, be alert for the possibility
of development of a technical, stercotlyped expression to
the point where the original significance drops from sight.
For instance, Xpiotdg makes a transition [rom the sense
"messiah' to & proper name '"Christ' during the NT period.
The same could have happened to &yitor i it had become
a completely stereotyped expression for Christians. But
the availability of several other expressions, especially
guninola and ol mnirotedovteg , plus the use of dyiol
in other analogous butl nonidentical constructions ( &iyLoe
npopftar |,  d&yirog &Gyvelog ), shows that we are not

dealing with a totally stereotyped situation.

11.3222 Limitations in analyzing meaning

Nida's theory of semantic domuaing has thus helped
us to appreciate the ways in which ol &yior still retains
connections with the '"main' use of d&yviog. However, in
my judgment the existence of semitechnical expressions like
ol dyiou does serve to reveal a certain limitation to the
theory of semantic domains and the related idea of compo-
nential analysis of meaning. The sersitive observer cannot
feel thoroughly satisfied either to lump ol dyLoL completely
together with other uses of d&yLog, or to differentiate it

as a distinct '"meaning' belonging to a distinct scemantic

domain. Why is this?
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I would suggest thut at least part of the difficulty
lies in the fact that the "meaning” ol an expression is not
wholly determined by its place in the scemantic domain to
which it belongs. If il were, we would have no trouble in
feeling satisfied with at lcast onc ol the placements of
ol d&yrvou , either in Lhe semantic domain of words for
purity or in the supposed domain of expressions for God's
people. The semantic domains are cxcecdingly important in
delimiting meaning. DBut there is a "secepage" from other
gquarters due to at least two different factors.

First, there is possible "secpage" from the referent
of an expression. If an expression is constantly associated
with a single, more or less fixed referent, or a small circle
of referents with striking common properties {(as with God's
people), it is understandable that all the connotations
associated with the referent of the word will, to sume
degree, come to he associated with the expression constantly
used to denote the referent., Thus, semitechnical and
technical expressions come 10 be freighted with connpotations.

Second, analysis in terms of semantic domaing gains
its power from the fact that the meaning of an expression
arises largely from ils contrasts with other expressions
that could have been used instead. A word contrasts with

other words in its semantic domain. llowever, it does not

contrast only with other words. It contrasts with all other
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expressions, of whatever length, thal could be used in its
stead. The necessity of taking these other contrasts into
account hecomes especially apparent in the case of a
technical word like the word "mass" in modern physics.
"Mass'' is a kind of shorthand word for a quite complex
definition. As such, the precision of the word arises
from the fact that the word has condensed into it the
effective force of a complex definition. TIncluded in the
word, therefore, are all the contrasts between (a) the
actual technical definition with which physicists work

and which they presuppose and (b) an innumerable number

of alternative nonequivalent definitions which would not
prove effective or useful. For Chis veason, analysis of
the semantic domain of the word "mass" would not begin to
approach the [ull "meaning” ol the word, With a semitech-
nical expression such as ol &ywvov , one wonders whether a
similar process has been at work., DPerhaps phrases as well
as words need Lo be included in the analysis of conilrasts.
And if 1his is done, the task is likely to become unmanage-

ably large.

11.3223 (Td) nvebuo  (T0) dyiov

Next, consider the case of &yirog in the expression

(td) mvelna (td) &yLov . Can this use of &yLoc be

congidered an instance of a different meaning? The two
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criteria for multiple meanings point 1o & negalive answer,
First, there can be no question herc of a semantic domain
other than that includingz dvyvde , uadapdc , etec. (note
the contrast with nvedua  &duddaptov in Mark 3:29-30).
Second, are the two supposed "meanings' clearly separable?
They almost are, since we can put all cases of nvebpa &yLov
referring to the Holy Spirit on the one side, and all other
cases of dyiog on the other. But @&yiog &yYeAog
represents a kind of (ransition casc.

The evidence here for transitions is not quite so
convincing as in the case of oi &yiou , because there are
fewer and less plausible transition cases. Il is casy to
believe that mnvedpa &yiov may be on its wiay to becoming
a technical expression like Xpuotdg . An analogous case is
the phrase "Holy Spirit" in modern LInglish. This phrase
definitely is a technical expression. In a typical use of
the English expression "Holy Spirit" there is very little
psychological awareness of '"holy" as a separate component.
We might well argue that in such a case "holy" should not
be analyzed separately bul treated as a sublexemic part of
the single lexeme "Holy Spirit." Of course, because of the
use of "holy"” in other contexts in Fnglish, we are capable
in certain contexts of drawing attention to the holiness of

of the Holy Spirit (c¢f. Mark 3:29-30, Luke 1:35). Insofar

as the "Holy" of "[loly Spirit" has any separate meaning at
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all, its meaning is not difforent from Lhe meaning of "holy"
in other Lnglish conlexls,

Similar thinzs should doubtless be siid about Lhe
use of &yLov in nvelua dyrov in NT times. But it is
probably not as fixed and stereotyped expression as "Holy
Spirit" has hecome in modern English. IIvebua (very frequent
in Paul) and nvedua Seold remain comlortable alternatives.
And these alternatives by their contrast with the use of
&yLov help to prevent &y.ov from wholly losing its dis-
tinetive force in the combination mvedua &yiov.

In sum, in terms of Nida's seonse of distinet
"meanings,!” we have here only one meaning of &yiog. DBut
nvelua &yLov, like ol dyiLov, comes near to being a semi-
technical expression. To that degrece, limitations in
semantic domain study, encountered alrcady with ol &yioL,

also crop up here.

11.3224 > &yrov / 14 &yia

Next, what about the expressions 10 dyivov and
ta dyia for ithe templte? Do these represent a distinet
sense of the word &yivoc? In this case we can produce an
argument to the effect that there are Lwo distinct semantic
domains associated wilth two distinel senses. TO &yiov

can be included in the semantic domain of types of build-

ings or types of vooms of buitdings, while Gytog in other




contexts is included in the scmantic domainwith Ay vog
tepdc, etc.

But there arc two major objcctions to this
avgument. First, it is necessary Lo treal 1O &yrov
as a single unanalyzable lexeme in order to achieve its
integration into the semantic domain of types of build-
ings. In this respect the situation with 1o dyLov 1is
similar to that with ol &yitor and nmvelpa dyLov. Insofar
as AyLog makes a distinet contribution to the constiruc-
tion ™ &yLov, it still bears the usual sense "holy." '
Second, in NT times 1o Gyrov is not the most fregquent
word for the temple; rather, td lLepdv is. To lepdy ;
has become the technical term, Hence 1o dyvov will not
be: used unless theve is some pointg in designating the
temple in o nonovdinary way as "the holy place.'  The
evistence of a technical expression to lepdv already
prevents To dytov from itself becoming a semitechnical
expression in which dyiroc loses most of its meaning.

The sccond criterion for whether a word has
more than one meaning is the criterion of scparable
meanings. Does dyiog have here two clearly distincet
meanings with no trunsition cases In hetween?  The
answer is that there ave transition cases between

(a) to &yLov designaling the temple and (b)) other uses

of dyiLoc with the sense "holy." The oceurrence of
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b &yLov (Matt 7:06; Ppid 9:5; Lev 2211 1XX) and td &yLa
(1 Clem 29:3; Lev 22:3 LXX, etc.) to designate "holy
things" other than the temple shows that we do not have
an absolutely fixed usage here. Iven if we did, that
would constitute a consistent pattern of reference, but
not necessarily a distinct pattern of meaning. The
expression &ytog ténog (Matt 24:15, Acts 6:13, 21:28)
sometimes occurring instead of o &yirov also shows that
the usual meaning of &y.og has notl disappeared in roef-
erences to the temple.

I conclude, then, that in none of the special
constructions ot &yvor, (Td) mveduoa (T0) &yrov, or
5 &yirov/ T &yia does dyiog have a different meaning
than it ordinarily has. But I need not go to the opposite
extreme and insist on a complelce uniformity of meaning
for &yivog. I need not deny that there is some develop-
ment here in the direction of semitechnical, somewhat
stereotyped forms of expression. Ol Adyror and neluo
&yLov, at least, are virtually semitechnical expressions,
TS & tov is not to the same degree hecause to Lepdv
plays the role of a technical expression. Therefore,
in many cases where the expressions are used, the sense
of &yioc ('holy") is perhaps felt only minimally. Cases

like Mark 3:29-30 or Luke 1:35 where contrast or repeti-

tion brings &yivog into greater prominence are the excep-
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tion to this tendency.

In the above arguwnents I have usced evidence from
the NT and sometimes from other sources of koine Greek
as well as evidence from Paul. liow valid is this? In
the attempt to establish that the cultic and ethical
senses of &ytog form a continuum, il is perfectly valid,
since Paul could only with great difficulty have deviated
from customary meaning in that kind of wav. DBut with
reference to the question of technical senses of ol &yiou
and nvebpa dyiLov, we must procecd more cautiously.
Technical uses can easily become much more pronounced
in a single author than in his contemporaries. DBut, for
these two expressions, a significanl part of the evidence
comes not only from the NT but from Paul (especially if
we include the unrestricted corpus). Hence the conclu-

sions remain valid.

11.33 Delineating the semantic domain of Ay Loc

Following Nida's program (1975a:68-110, 151:73),
we now consider the analysis of the single meaning of
&yLoc in relation to related meanings of different
lexieal units. The principle behind this procedure is

clearly stated by Nida 1975a:151:

A referential meaning must be analyzed essentially
in terms of the semantic domain to which it belongs.
A meaning is not a thing in itself, but only a set
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of contrastic relations. 1In some instances the
crucial contrasts involve a few related meanings,
but there is no way to determine a mcaning apart
from comparisons and contrasts with other meanings
within the same semantic arca.

Nida (1975a:55) recommends thalt one start with
a small set of related meanings, to avoid being swamped
with data. Afterwards one expands Lo include more
distantly related meanings., DBut in th-prosent case
there is some difficulty in picking in 2 nonarbitrary
way a group of meanings most closely related to &yrog. It
seems best, therefore, to start wilh an unusuvally large
number of rolated meanings, and then to narrow this
selection down to a few.

For this purpose, we begin with n Iist of all
words having meanings somchow relatod to &Yvog. Doubtful
cases are included rather than excluaded, so as not to
miss any possible candidates. The resulting list, culled
from Bauer's lexicon (1952), is shown in Display 11.2.

Now this list can be narrowed down by ignoring
all derivational meanings. For example, &y.dlw can be
ignored because its meanings are derivable Trom the

meaning of &yrog. &yaddtne can be ignored because its

meaning is derivable from the meaning of &yad9d¢c. And

s0 on, Words have not been considered derived, even

when they are etymologically related, when thelr senses

or meanings are not clearly derivable [rom the sense or
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Display 11.2

Words Semantically Related 1o &yiLog in Bauer

&Bavadowe
dyadoepydw
dyadoepydc
dyadonoréw
dyadonoilnoLg
dyadonovia
&yadonoide
dyadde
dyaddtng
dyadwodvn
dyyeiog
&dyveiudg
dyevig

Ay L&lw

Ay Loona

Ay Laoudc
dyLonpenng
&yLog
dyLdTng
ayropdpog
&y Lawotvn
dyvela
AdyYveuThpLOV
ayvetw
ayvito
dyvioudg
ayvédg

. dyvédtng

Ayvidc
addnuog
&6orog
4fuuog
d9¢uLtog
d9eo¢
&deonog
Adutog
ASPog
duadapaoia
duaddpTng
duddaptoc
duonta
dnanoc
AHoTdy vnoTog

joTgs R ol [a R o} Qoo

AuaTdrpL ToC
audparog
duepaLoociiun
dupopuotia
&dupdpucrtoc
&Andrig
AXNdLvde
drrdouvrog
duaptdvw
audpTnua
daudpTnolg
duaptia
duaptordg
&uepntoc
dpduntwe
dufavtog
ARDOUNTOC
SpwiLog
AULDPWC
dvayvog
avddena
Avodepatiiw
AvdSnpa
Gvapdptntog
avdEiLog
dvatiwc
dvandpTLotog
dveyuinola
dvEéYHANTOC
dvendAnuntog
dvdoLog
&ELdayvog
&ErLo¢

&AEvdw

&ELwg
ancs(deLa
AneLdcw
arneu 9
Anidtng
anioic
ATADC
&nddeuntog
4drnodLuiLondg

d
d

d

4rorobw
drovi Tw
arionAdvw
dnocuvdywyog
dnpdounomnog
anopondnwg
dpéonw
Gpeotde
dpeTh
dpxrepatiudeg
APYXLEPEDG
dogépeLa
docpéw
doeBrig
doérvera
domniAoc
Stonog
dopLepdw
BSEAUYLQ
BoeAunTAdC
Bdexdoaouat
féEBniog
BeRNAdw
Bracenuéw
Brogenulia
pArdoonuog
Yevvwalog
S5entdc
Stanadaipw
Sromadap !l Lw
&inavog
SituaLoadvn
SrualL dw
Sunalwpa
Sinalwg
SLralwoLg
6AEa
clALnplveLa
elALuptvig
truadal pw
éuuinoia
tvdpeTtog
é¢nionuog
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eVAPECTEW
ebapcoinoLg
csudpEaToc
ebapéatwg
e0I0¢
ehd0TNng
eGAapic
tunpdaSeEnTOG
eboépeLa
e0oeBéw
eboeBNig
eboepdg
Jpnouneia
dpnoredw
dpnonde
SOua
Suutapua
gupLrathpLov
JupLde
Juoila
JugractipLov
9w
iepatela
tepdTevua
tepaTedw
Lepedg
tepdduTtog
Lepdv

L eponpenng
LepSg
LeEpoupyEw

L epwadun
nadalpw
wadape Vw
nadap ! Tw
nadaptondg
nadapde
nadapdtng
rnadapdg
nanta
nande
warondyadia
HOAOTIOL £

Display

11.2 (Cont'd)

naidg
Haide
natddeua
watadepati Tw
watdpa
watapdouat
notvdg
woLvdw
HOLVWVEW
roLvovia
HOLVOVLKREC
HoLvwvdg
Aadg
Aatpela
AaTpedw
revtoupyéw
AeLTOoUPY L
AELTOUPY LUAC
Aevtoupydg
Aodw
pLralvo
rLapdc

HL Ao
nraondg
HoAGvw
poivoude
niduog

vade
veundpog
Sovog
dovdtng
dolwg
navdyLog
navdpetog
T&VOENVOC
nepLuadalpw
nAdvw
novnpto
novwnpdc
nEoodenTtdC
MEooHUVEW
nporuvnTig
MPOSPEOW

oo oo
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npocpopd
palvw
pavti Tw
odvtLoua
pavtiLonde
cepdlonal
oéBaoue
cgﬂdcutog
ceBactde
céBw
ceuvde
cenvdng
oenviic
onévbw
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meaning of some more basic form. We are concerned with
semantic derivation, derivation of meaning, not grammat-
jecal derivation. We can also ignore all "complementary"
meanings 1like a64urnog and BéBn@og; that is, we ignore
meanings standing at the opposite pole from &yLog.

The words eliminated are marked in Display 11.2 by d
(elimination on derivational grounds) and - (elimination
on grounds of complementary meaning).

In this process many fine-grained distinctions
among words for purity and uprightness are eliminated.
But this procedure is still basically sound. The derived
words do receive their meaning basically from the base
word from which they are derived. They have, therefore,
only a secondary effect on the domain of dyLog, a domain
first of all determined by other underived meanings. A
word such as &uwuog, nwithout blemish, without reproach,"”
connects itself first of 211 to the semantic domain of
udunog, ''blame, reproach, blemish." The meaning of
Suwpog remains basically negative and cannot strongly
influence the "positive meaning of &yiog, even if it
occurs frequently in syntagmatic association with &yivog
(Eph 1:4, 5:27, Col 1:22).

In addition, using Nida's (1975a:175-86) division
of meanings into entities (things, objects), events, and

abstracts, we may climinate 211 the meanings that are of
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an entity-like or cvent-like characler, leaving only
the abstracts. The result of these eliminations is the
reasonably compact list given in Display 11.3.

A close inspection of this 1list shows that the
large semantic domain associated with it could be de-
scribed as "abstracts of virtue and commendation.”
LtepdduTog does not really belong in this domain,
‘Ayronpende, 4Evdayvog, and Lepornpenrig can be ignored
in the first approximation, becausec lhey are infrequent
words whose meaning is more or less derivable from their
parts. Similarly, navdyLog, navdpetog, and n&voeuvog
are clearly intensifications of &yiog, évdpeTog, and
oeuvoOg respectively.

The remaining material can be subdivided in
various ways. The most cbvious ways, in my judgment,
are to single oul (a) meanings having to do directly with
the religious sphere, and (b) meanings having to do with
purity. I here understand "purity"” in a broad sense,
including moral, ritual, and religious purity (sacred-
ness). With criterion (a) we get the list 4yLog, &yvog,
goraprie, eboeBrhg, tepdc, and dovog. With criterion (b)
we get the list &viog, &yvdg, auéparog, el AiupLviig,
tepde (?), nadapdg (in moral sense), dorog (7).

Also, we may distinguish terms For virtues

(dnrolg , doeTh, vevvalog, &6{uarog, cte.) from terms
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Display 11.3

A Large Semantic Domain Associated with dyvoc:

Abstracts of Virtue and Commendation

ayadde

dyLonpenrg

&yvog
ayvédg
duéparog
aindnic
aandiLvdeg
&S udayvog
&ELog
aniobg
&peTh
YEVVATOC
&{naLog

&bEa

eldvupLviig

Evépetoc

Endonuog

e09%¢ (in moral sense)
eOAaRYC

gdnpdodbentog

e0oePng

{lepdButog)

Leponpennig

tepde

nadapde (in figurative sensoe)
nadapde (in physical sense)
HAAOC

SaLog

navdy Logc

navépetoc

nédvoepvoe

geuvdc
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clearly applicable as commendatory terms Co inanimate
things as well: &yaddg, dyirog, ayvédg, &indiig, ainduvdg,
aELoc (?), 68Ea, énlonuog, e0S0¢ (same meaning?),
ebnpdodentoc, tepdc, nadapdg, marde. But it is somewhat
risky to separate out a major group of terms on the
basis of their common applicability to a wide range of
entities. It is safTer to begin at least with criteria
(a) and (b), which are more clearly based on related-
ness of meaning rather than on relatedness of reference
or relatedness of range of applicability.

Tepvde might possibly be included in list (a)
on the basis of Bauer's entry giving the gloss "holy"
("heilig") along side the glosses "honorable, worthy,
venerable.’” But these latter glosscs are closer to the
actual meaning of oceuvdc. tepvde can be applied to
both the sphere of the profane (men "worthy of respect,
noble, dignified, etc.') and the sphere of the holy (to
gods). But oeuvdg does not include some kind of religious
component or religious connotation actually in its mean-
ing. The religious component comes [rom the context, notl
from the word itself, as can be scen by inspecting the
full range of contexts of its occurrcnce.

The intersection of criteria (a) and (b) gives

us the narrowest circle of meanings related to dyioc,

namely &yitoc, ayvdg, tepdg, and dorog. Now we undertake



a fuller analysis of the relations of these meanings to

one another. Afterwards we will briefly relate this
smaller semantic domain to the larger domain (a) (the
domain of the "religously commendahle’) and to the

larger domain (b) (the domain of the “"pure').

11.34 The semantic domain of the holy: &yiog in contrast

with &yvédg, lepdc, and doirog

An exhaustive treatment of the four words dyLog,
ayvdg, tepdg, and 8o0Log would have to begin with an
oxamination of the possibility that &ayvédg, teodg, or
AgLoc has more than one distinct mcaning. We will assume
without further discussion that, at least in koine Greek,
daLo¢c has only one meaning in Nida's sense. We will also
take it for granted that lepdg has only two meanings,
one of which is the meaning "temple" for the form
15 tepdv, and the other of which is the general meaning
“"holy." We confTine ourselves to this second meaning of
tepdg, where it retains its adjectival force.

Upon cursoery examination, dyvdg appears to have
two meanings, (1) (sexually) "chaste' and (2) "pure."

(1) is a specinlization of meaning (2). Whether or not
these are genuinely distinet meanings is thercfore in

doubt. This issue can be left undecided. We will focus

in any case on meaning (2).
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11.341 Tcechnical diificultics in anitlyzing semantic domains

Analyzing the differences hetween words in the
same semantic domain is a procedure fraught with many
difficulties. There are all too many occasions when a
large measure of subjective judgment is virtually
unavoidable. Even when native speakers can be directly
questioned concerning differences n meaning, the con-
clusions are not necessarily univoenl. Wootton (1975:36)
points out that

. . . at any given level of contrast {wo lexical
items may be discriminated in a varicty of ways,
2ll of which in some sense may he correct or
culturally appropriate. If this is the case, how
then do we identify the componenlts of meaning which
distinguish the main or central scense of these
items?

The problems multiply when native speakers are
unavailable. On the one hand, the contexts of ase of a
word are ultimately our only clue to its meaning. On
the other hand, the meaning of the word must somehow he
distinguished from the ceontribution to meaning by the
context. TFor, example, as noted above, the word oepvdg
is not actually a religious word, but rather one used
in both religious and profane conlext, The contribution
"religious" comes from the context rather than from the

word cepvdg itself. Similarly, the presence of absence

of ethical implications to &yiog is a mantter of context.

“Ayiwog is purely cultic, without ethical implications,




when it is ascribed to nonvesponsible cntities (tewmple,
book, Jerusalem, ectc.).

But someone else might want to stress that these
distributional factls about cepvde and dyvog are not
irrelevant to their meanings. The differing distribu-
tions in part constitute meanings. Thus the exact line
between context and word-meaning is fluid. Word-meanings
change over time largely by mecans ol changes (both
extensions and restrictions) of the contexts in which
the words customarily appear.

Finally there is the problem thatl contrasts
between words do nol exhaust meaning. In the case of
technical or semitechnical uses like oib dyvour, we must
ultimately reckon with conlrasis hetween one expression
(in this case a noun phrase) and al] other expressions,
of whatever length, that could be used instead (cf. the

digscussion in 11.32232).

11.342 Overlapping meaning

The relation betwoeen &yiog, ayvédg, tepdg, and
8ovog is one of overlapping meanings (Nida 1975a:98-107).
That is, their relation is like the relation between
closely related words like "rich” and "wealthy,'" or like
"engine" and "motor.' There are at least some contexts

in which the words can be substituted for one another
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with very little if any change in {he over-all force of
the sentence in which they are embedded. Of course,
since we are not native speakers ol Greck, it is impos-
sible to test substitutability in direct fashion. But
indirect proof can be given in a manner parallel to the
way in which Barr (1969) gives proof of the partial
synonymity of uoipde and ypbvog. Wo can cite similar
contexts in which different words have been used.
The partial synonymity of &viog and ayvédg is

shown by the following parallels.

(a) Both describe sacrifices.
noapaxord obv Oudg ... TMapactiicor T cupate Lpdv Suolav

Cooav dylav T@ 9ed e€bdpeotov Rom 12:1.
S5&€aL Aoyundge duolag glxgg 4dnd Yuxfic wal unapdlag mpdg

ot &vatetaunévng

Hermetic Writings 1,31 (Scott 1924:130),

(b) Both are used with respect Lo sexual continence.
wal B yuul B &yaunoc xal B map@évoc unepruvg Td Tod nuptovu,

tva § &yfa xal @ odpate wol TH MVELLATL.

I Cor 7:34

& dyvdg &v TH capxl uh draloveuvgodw, yivaouey 8te Etepdg

EoTLy & émixopny®dv abTd TRV EyupdteLav.

I Clem 38:2




(c) Both are used in commandmenis for purity.

wal abTol &yiou &v mdon &dvaoctpoof) vyevidnte I Pet 1:15 '

ocavTdy dyvdv THpPEL 1 Tim 5:22. r

(d) Both are applied to Christ.
. 1 yevvduevoy &yiov xindhoetar vidg Seod. Luke 1:35. {
ndic & Exwv THY &Anlba Tadtny én’ abtd dyviler EavTdV '
nadbe &uetvog Ayvédg €otuLv. I John 3:3. )
In some of these cases it may still be possible to discern
a difference of emphasis between &yiLog (closer to our
English "holy") and &yvog (closer to English '"pure'), !
but the difference is a fine one.
For the partial synonymity of &viog and Lepdg,
the following are evidences.
(a) Scriptures are holy.

8 neoennyYELAato SLd THV mpoentdv abTol €V ypagaig dylaLg.

Rom 1:2.
wal dTL &nd Podoouc Ltepd yvpduuota olbag. 2 Tim 3:15.
Eyuendoate eig Tdg tepag YPapdg. 1 Clem 45:2
(cf. 1 Clem 53:1, Philo De Opiflicio Mundi 77 and often)
(b) Things of the temple are holy.
dudptn drovolug &nd tdv dylwv tod nupliou. Lev 5:15.

otu oldate dTL ol T Lepdh épyvalduevor T& TOD lepod
EodlouvoLy ... 1 Cor 9:13.

Particularly in Philo there are many apparently synonymous

uses.
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{¢) Speech is to be holy.
&AL 4el TRV THV aytwy Suiynouv LEQQL nat &yitor novelodwoav
| Adyol Philo, Quod Deterius Potiori 133.
. (d) Sabbaths are holy.
v énvoboav Huépav ERO6Sunv tocuvuvev & natnp, Enalrvéoag

xat dyfav mpooewndv. Philo, De Opificio Mundi 89.

&L EE Nuepdv mereloag &yewv lepav ¢pddunv,

| Philo, De Opificio Mundi 128.
(e} Temples are holy.

L f Yoo vOv oboa tepa mdALg, €v ) ual dyLog vedg éoTu

Philo, De¢ Somniis 2.246.

i ) . , = .
olwog yap TLE 0 veég lepog €tenTalvetro Yuxfic AoyiLufg

! Philo, De Opificio Mundi 137,
™V L epavy OUNVAV KoL Ta £v a0Tl HATAGHELALEL

Philo, Quis Rerum Divinarum Heres 112,

(f) The temple precincts are holy.
ERSoNOE ... oOTSe éoTiv, oOMéETL natd TOV EEm THV dylwv
wdniov ola plorng elioducvog ...
Philo, De Posteritate Caini 173,
& 6e yéveorv puyadevdfoetal, IOV pEV Lepwtdrwv Eravvdievog
Xwp v Philo, D¢ Plantationc 61.
(g) The sphere of the divine as opposed to human is holy.

Erel & TV duapinudTtov T HEV elg dvipanouvg, ta &7 elg

lepa mal &yra Spdtal

Philo, De Specialibus Legibus 1.234




I1¢ !

(h) Israel is holy.
Baglietov nal lepdteuno ol £9vog dyrov
Philo, De Abrahamo 56,

Philo, lﬁ‘fﬂﬁﬁlmﬂﬁ_LﬂiﬁﬁtionE 114

Vor the partial synonymity ol &yiroe and SoLog
note the following.
(a) Both are applied to Christ the holy one.
tdde Advelr b &yiog, O &AnSivée ... . Rev  3:7. "
00 SWoELC TOV GoLdv gouv {6eiv SLapdopdy
Acts 2:27, 13:35, ]
(But this 1is not 80 conclusive becanse Acts ig quoting
the LXX, which is using Oovog in 4 somewhat different
context,)
(b) Both are applied to God {he holy one.
Ewg ndte, & Geondtng & dyrog nal ainduvde, oo nplvelg
wal Enbunele o afpa Hudv Rev 6:10,
(el Ts 5: 1o, 35:5, ete.)
6lnarog el, & 8v wal 6 fv, o doLoc, &t tabra EupLvag.
Rev, 16:5,
A further parallel exists bolween the words
ayvde, lepde, and bdovog, in application to "holy hands.
glygg nati dpidvroug Xetpag alpovtes npdec adtdy, '

I Clem 29:1.

{cfl. Phito De Specialibus Legibus 2,145).
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&vdpwnov talc tepalg nal duduolg xepolv Eniagev
(of God's hands) 1 Clem 33:4.
BovAoual olv mpooeldXecdal ToLg &vdpug €v mavtl TNW
énalpovtog dolovg Xelpag ..-.. 1 Tim 2:8,

In view of this overlap in meaning, detecting
the differences in nuance between the four words dyiog,
ayvédg, lepde, and doiog is a fairly subtle affair. But
it ean still be done, at least with a degree of success,
by attending to the contexts where onc word tends to be
used and the others not. But for this purpose the
corpus of evidence must be as wide as possibe, to make
sure that part of the range of usage is not left out by
accident.

The results of a broader investigation are
gsummarized in the following sections. TFor the classical
period the source of data is primarily the work oi
Trench (1880:327-34, 346-48) and Liddell-Scott (1968),

rather than an independent study.

11.343 The semantic domain of holiness in classical Greek

YAytog in classical Greek means "devoted to the
gods,'" both in a good seunse ("holy") and in a bad sense
(“"accursed") (Liddell-Scott 1968). It is applied to

things, especially temples, but not to persons (Liddell-

Scott 1968).
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‘Ayvéoe in classical Greek, when applied to
places and things, has the sense "dedicated to gods™
(Liddell-Scott 1968). But when applicd to persons,
either divine or human, it generally has the sense
"pure'" or 'chaste' (i.e., pure in the area of sexual
relations). Thus it apparently overlaps with &y.og¢
and {e€pd¢ mainly in contexts applying it to places and
things.

*Iepdc in classical Greek is the common word used
for divine, sacred things. It is only rarely applied to
persons. There are no implications of moral purity.

“OoLog means "sanctioned or allowed by the law
of God or of nature" (Liddell-Scott 1968). Thus it is
typically applied to actions, states, and persons in
accord with divine or natural principles. When applied
to things, it is to those allowed for ordinary use, in

contrast with the sacred, lepdg (Liddell-Scott 1968).

11.344 The semantic domain of holiness in the LXX

Some caution must be used in interpreting the
usage of words in the LXX because of the tendency of some
of the translators to adopt a fairly literal translation
method. In using such a method the translator sometimes

employs Greek words in irregular, infelicitous, or quasi-

figurative senses because he translates word by word.




———

149

Hence LXX usage is not always a reliable indicator of
what Greek usage is like in untranslated material. But
it is still worthwhile to summarizc the translation
statistics.

In the LXX dviog regularly translates UJTT?).
It and its cognates arc virtually the only words used
to translate words {rom the root u?TP. It therefore
applies to both God, persons, and things. Sometimes it
includes or implies moral purity, sometimes not.

*AYvdg occurs only five Limes as a translation
of the MT, three of these for erHQ. But the regular
translation equivalent of WNWQ is nadapde (72X).

‘Igpdg occurs only some hall dozen times in
translation of the MT, with no consistent underlying
Hebrew or Aramaic word., But it comes into use in the
Apocrypha (1 Esdras and 1-4 Maccabees) in the form
0 {epdy for the temple. A genuine adjectival use also
oceurs occasionally (2 Macc 4:48, 5:16, 6:4, etc.).

“OoLog consistently translates the Hebrew ’T‘Q[:.
Thus it has a sense like the English '"pious." Relation-

ship to God and his law is in view, but the cult is not.

YAyLoc is in the NT the frcquent word for the
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hely, the consecrated, and what is associated with the
cult. It has therefore larged displaced the classical
tepde and the cultic sense of dyvdg,in agreement with
the usage of the LXX. YAyiog can have the sense '"con-
scecrated,” with no moral component, or it c¢an occur in
contexts involving moral purity. It applies to God
himself, to persons, and to things, but rarely to
abstractions (e.g., Luke 1:72) or actions (e.g., Rom
16:16). Most frequently of all it occurs in the
expressions for the lloly Spirit.

‘Ayvéde has the sense "pure'' or "chaste." There
are no clear contexts where it retains its cultic force.
It occurs 8X in the NT, 10X in Apostolic TFathers. When
it does not mean "chaste," it frequently occurs in lists
with other terms (ocsuvdg, Gulavtog , Suwnoc ).

‘Iepdc, apart from the special form 13 {epdy for
the Jerusalem temple, occurs only some 7 times in the NT
and Apostolic Fathers, 4 of these with reference to holy
Seriptures., It is so restricted in distribution that it
can be effectively ignored in assessing the meaning of
dyLo¢ in relation to its semantic Tield.

It is fruitless to speculate why 1€pd¢ has come
so near to disappearing from use in early Christian

writings. It may have something to do with the pre-

dominance of &yrog over tepdg in the LXX. The reading
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of the LXX in Christian communitices would coxert pressure
in favor of making dy.og the word more familiar in
expressing their sense of fulfilling the OT. Moreover,
Barr (1961:284-85) points out that &y,oc includes the
idea of consecration, whorcas tepd¢ means broadly
"associated with religion.” YAyvyivog may have been
adopted both in the LXX and the NT simply because the
writers desired to include the connotation of consecra-
tion. The preference for &yi.og may also have something
to do with ethical connotations ol &y.ogc in the LXX.
But even 1if such factors had an iniluence, their signif-
icance ought not to be overrated. As Vorster (1979:4)
says,
Some words simply disappear or Jjust happen not to be
used any more by certain peoplec, because there are
other words that are used morc commonly or more fre-
quently in ceriain circles--a matter of convention.l
“Ocvog is a bit difficult to assess. 3X it is
taken over from the LXX as a translation for T Ql? .
Several more times it occurs in conjunection with other
words for moral blamelessness (6¢uaiog, Spwpoc), SO that
its specific nuances are partially ncutralized by the

context., '"Pious,” "devout' would scem the best trans-

lation when it applies to men (Bauer 1052:589). But it

l“Sommige woorde verdwyn ecnvoudig of word
toevallig net nie meer deur bepaalde mense gebruilk nie
omdat daar ander woorde is wat meer algemeen of dikwels
in bepaalde kringe gebruik word--'n kwessie van konvensie.!
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is also used to describe God himself (Rev 15:4, 16:5)
and his actions (1 Clem 56:16), in which case it would
seem to come close to the sense of dyi.og. We probably
still have the right to say that it does not have the
cultic associations of &yiog (though Bauer notes its

probable use in a cultic scnse in mystery religions).

YAyLog¢ 1is applied to God, to human beings, to
inanimate objects and places, and to abstracts. Many
of its occurrences are in the context of quotations
from the LXX. But &yivo¢ is occasionally used of God,
of human beings, of divine attributes, of special
numbers (e.g., 7, 50), and of abstiract princinles, even
apart from immediate use of the LXX.

&yvéde is used only of virginity and once of
holy hands.

tepde is the most frequent of the words. It
is regularly applied to human beings, inanimate objects
and places, to abstracts, and to events. In particular,
d lepdg Adyog has become a frequent designation of the
teachings of Scripture, sometimes hypostasized (De

Migratione Abrahami 17). (lepd¢ and not &yroc is always

used in talking about Scripture.) tepdc is used much

more broadly than &yvogc to speak of what is in some vague
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way sacred. Thus there are sacred contests (Olympic
games), sacred ministries (of pricsts of their allegori-
cal equivalent), sacred heavenly ¢ther, sacred virtues.
lepde is not, however, used to describe God himself,

bovog is applied most frequently to events or
actions accounted "pious," religious, or Just @oiog is
frequent in parallel with 6{uaiog). It is occasionally
used to describe men and twice used to describe God
(both times in parallel with &(uatoc). Men are pious

insofar as they perform pious actions.

11.347 Contrastivq_componenpﬁ_jg_Ehg_sgmgpsz_qQ@QiQ_Q£
holiness

The above analyses (11.342, 11.343, 11,344,
11.345) show that, while there may be overlap of mean-
ing, each of the four meanings &yiog, ayvédg, tepde, and
doLogc has some distinct nuances. The distinctiveness
of each word can be analyzed, among other ways, by
indicating whether certain "components"” of meaning are
included in each of them (cf. Nida 1975a:68-110). Six
components suggest themselves to me from the above
analysis. (1) Does the word in question have to do
with or at least suggest the cultic sphere? (2) Does

it designate positive moral-ethical quality? (3) When

applied to men, does it designate the quality of man's




relation to God? (4) Does it designate the quality of

man's relation to other men? (5) Does it designate the

quality of man's relation to self, viz, individual purity? y
(6) Does it connote consecration or “setting apart' from
a sphere of the ordinary?

These "diagnostic components™ are related to the

i e —

four words in the manner shown in the matrix of Display

11.4 (cf. Nida 1975a:32-67 for a discussion of this type

——

of display). Component (3), concerning whether a word

designates the quality of man's retation to God, is the ]

least effective or jmportant diagnostically, since it

is characteristic of all the words except possibly ayvog.
The analysis of diagnostic components in Display i

11.4 can now be extended, if desired, to larger semantic

domains which include the semantic domain of holiness as

a subpart. For example, onc¢ can include the words in
the semantic domains consisting of (a) terms for "relig-
ious commendation'™ and (b) terms for purity (cf. the

delineation of these domains in 11.33). An analysis

f~

like Display 11.5 represcent guesscs, nol assured results.
We would have to undertake a detailed analysis of the
words EVAABRC, e0oefhg, duépoiog, ete., in order to
achieve more reliable results. In lact, all the material

in Display 11.4 should be regarded as tentative, for

soveral reasons. (1) The idea of differentiating meanings
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Display 11.4
Matrix Display of Diagnostic Components for the

Distinctive Nuances of the Overlapping Meanings

|
|

( cultic moral relation relation relation including

in the Semantic Domain of Holiness

. Lo God to men to self consecration,
dedication
!
&yLoc + + + - - +
dyvég ? + +? ? + +
tepde + - + N - -

Sdorog - + + + - -
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Display 11.5
A Tentative Matrix Display of Nuances from a Larger
Semantic Domain Related to loliness
cultic moral rel'n rel'n connotes relig, "purity" concep,
to men  to self unmixed, sphere motive
separate,
consecrated
- |

&yrvog + + - - + + + | -

|
dyvog ? + ? + + + + [ -

|
Lepde + - - - - + + | -

i
dorog - + + - - + + |-
cOACBNC - + - - - + - ?
eOoEPG +? + - - = + - ?
dudparog - ? ? & i - + -
eliupuvic - ? ? + + - + +
o Sopde - - - + +? - + -
(Tfig. sense)
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from one another in terms of diagnostic components is
comparatively new, and nceds further examination and
discussion. (2) Picking out such diagnostic components,
that is, isolating them from the mcaning-complex formed
by each word as a whole, is a somewhal subjective process,
particularly in the case of overlapping meanings. (3) We
cannot test the conclusions with respect to koine Greek
as we could if we were dealing with a living language.
Nevertheless, if Display 11.4 is viewed as a
rough indicator of distinctions, raiher than as an exact
and definitive statement, it has its value. It conveys
forcefully the insight of modern linguistic semantics
and structuralism that meaning resides primarily in the
"in" a single element in isolation from the universe of

meaning (&yLog "in isolation').

11.35 ggpclusions_from the semantic contrasts of &Ytqg

A rule of thumb from gencral linguistics says
that the more inclusive the extension of meaning, the
less inclusive is the intension (Lyons 1977:291).
Suppose that a word can be used to denote any member
of a large class of objects. This means that the word

has a more inclusive extension of meaning. Then, since

a large class of objects will all share only a small



number of charascleristic features, the word will include
relatively few features distinguishing its meaning from

other arcas of meaning. That is, its intension is less

inclusive.

This principle can be applicd to the situation
with &viog., If iepdc is not really used in Christian
contexts, except in a few restricted cases, the burden
falls on &yLog to cover all instances where one wants

Ll

to desipgnate an item as '"sacred,'” '"consecrated," or "set
apart for God's service " (what belongs to the cultic
sphere). The other words that perform a similar function
are different parts of specch (&Gyivdlw, Ayiwwobvn ), and

some are so specific that they will not serve in situations
where the gencral idea is necded (lepetg, vade, Jpnouelal.
The broad extension of dyrog is likely to result in a

comparatively uninteresting intension for the word. We

cannot '"read out" a rich concept of "holiness'" simply

from the word.
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12. Paul's “concept' of holiness

1f  then, no special "concept™ of holiness can

?

he "found in" the meaning of the word dyitog as a word of
koine Greck, where is a concept' to be found? Well, it
is possible to inquire what views, if any, Paul had on
the subject of holiness (cf. the distinction hetween the
meaning of a word and the "eoncept,”" the views of a per-
son, already articulated in 9.2). 'There are several
possible ways of conducting such an inquiry into Paul's
views. The most promising, though not the simplest, is
to consider all passages where Paul talks about the sub-
ject of holiness, without particular regard for what
words occur in those passages. That is, the passages
need not contain any words from the semantic domain of
Display 11.3. This way of attack would be parallel to
asking what Kant said about epistemology, not how "wissen”
oceurs in Kant's writings (an example from Silva 1978).
Or it would be parallel to asking what John Owen said
about prayer, not how the word “"prayer’ occurs in Owen's
writings.

Such a method of attack, though linguistically
sound, immediately puts us at sea in the whole of Paul's

writings and the whole of his theology. NT scholars are
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reluctant to take such a step if there is a reasonable
possibility of a more "econtrolled” kind. of approach.
{But we must ask, “Controlled in what way? DBy a false
premise that biblical "concepts" can be rcad out of
word-studies?") One way of limiting the field of study
initially is to consider only the passages where one of
the four words dyiog, Adyvédg, lepdg, 6oLog or their
cognates such as &y Ldlw, dyiraoundg, lepedg, ete., occur.
Or perhaps one might consider all passages where there
occur any of the words from the list in Display 11.5,
or their cognates,

But even this wide a seleclion of words will not
lead us to include a verse like 1 Cor 4:5 about inward
motives, or the verse 1 Cor 6:13 about the consecration
of the body to the Lord. Both of these latter verses,
despite the absence of "key words," are quite relevant
to a consideration of Paul's views on holiness. Like-
wise, an analysis conducted in terms ol key words would
not include Gal 5:16-24, on the contrast belween flesh
and Spirit, if it were not for the single occurrence of
the word &uadapola (5:19) cognate to wadapdg. And this
single occurrence might easily have been omitted without
significantly affecting the meaning of the passage as a
whole. Therefore, selecting passages in terms of the

words that occur in them is just not a terribly good
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method for c¢ollecting passages rolated to o given topic,

I1f the direct route from a word to an author's
views is inadequate, why is it uscd nevertheless? 1t is
used, as Barr (1961) has point out, partly because of
false assumptions about lanpguage, partly because of the
objective, scientific air that it imparls to theological
research, partly because it offers an efficient 1if
dangerous short-cut to at least some of the relevant
passages on a given topic. But, more than this, it gets
results: often seemingly profound and beautiful biblical-
theological results,

Such seemingly profound results can be obtained
from the word dyiog and its cognates as well as from many
other starting points. The ability to obtain such results
cannot depend on some profound meaning of dvLoc as a part
of the lexicon of koine Greek (cf. 61]). It depends
rather on facts about the distribution of &yiLo¢ and its
cognates in the pauline corpus (or NT corpus as a whole,
depending on the scope of the investigation). It depends,
that is, on using repularities and patterns of the various
contexts in which dyitog and its cognates occur.

We will therefore examine these patterns of con-
fext in some detail, in order to establish what can and

what cannot be legitimately deduced from them. We confine

ourselves to the restricted pauline corpus, so that all
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will agree Lhat we are dealing with a single biblical
writer. And we confine ourselves for simplicity to the
four words &yiog, &yidlw, dvyiaoudc, and dyLwodbvn. This
is reasonable because &yi.dlw, dyiacudg, and &y Lwotdun
are semantically derived from &yi.oc in Nida's sense
(1975a:123-25), and because the grouping together of
derivationally related words is a usual procedure in
biblical theological approaches that we are intecrested

in evaluating.

12.1 Preliminary linguistic data for &y.og in Paul

Let us begin with a survey of the use of dyLocg
in the restricted pauline corpus. “Ayi,oc is by far the
most frequent of the four cognate words. It occurs 50
times in the restricted corpus (nol counting some textual
variants). Using the term dviog, holiness is ascribed
to the following persons and things:

a. Linguistic material
(1) Scriptures Rom 1:2
(2) the law Rom 7:12
(3) the commandment Hom 7:12
b. An activity
(1) kiss Rom 16:16, 1 Cor 16:20, 2 Cor 13:12,

1 Thes 5:26

c¢. Personal beings other than human
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(1) the Holy Spirit Rom 5:5, 9:1, 14:17, 15:13,
16,19(¢(?), 1 Cor 6:19, 12:3, 2 Cor 6:6, 13:13,
1 Thes 1:5,6, 4:8
(2) angels 1 Thes 3:137
d. Things employed as metaphors for people
(1) first fruits Rom 11:16
(2) root Rom 11:16
(3) sacrifice Rom 12:1
(4) temple 1 Cor 3:17
e. Human beings
“AyLoc is used some 25 times. Also ayvidlow,
dyraoudc, and dyirwodvn are used in this way (15

times).

12.2 illow to explain the data on holiness

One can already see from ihc above diversity that
several possibilities lie open for "explaining"” Paul's
use of the holiness terminology. On the one hand; one
might start from the most ftrequent use, claiming that
this is most "basic." Paul saw the NT people of God as
holy. They are holy because they are in Christ (1 Cor
1:2, Phil 1:1), or holy by analogy with OT Israel (Exod
19:6, Deut 7:6, Isa 62:12, etc.). From there, one might

argue, Paul moved out to use the word &yLog in employing

metaphors for the pcople of God (classification d above)
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and in talking about thelr activitices (classification b
above). One might even be S0 bold as to argue that the
Spirit of God of the OT is now so frequently called the
Holy Spirit (nvebua &ycov) because of his close associa-
tion with the rcnewal of the holy people of God.

But one might also "explain” Paul's use of the

holiness terminology in the converse way. Namely, one
might start with the thought of the holiness of the
Spirit of God, who mediates the presence of God and of
Christ to the NT congregation. One might then observe
that in passages like Rom 15:16, 1 Cor 3:16-17, 6:19,
1 Thes 4:7-8, and 2 Thes 2:13, the presence of the Holy
Spirit is closely related to the holiness of Christians.
Thug it might be argued that for Paul the Holy Spirit is
the foundation for calling Christians holy.

Still a third type of explanation might arise
{rom starting with the metaphors of holiness under clas-
sification d. One might argue that Paul's rabbinic
training rooted him in the OT. 1In the OT the temple,
the sacrifices, the first fruits ol the land, and the
people of Israel themselves are holy because of their
connection with priestly service to God. The basis for
Paul's calling Christians holy might therefore be found
in his conviection of the typological connection between

OT symbols and the NT people of God. Thus the typological
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metaphors of classification d would be in some sense the
hasis for rather than the producl of the holiness of
Christians (classification e¢). Classification b would
then be a secondary derivative from classification e,
while classifications a and ¢ would be close to a

straight-line continuation of OT language about holiness.

12.3 Intrinsic diversity of explanations

Which of the above three explanations of Paul's
use of holiness terminology is correct? The reader may
have his own preferences. But it is important to see
that though the data of 12.1 are clear enough, their
interpretation is not so clear. The data do not abso-
lutely compell us to choose one explanation over anothef.
Moreover, our preferences may be influenced by the type
of explanation that we are looking for. Are we looking
for an explanation that sticks morc closely to the
surface of pauline use? Then it is natural to start
with the most common use and work out from there (the
first explanation). Are we looking for an explanation
that uncovers the roots of Paul's theological thinking
as a Christian? Then explanation in terms of his view
of the Holy Spirit will be most appealing. Or are we

looking for an explanation of his particular termino-

logical choices? Why does he so [reguently use the
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Gyivog group of words rather than the dyvde group (ayvég,
dyvela, dyvevua, &yviopa, Aayvioude, Gyvedw, ayvilo )?
An explanation in terms of Paul's familiarity with and
reflection upon the OT and the LXX is then most appealing,
One's preferences for an explanation of Paul's
use also depend on what one judges to be most important
or most central to Paul. Those emphasizing ecclesiology
or horizontal personal relationships will, other things
being equal, incline to prefer the first explanation,
which starts from the holiness of the people of God.
Those emphasizing the theocentric c¢haracter or the
charismalic character of NT religion will naturally
gravitate to the sccond explanation in terns of the Holy
Spirit. Those emphasizing Paul's hermencutical conscious-
ness, or Paul's consciousness of redemptive-historical
continuity with the old covenant, will gravitale to the
third explanation in terms of holiness surrounding the
OT priesthood. Combinations of these explanations are,

of course, also possible.

12.4 Data on the holiness of human beings

The difficultics do not disappear when we concen-
trate on one segment of Paul's usage, namely his discus-

sion of the holiness of human beings.  Bven within this

strand of usage, Lhere exists a diversity ol Lypes of
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occurrences of the holiness vocabulary., The occurrences
of words for holiness can he subdivided in several
intersecting ways. None of these ways result in divisions
as clear-cut as the above divisions (12.1) concerning

the kind of thing designated holy. There are always
boundary cases difficult to classily. Hence it might

be objected that the distinctions that will now be
introduced are artificial. Nevertheless, the divisions
can still prove useful in sensitizing us to the fact

that there is a diversity and complexity of usage.

12.41 The acquisition of holiness in time: the temporal

factor

First, one may differentiate the various occur-
rences of the &yiog¢ group in terms of time. In this
case, one asks when the holiness in question comes upon
or becomes the property of the people who are being talked
aboul. Iave thesce people already become holy in the past?
Or are they to attain holiness in Lhe near or distant
future? Or are both the past and the future in view?
Or does the text leave it quite unclear whether either
is in view? By raising the latter two questions, I have
already indicated my own opinion that not all texts can

be clearly classified as either designating a holiness

acquired in the past or designating a holiness yet to be
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acquired in the futurec.

Some examples may illustrate what I have in mind.
1 Cor 6:11 is a clear casc of pasi time., The people
referred to are the Corinthian church. TIn the past, at
the point of becoming Christians, they acquired or received
the holiness of which Paul is speaking. Likewise, pas-
sages like Rom 12:13 and 16:15 using ol &yLor to designate
Christians are cases of past time. The passages certainly
assume that these Christians are holy in the nresent and
will continue to be holy in the future. That is not the
point. The question is when they become holy. They have
inherited the title "saints" in becoming Christians. The
transition occurred in their past, when they became
Christians,

Next, 1 Thes 5:23 and 1 Cor 7:34 are good examples
of holiness in future time. 1 Thes 5:23, of course, must
not be understood as denying that Christians are in some
sense holy now. But the particular aspect on which the
passage focuses is holiness that God gives in the future,
particularly the “distant” future of the second coming
of Christ. 1 Cor 7:34, by contrast, treats primarily
the "immediate'" future connected with an unmarried
woman's behavior. She has a concern for the things of

the Lord, with a view to being holy. The holiness here

spoken of is something that she desires, not {at least
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primarily) something alrcady acquired at (say) initia-
tion into the Christian community. Thus 1 Cor 7:34 is
classified, along wilth olher passages aboutl striving [or
holiness or holy behavior, as a case of a future per-
spective on holiness.

There are also a few passapges like Rom 15:16 and
Rom 11:16 that are difficult to classify as either past
or future. These passages appear Lo treat the whole of
Christian life and experience as a single unit, without
explicitly separating out an "alrcady™ aspect (past
holiness) or a "not-yet'" aspect (lfuture 'holiness). Thus
1hey are classified as both past and future. Under-
sltandably, there is no passage where il appeared that

neither past nov future was in vieow,

12.42 Relational-cultic vs. behavioral-moral holiness:

the atmospheric factor

The second distinction to he introduced is between
"relational-cultic" holiness on the one hand and "behav-
ioral-moral" holiness on the other hand. The question is
this: in a given context in which the word dy.og or its
derivatives occurs, is the focus put on holiness as a
cultic status, a relation of consecration to God, such

as the OT sacrificial foods and the tabernacle possessed

(Lev 2:3,10, 5:15, 22:1-33, Exod 29:30, 40:9, etc.}?
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Priests could be made holy in this sense without neces-
sarily altering their moral purity (Exod 29:1,44, 40:13),.
Or, on the other hand, is the focus put on holiness as

a matter of moral purity, an uprightness in life and
behavior, as occurs in some places in the 0T (Lev 19:2,
20:7, Num 15:40)7

Scetion 11.321 above has already argued that the
relational-cultic aspect and the hehavioral-moral aspect
do not constitute two distinet, separable meanings in
Nida's sense. The word dyrvog has a single meaning, but
that meaning covers an area. There is variation of
nuances over a4 continuum, Hence it is still possible,
indeed necessary, -to affirm that in some contexts the
relational-cultic aspect will be enmphasized or put in
prominence, while in other contexts the behaviorval-moral
aspect will be emphasized or put in prominence. And,
because these two are not two separate meanings, there
will also be intermediate cases.

Often the distinction between relational-cultic
holiness and behavioral-moral holiness has been thought
of as a kind of intrinsic distinction hetween two "kinds"
of holiness, or two 'matures' of holiness. DBt this is
10 think in terms of people's possible "views'" or 'con-
ceptions” of holiness, not in terms of word meanings.

As an alternative, wo can ithink ol &yi.og as having a
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single vague meaning, o meaning which is only further
differentiated by context. The context, then, results
in emphasis on the relational-cultic or the behavioral-
moral. But, as 11.341 argues, it is not possible to
draw a porfectly precise boundary between the contribu-
tion of a given word (e.g., &yirog) and the contribution
of its context, because of the complex interaction
between the two in the production of meaning.

At any rate, in spite of all these complexities,
it is possible to classify occurrences of &yLog and its
derivatives in terms of the relational/ethical distinction,
provided that we are willing to allow for some boundary-
1ine or doubtful cases. The distinction is roughly
analogous to the common distinction between the Chris-
tian's “rightceousness' as a forensic or God-ward rela-
tional matter on the one hand (Bultmann, 1952 :270-287),
and as an ethical, behavioral matter on the other hand.
Ziesler (1972:6) in discussing the meaning of righteous-
ness in Paul, contrasts these two poles using various
expressions: forensic vs. ethical, status vs. behavior,
relationship vs. way of living, "God's righteousness as
conferring a new status" vs. righteousness "as energising
man and leading to a new life.' An analogous distinction

can be set up in the sphere of holiness, by distinguish-

ing holiness as cultic status from holiness as a matter
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of behavior.
Next, suppose one classifics passages from Paul

simultaneously in terms of the temporal Factor (past,

Tuture, or both), and in terms of Lhe relational-ethical
digtinction (relational, ethical, or both). The pattern
of Display 12.1 emerges. Here tho Lemporal fTactor is
plotted horizontally and the "atmospheric" factor is
plotted vertically. Instances of all combinations occur
eXcept the combinalion of the relational emphasis with
future time. Why is this one combination absent?
Perhaps it is not really absent, but due to questionable
Judgments in classifying some¢ of the other texts. For
instance, it might well be argucd that some of the texts
Rom 11:16, 15:16, 1 Cor 1:30, 1 Thoes 3:13, 05:23, presently
classified as manifestations of "bolh" of two polar
opposites, are actually instances of thisg supposedly
absent combination, In any case, since these same texts
broadly include hoth a relational aspect and a future
aspect, they include the combination of the two at least
implicitly.

On the other hand, there is a Tairly simple reason
why the combination of a relational and Tuture se;se
might be rare. Paul regards Christians' stabus with God

as already established in Christ. They await a confirma-

tion, a further enjoyment, and an intensitication of this
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Display 12.1

Temporal and "Atmospheric" Distinctions

in Paul's Use of Holiness
Past Future Both

Relational 1 Cor 6:11 V Rom 11:16 A

1 Cor 7:14,14 VA Rom 15:16 V
i Rom 12:13 A 1 Thes 3:13 A?
. Rom 15:25,26,31 A
| Rom 16:15 A

1l Cor 16:1,15 A

‘ 2 Cor 8:4,9:1,12 A
i
|

Phlim 7 A

Rom 15:16 V

1 Cor 1:2 VAa
Rom 1:7 A

Phil 1:1,4:21 A
1 Cor 3:17 A

Rom 8:27 A
2 Cor 1:1 A
f Phil 4:22 A
! Phlm 5 A
Ethical 1 Thes 4:7 N Rom 6:19 N 2 Cor 7:1 N
Rom 16:2 A 1 Thes 4:3,4 N Rom 6:22 N
1 Cor 6:1,2 A 1 Cor 7:34 A
Both 1 Cor 14:33 A Rom 12:1 A 1 Cor 1:30 N
: relational 1 Thes 5:23 V
and ethical 1 Thes 3:13 N

V Verbal form {&y.dlw)
A Adjectival form (&yLog)
N Substantive form (&yiacndg, &yiwodvn)
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status at the future coming of Christ.  Bul, when one

is speaking purely of relational holiness, to isolate

this future from the past and present might scem to cast
doubt on the certainty and eschatological character of

the relation already established. 8Such, at least, is

one possible explanation for the lacuna., But note that thig
explanation has already drawn in considerations of union
with Christ and eschatology. Questions about the struc- f
ture of the use of holiness voeabular}y casily tie in

with larger questions about deeper structures in pauline s

theology. Later chapters will attend to such tie-ins, i

Some explanation is also nceded for the statis-
tical preponderance of the combination of relational
holiness with past time. This ix mainly the elfect of
Paul's love for the term ol &yiouv as a designation of
Christians.

Now what is the significunce of the statistical
distribution exhibited in Display 12.17 Well, the
temporal and "atmospheric" distinctions can be used as
the starting point for explanations of Paul's use of
holiness, just as the earlier distinctions concerning
types of holy things (12.1). ‘The type of "explanation”
that one gives will depend on what is regarded asvmost

fundamental. If, for example, the Tuture is regarded

as most fundamental, using a kind of "consistent escha-
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tology" point of view, the uses of holiness with reference
to the past are instances of a "projection'" of that future
backwards into the life of the Christian through the
intensity and liveliness of eschatological expectation.

On the other hand, suppose that the past holiness is
regarded as most fundamental, using a "realized escha-
tology' point of view. Then the expressions about future
holiness are extensions of confidence hased on the reality
and decisiveness of the past.

In like manner, one may choose cither to explain
ethical holiness from relational holiness (Christians
are the holy people, therefore they must behave so), or
to explain relational holiness from ethical holiness (we
deduce our status before God by ohserving God's activity
in our lives).

Into this already complex picture one may bring
the additional distinction between diflerent grammatical
forms that the holiness terminology may assume. Words
for holiness occur as adjectives (&y.og), verbs (&yidlw),
and nouns (aytaopdc, dyiwodvn). The verse listings in
Display 12.1 are marked with the symbols A, V, and N to
distinguish these three different vocabulary types. If
one were to ignore James Barr's strictures (1961) about

L

deducing theology from grammar, onc might conceivably

use this threefold distinclion as Lhe starting point
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for further spoeculation about holiness. Might one dis-
tinguish, for example, between holiness as A dynamic
activity of God (corresponding to the verhbal form
dyuvdlw), holiness as a (static?) property of men or
things (&yivog?), and holiness as a relationship (desig-

nated by nouns)?

discussing holiness: the situational Tactor

Ancother distinction between the various occurrences
of holiness terminology in the pauline corpus concerns
the larger context (of sentence and paragraph length) in
which the terminology occurs. What kinds of theological
concern are at work in the sentence, the paragraph, and
the larger cpistolary context where holiness is mentioned?
Many such contexts could be distinguished, but we will
confine ourselves to a twofold distinetion, the distine-
tion between a hortatory context on the one hand and a
redemptive-historical context on the other.

This distinction is significant because it is
closely related to the quarrel between existential-
anthropological interpretation on Lthe one hand and
redemptive-historical interpretation on the other. DBut

at the moment we are not trying to be as profound as

cither of these schools of interpretation. Rather, we
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are identifying occurrences of holiness in terms of

fairly obvious surface features. Thus, rather than
asking whether the context points at some deep level

to existential concern for "decision,'" we ask only
whether the passage in which the word for holiness is
imbedded is a hortatory passage. 1s it a passage that
is attempting to get Christians to do something?

: The question of whether a context has "redemptive-
historical' concern is harder to pin down than the above
guestion about whether a passage is hortatory in nature.
Conceivably, almost any passage might be viewed as
dealing with redemptive-historical concerns, just as

i almost any might be viewed as dealing with existential

concerns. Hence, let us at this point be rather strict
X about what counts as redemptive-historical concern.
' Namely, let us require that, in the immediate context

of the use of a term for holiness, Lhe passage allude

' to or appeal to (a) the second coming of Christ or other

’ events of the eschatological future; (b) "objective"
events of the past such as the crucifixion or resurrec-

L

tion of Christ; (c¢) matters of 'cosmic bearing,'" where

a very long-range viewpoint is assumed; (d) union with

Christ. Of course, union with Christ has been inter-

preted as something at heart sacramental, or mystical,

or existential, and therefore not nccessarily redemptive~
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historical. Since, however, the redemntive-historical
interpreters consistently seize upon this union as a
major element in their construction, we may include it
among the criteria for judging that a passage has a
rredenptive-historical" interest.

Displays 12.2 and 12.3 show the results of clas-
sifying the occurrences of holiness terminology using
these distinctions. These Displays have had to allow,
of course, for the possibility that a given passage may
show both redemptive~historical and hortatory features;
or that it may show neither.

The empty spaces in Displays 12.% and 12.3 can,
il appears, be explained fairly easily. ‘The absence ol
any instances ol future holiness in o redemptive-histor-
jeal context (cf. Display 12.2) is nol due Lo any
intrinsic incompatibilily or aversion of the two. Tor
the texts Rom 12:1, 1 Thes 3:13, 1 Thes 5:23, demonstrate
the possibility of their joint occurrence. It may be
either a matter of chance or an cffect produced by a
strong correlation between mentions of future holiness
and hortatory motives ("strive for holiness').

The small number of texts (a total of two) where
neither hortatory nor redemptive-historical motifs occur

shows only how closce these motifs come, when used

together, tO covering all the material, If we had been
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Display 12.2
Situational and Temporal Distinctions

in Paul's Use of loliness

Past Future Both

i Hortatory Rom 12:13 A Rom 6:19 N 2 Cor 7:1 N
Rom 15:23,26,31 A 1 Cor 7:34 A
Rom 16:15 A 1 Thes 4:3,4 N
1 Cor 6:11 V
' 1 Cor 7:14,14 VA
1 Cor 16:1,15 A
2 Cor 8:4 A
2 Cor 9:1,12 A
Phlm 7 A
Rom 16:2 A
1 Thes 4:7 N
: 1 Cor 14:33 A
Phil 4:22 A

Redemptive- Rom 1:7 A Rom 11:16 A
| historical Rom 15:16 V Rom 15:16 V
f 1 Cor 1:2 VA 1 Thes 3:13 A?
| Phil 1:1 A
' Rom 8:27 A
Both 1 Cor 3:17 A Rom 12:1 A Rom 6:22 N
1 Cor 6:1,2 A 1 Thes 3:13 N 1 Cor 1:30 N
Phil 4:21 A i Thes 5:23 V
Neither 2 Cor 1:1 A
Phlm 5 A
s




Display 12.3

Situational and Atmospheric Distinctions

Hortatory

Redemptive-
historical

oth

Neither

in Paul's Use of Holiness

Relational Fthical
Rom 12:13 A om 16:2 A
Rom 15:23,26,31 A 1 Thes 4:7 N
Rom 16:15 A Rom 6:19 N
1 Cor 6:11 V 1 Cor 7:34 A
1 Cor 7:14,14 VA 1 Thes 4:3,4 N
1 Cor 16:1,15 A 2 Cor 7:1 N
2 Cor 8:4 A
2 Cor 9:1,12 A

Phil 4:22 A
Phlm 7 A

wom 3:27 A

Rom 15:16 V
Rom 1:7 A

1 Cor 1:2 VA
Phil 1:1 A

Rom 15:16 V
Rom 11:16 A

1 Thes 3:13 A?

1T Cor 3:17 A 1 Cor 6:1,2 A
Phil 4:21 A Rom 12:1 A
Lom 6:22 N

2 Cor 1:1 A
Phlm 5 A
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Both

1 Cor 14:33 a

1 Thes 3:13 N
1 Thes 5:23 V
1 Cor 1:30 N
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somewhat more generous in the definition of these motifs
or in the size of the context that was included, both of
the orphan texts 2 Cor 1:1 and Philem 5 could be included
in the main body of the charts.

It remains to explain the holes in Display 12.3.
Why are all instances of redemptive-historical context
also instances of relational holiness? This is, perhaps,
a negative effect from the close natural correlation
between ethical holiness and hortatory contexts. Indeed,
one of the means by which a given occurrence of the &yuvog
group is judged to have an "ethical™ meaning is by appeal
to the context. Unless this context is vaguely hortatory,
no ethical meaning is likely to be discernible.

It should be fairly obvious how the connections
obsecrved in Displays 12.2 and 12.3 could be used to
support either the ultimacy of a redemptive-historical
viewpoint or the ultimacy of a hortatory or existential
viewpoint. On the one side a person could c¢laim that
the hortatory uses of holiness arc only projections onto
everyday life of the larger (and more fundamental hecause
more "objective") redemptive-historical structure. On
the other side a person could claim that the redemptive-
historical uses of holiness are only projections onto

cosmology and history of the move fundamental (because

more intimate) existential decisions about holy hehavior.
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The uses of holiness in contexts simultancously of
hortatory and redemptive-historical character form

natural bridges between these two perspectives.

12.5 The significance of interaction of meaning and

context of &yLog

geveral lessons can already be derived from the
above analyses (12.1-12.4) of patterns of occurrence of

&YLoc terminology in Paul.

12.51 Patterns in types of context

First, there are some stutisticai patterns to the
types of context in which the holiness terminology occurs.
Some of those patterns--in particular, 1he 'holes" in
Displays 12.1, 12.2, and 12.3--cuall for explanation,

But fairly simple explanations can usually he provided.
And the simplest explanation, not the most theologically
profound or convoluted, ig likely to be the closest to

the truth.

12.52 Multiple explapations ol pattern

Second, giving explanations for such statistical
regularities is slippery business. Often more than one

explanation is possible. For example, one could claim
& |

that there are no co-occurrences of future aspect with
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relational aspect of holiness (Display 12.1) because
Paul did not believe in any sort ol future consecration
to God. This would be an slternative explanation to the
already given. Or one could claim that the "hole" in
Display 12.1 is simply a statistical accident,

As anothoer oxample, Lhis Lime on o rather dif-
ferent plane, take the statistics concerning the expres-
sion ol &yto.. This expression, used fregquently to
designate Christians, occurs only one time in the singu-
lar (Phil 4:21; but cf. Rev 22:11). Hence some have
inferred from this the theological conclusion that the
NT teaches that the holiness of Christians is a corporate
matter. Chrigtians are holy only together, only as they
arce part of the total community "of the saints.” I do
not intend at the moment to arguc for or against this
theological conclusion as such. DBut I do dispute whether
it can be adeqguately backed up by an appeal to the sta-
tistics of of &yLoL. The counterargument consists of
two parts. The thrust of part one is to show that there
may be an alternative explanation, in Tact more than one
alternative explanation, for the predominance of the
plural ol &yio.. The thrust of part Lwo is to show that,
if we feel justified in appealing more or less naively
to statistics of this type, we may equally appeal to

other statistics about &yivog that pointl in the opposite
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direction.

12 521 Alternative explanations of the predominance of

the plural ol &yvou

First of all, then, as to part one of the counter-
argument. There are several possible alternative expla-
nations of the statistical predominance of the plural
ot &yiot. The first such alternative explanation is to
account for the plurals in terms of the type of litera-
ture that Paul wrote. Ixcept in the pastoral epistles
(if they are pauline), Paul wrote to plural audiences.
And in all the epistles he was interested in presenting,
buttressing, and illustrating theological principles of
a universal character. Desiring to state the univer-
sality of the truths he proclaimed, Paul consistently
stated them in universal terms. The plural is a con-
venient way of doing this, just as 1is the alternative
ndvta &yrov in Phil 4:21. Ot &ytoL, in plural, is a
convenient way of talking about all Christians, or all
Christians of a given place (Hom 15:25), in contexts
where the truths that Paul presents have to do with just
this "all.'" 1In short, the gtatistical predominance of
the plural ol &yiLou over the singular &yLog is no more

nor less significant than the statistical predominance

of the plural Luelg over the singular ob or the plural
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adedpol over singular &berpdg. All these are marks of
plurality or universality, bul not "corporateness,”

In fact, paradoxically, the way to express the corporate
aspect of Christian Jife in a single word is to use the

expression #i éuuxAnota , which is grammatically singular

rather than plural.

There is still a second poussible explanation of
the predominance of ol &ytov. The first explanation
above appealed to the appropriateness of use of the
plural in most contexts where Paul is explaining a theo-
logical principle. The second explanation takes the
opposite route of appealing to the inappropriateness
of use of the singular & dyiLo¢ in most contexts where
Paul wanted to designate Christians.

Paul might have avoided the singular & &y.og
for either or boih of two reasons. (1) & dyivog, in the
singular, had already been appropriated in the LXX for
regular use as a name for God (cf., e.g., Rev 6:10).

In the NT it becomes, in the form & &yicog 100 Ye0D,

a title for Christ (Mark 1:24, Juke 4:34, John 6:69,
Acts 3:14, Rev 3:7; cf. Acts 4:27,30). It may have been
felt, hy Christians like Paul, that & &yLo¢ had become

a title for deity, or at least ilhat thc associations

of & &yL0¢ with deity were so close as to make it

infelicitous to use a similar or identical expression

Iyl
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to designate Christians.

(2) o dyrog, if used to designate a Christian,
is unlike a proper name or somc of the other kinds of |
descriptive noun phrases, in that it is unable, by
itself, to unambiguously designatle any particular Chris-
tian. If one wishes to refer to all Christians, or all

Christians in a particular place, one can safely use

ot &yiot (or, as in Phil 4:21, ndvta &yrov). DBut if
one wishes to designate some one particular Christian,
how does one do it? Usually with a proper name.

Other ascriptions can, to be sure, be added to
the proper name. Thus particular persons are described
by Paul as TOV dyarntdv pouv (Rom 16:5, etc.), TOV
GuvEPYOV U@y (Rom 16:9, etc.). TOv ouyyevli uov (Rom 16:11,
ote. ), TOV 46eApdy fudv (1 Thes 3:2, ete.). Or a noun
phrase can be used without a proper name (2 Cor 8:22).
But almost all these expressions, for understandable
reasons, express the relation of the person in question
to Paul and his company, not his or her relation to God
pure and simple. In contexts like those of greeting and
identification, the fact that the individual person is
o Christian is not in question. Hence adding the
epithet dyLog would be superfluous.

In view of all these considerations, one can

conclude that there are just not many natural situations
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where it would be appropriate to use Lhe singular

& dyvoc for a Christian. It does not work effectively
either as a noun phrase in isolation or as an apposition
or modification to another noun phrase. This has nothing
to do with the question of whether DPaul or other NT
writers believed that each individual Christian was

holy. Paul might well have believed that each individual
by regularly using an expression like 4 &yLog in the
singular, He used proper names Or descriptive noun
phrases of other kinds instead.

Still a third explanation of the statistical
predominance of the plural ol &yiLouv is possible, this
time a diachronic explanation. W¢ can, namely, argue
that the use of the expression ol dyiLou arose diachron-
ically through the carrying over uand application to
Christians of the language of Dan 7:27 Th, with possible
reinforcement from the Septuagint version of the follow-
ing passages: Pss 15:3, 33:10, 82:4, Dan 7:8,18,21,22, 22,
25, 8:24,25, Wis 18:9, Sir 42:17(7), 1 Macc 1:46(7)

(cf. 1 QM 3:5, 6:6, 16:1, T. Levi 18:11, T. Iss. 5:4,

T. Dan 5:11,12, Sib. Or. 5:161, 2 Apoc. Bar. 66:2,

1 Enoch 38:4,5, 39:4,5, 43:4, 48:1,7, 50:1, 51:2, 62:8,

100:5, etc.). These OT and apocryphal passages are,

in fact, the closest structural parallels to the NT




188
usage of ol &yitor. The plural in the NT may simply
reflect these carlier plurals, without thevre being any
special motivation in the NT to express ¢l ther the
corporate or the individual character of holiness by

reproduction of an OT pattern.

12.522 Evidenee pointing in the oppo=site dircetion frow
i 3¢ et :

the supposed evidence of the plural ol dy.ot

Now comes parl two ol Lhe counterargument. In
this part one looks at evidence pointing in the opposite
direction to the theory of "ecorporate' holiness. First,
note that, if the plural ot dyvou 1s reaily evidence
Tor corporate holiness, occurrences of the singular
Aytoe should, by the same token, he evidences of the
individualness of holiness. lence, within the resiricted
pauline corpus, Rom 12:1, 1 Cor 7:34, and Phil 4:21, arc¢
evidences for individual holiness.

Second, one may argue that the use of the plural
ol &yiLoL shows the very opposite of what it is claimed
to show. The corporate side or corporate aspect of the
Christian life finds its grammatical expression, if at
2ll, not in plural expressions like ol niotedovieg O
ot &8eipol, but in the singular expressions B énuinola,
and (T0) odua (tol Xprotol). Likewise, if the holiness

of the people of God is really a corporate matter, might




189
one not expaect it to be expressed in a singular form
1ike (/) ayfa éuuinola , tepdtevua &yrov (1 Pet 2:5),
poclietov tepdteuna, &3vog dviov (1 Pet 2:93?7 The
OT expresses a kind of corporate aspect of holiness
by speaking of Israel as a holy people, &€3vog &yLov
(Exod 19:6, etc.). Would we not expect frequent
occurrence in the NT of expressions like radc AdyLocg,
if this OT corporate aspect is carried over? In sum,
there are other types of evidence to consider, along
with the bare fact of the occurrence of ol &yiou.
Once we bring in a larger range of ¢vidence, the one-
sided character of arguments for corporate holiness
bhecomes clear.

In general terms, the lesson to draw from the
above exercise is the same as thal drawn by Darr in

The Semantics of Biblical Language (1961): one must be

wary of easy arguments which base theological conclusions
on facts of grammar (the plural oi GyioL) or statistical
patterns in the use of a single given word in its con-

texts.

12,53 The possibility of biased usc of contexts

A third and final lesson to be drawn from the

patterns of occurrence of dyvio¢ terminology in Paul

concerns the possibility of biascd appeal to context.
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The meaning of a word and the meaning of Lhe context

are mutually conditioning {11.341, 12.42; Poythress

1980¢). The word &yiLoc and the context of its occurrence

both contribute in a complex, interacting way to the

production of a total meaning. One cannot, except in

an ad hoc way, draw a perfectly precise boundary between

the meaning of the word &yiog and the meaning contributed

by the context (this is especially evident in the dis-

tinction between relational and ethical holiness, 12.42).
Now, the inseparability of context can be

exploited by the biblical theologian sclectively.

Namely, he can choose to include some elements of some

contexts within the actual "meaning' of the 'concept"”

of holiness, while excluding other elements from other

contexts as "merely' excrescences due to the context,

not the word. Thus, by selectively exploiting material

from the various contexts of the words for holiness, he

could build up a "concept" of holiness that was either

past, or future, or relational or ethical, or redemptive-

historical or existential-hortatory. There is a great

deal of freedom here for the interpreter to read his

own "concept'" into the word, both hecause the boundary

between word-meaning and context is hard to fix scien-

tifically, and because awkward counterexamples can be

dismissed as being a '"merely ordinary!" rather than
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theologically londed use of the word in question.

12.6 Topicg_re]ated_&g_yggl's usc of &yiog and its

derivatives

Let us return once apain to the question of
whether Paul has a neoncept” of holiness, and, if so,
what it is. Asking this question means asking what
Paul's views are on holiness. And that ought to be
found out by reading Paul, not by a word study. Never-
Ltheless, we can still try to get a starting point with
&yLoc and its derivatives, by asking in what special
contexts these words tend to appear in Paul.

There are at least four noteworthy contexts of
occurrence. (1) Paul. like the rest of the NT and the
early church, frequently designates the Spirit of God

as nvedua dyLov or td mvedua o dytov. (2) Paul [rc-

quently designates Christians as ol dyioL or dyrol
(39X in the unrestricted corpus). The designation

ol &yLoL occurs also scattered through other carly
Christian writings, but usually not s0 frequently as
in Paul. (3) “Ayiog and cognate words occur in moral
and hortatory contexts, often associated with other
terms of commendation (see Display 12.4). (4) “Ay.og

and its cognates are used to suggoest a typological

analogy between the OT cultic system and the l1ife of
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Christians.

One might therefore say that, in some sense,
there are several interlocking "concepts' of holiness
rather than simply one. The question "What does Paul
think about holiness?" has no simple, univocal answer,
because "holiness' is not simply a physical ohject or
a Platonic or Aristotelian universal ahout which Paul
must have some definite opinion. DPaul does have
definite convictions aboul the Spirit of God and his
roles in the world. He also has convictions to the
cffect that Christians are the cschatological people
of God, and as such are especially consecrated to God
("holy'). Also he has delinite conviclions aboul ethics
(and hence about moral "holiness'™), and about the
typological import of the OT cull. DPeople who ask for
Paul's "concept"” of holiness may weil be asking us to
present not only each of these four areas of thought
individually, but in their relations to one another.

It should really not surprisc us that there is
no one univocal "concept! of holiness. The terminology
of holiness in the 01 as well as the NI has a two-sided
character (12.42). On the one bhand, it is used with
respect to cultic articles and practices without any

special moral import. On the other hand, because of

the kind of God that Yahweh is, “"being holy as I [Yahweh]
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Use of Terms for Holiness in Connection

with other Commendatory and Negative Terms
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am holy" includes cthical demands. Morcover, in Chris-
tian circles the cultiec symbolism of the OV is radically
generalized. Every Christian is himself a "sacrifice"
to God, and all his life is the carrying out of this
sacrifice (Rom 12:1-2; e¢f. Rom 15:16, Phil 2:17, Heb
13:15). Christians are also the temple of God, corpo-
rately and individually (1 Cor 3:10-17, 6:19; cf. Eph
2:19-22, 1 Pet 2:4-9). With this generalization of the
cultic aspect of the OT there comes a more analogical
or metaphorical use of the cognates of dyrLog. Since
there are no longer any distinctive cultic places in
Christianity, nor cultic objects,1 dyitog and its cognates
as applied to the Christian religion have zimply a more
seneral sense of "consecration.

Moreover, this particular group of words are
natural to use in forming a bridge between (a) OT cultic
symbolism, (b) relationship to God, and (c) moral purity
in the Christian's attitudes and bchavior. If we ask
for Paul's "concept" of holiness, can we ¢xpect in answer
anything less comprchensive than an unlfolding of how
Paul related these three areas to one another? I we

want to be comprehensive, might we also include the

1The gacramental elements, bread and wine, come
closest to being distinctively "cultic' objects. They
are never called "holy" in the NT or the Apostolic
Fathers: but an argument based on this silence would
be precarious.
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areas concerning (d) Panul's view of the Holy Spirit and
(e} Paul's view of the church? After all, Paul links
the "holiness' of the Holy Spirit to cultic typology

{(area (a) above) in 1 Cor 3:16-17, 6:19, Rom 15:16,

and to ethics (area (c¢) above) in 1 Thes 4:7-8 {(cf.

Eph 4:30). And "holiness'" is linked to the church by

the fact that ol &yi.ov, along with &uxinool and &bergol,

is one of Paul's principal designalions of Christians.
Thus it appears that we are committed to exam-

ining a large area of Paul's teaching, an almost unman-

ageably large area, if we are to {alk about his views

i of holiness. 1In Tact, I suggest that it may be well,

in an initial study, not to talk in terms of a "concept"

of holiness at all, but simply in terms of various

topies, like (a) through (e) above, in their relations

to one another.

This has an advantage in doing Jjustice to the
emic structure of Paul's writings. The specific topic
"holiness'" never comes up for sustained discussion in
Paul's letters. By contrast, Paul does discuss the
topics of the Holy Spirit (Romans 8), ethics (Romans
12-15, much of 1 Corinthians, Galatians 5-6, 1 Thes-
salonians 4-5), the church (1 Corinthians 12-14, Romans

12, cf. Ephesians), and the relation of Christians to

the 01d Testament (Romans 9-11). These do get discussed
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in a more sustained manner. Admilledly none of these
topics occur in an isolated (ashion, independent of
other interwoven topics and practical, situationally-

conditioned concerns in the churches. DBut they at

least get more explicit attention than does "holiness."
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13. The value of microstructural study of holiness

Microstructural analysis, that is, analysis of
a word like &yioc in its contexts, can contribute
significantly to a more exact delincation of the con-
trast, variation, and distribution of a word. By so
doing, it contributes to building and revision of Greek
lexicons. But, properly done, it offers disappointingly
meager intformation about the theology of biblical
writings. Much less does it give us a sort of ultimate
system of catepories for organizing the world or orga-
nizing theological discourse. It does not give us this
sort of thing because this sort of thing cannot be
provided by microstructure. Atltempls to derive theology
from microstructure appear to succced mainly because
they derive theological conclusions from statistical
patterns (e.g., predominance of the plural ot &yLouv),
or because they read the meanings from theologically
loaded contexts into the meaning of the word itself.
Both of these procedures conceal from Lhemselves their
ultimate subjectivity.

At this point, then, the conclusions from micro-

structural analysis are predominantly negative. However,

one more positive word remains to be said. Some of the
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patterns of occurrvence of the dycec terminology in
context can be integratoed into and =tracturally related

Lo patterns of intermediate structure.  Studying such

structural patterns does make a delinite positive
contribution to understanding Paul, ‘The transition

1o intermediate structure can be made in tarms of any

one of the Tive topics (a)-(e) of 12.6. For convenicnce
I ¢choose to do it in terms of the topic of pauline ethics.
So 1 ask, "How does Paul's use of the terminology relate
to his views on ethies?™  Bub the answering ol this
question will be postponed Lo the point in the discussion
whoere intermediate sLructure is discussed (Chapter 9).
Bolore that, we consider in Chaptltor o whether holiness

can be made the starting point lor macrostructural

analysis of pauline theology.




CHAPTER 4
MACROSTRUCTURAL ANALYSIS OF HOLINESS:

PAUL AS A THEOLOGIAN OF HOLINESS

The second area of analysis to which structuralist

approaches might be applied is the area of macrostructure.

Macrostructure, or global structure, as section 4 indi-

cated, is the largest-scale structure that holds together

Paul's theology as a whole. Or, alternatively, it is the

deepest and most fundamental structure which ''‘governs”

or "controls" or "is the foundation for'" the whole

rtedifice" of Paul's theology. A macrostructure can

take the form of a controling motif, a ‘'central" motif,

such as redemptive-history or human existence, in terms

cf which everything else is to be ordered and understood.
But is such a "central motif' necessary at all?

The church has gotten along in many ages and many places

‘without consciously using any such central motif. It is
not necessary for an ordinary believer to have such a
‘central motif in hand before he can receive spiritual
hourishment from reading Paul's writings. DBut suppose
ithat we are trying to articulate Paul's theology in a
Self-conscious, methodical, and controlled way. Then

190
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the problems of finding an organizing center can hardly
bo ovaded. A Lheoretical arvticulalion ol pauwline theol-
« vy can only have attractivencss and explanatory power
it it is an organized whole, not a collection of miscel-
ianeous exegetical comments. It must go bevond the pur-
poses served by a commentary. Hence the need for finding

a central motif.

How then does a supposedly "central' motif prove
:tself to be really central? And in what sense is it
neentral"? Well, I think that the implicit assumption
of many scholars runs someibing like this: a motif is
veentral' to the degree that it enables us to arrange
and explain effectively evervthing else in Paul. The
difficulty is that perhaps more than one motif possesses
such explanatory power. Perhaps any one ol the lollowing
sould be used: redemptive history, human existence,
Christology, union with Christ, the resurrection, eccle-
siology, pneumatology, eschatology, faith, hope, love,
new creation, the cross. All the motifs in pauline
writings exist in connection with one another, in struc-
tural relation to one another. If the structural rela-
tions are of multidimensional complexity, it should be
no surprise that one can start with any important motif

and use it to "explain' the rest by exploiting the struc-

tural connections with the rest.
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How could an interpreter use a single theme to
explain everything else? He begins with the theme in
simple form, Then he enriches his notion of and under-
standing of that theme by utilizing and "adding to" the
theme whai he obtains from observing some of the con-
nections outwards to other themes. In this process he
"explains' other themes by regarding the one theme as
uwltimate and seizing on the relations to other themes,
one by one. Thus it can come about that the chosen key
theme comes to he perceived as a 'center'" around which
all other themes are organized,

In fact, then, there is no one theme which, pure
and simple, is the "controlling structure" of Paul's
theology. There is no one macrostructure. Rather, any
of several themes can be chosen as an organizing center
from which to explore the whole.

This point can be illustrated by means of a meta-
phor. Let us liken Paul's theology to a geographical
territory. Themes within Paul's theology can be likened
to mountain peaks within the territory. The traditional
way of doing biblical theology is to seek for the one
"highest' mountain, the one most important theme. Only
from this one highest mountain can the whole territory

be surveyed. My approach still acknowledges that some

mountains are higher than others: some themes are more
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important than others. But it also says that the whole
territory can be surveyed from any ol the mountain tops.
Paul's epistles unveil multidimensional "'territory," so
that any theme can be used as a starting point.

0f course, these are bold claims. 1t is nol possible
to explore them or verify them Tully in thoe scope 6f this
dissertation. I propose, therafore, 1o test the abhove
theory of multidimensional structure hy concentrating on
only one theme. I choose the theme ot boliness and will
try to "explain' all of Paul's theology in terms of it.
Holiness is the "mountain top'" trom which all the "“tevrri-
tory'" will be surveyed. In the rcckoning of biblical
scholars, holiness is only a "minor’ theme in pauline
theology. Thus the task ol explaining everything in
terms of holiness is a relatively difficult one. If
the task can be done with some plausibility for u minor
theme, it suggests that performing the same task for a
"major" theme would be not only easier, but more per-
suasive.

But if this task is 1o be performed, some liberty
must be allowed. The following account must be somewhat
selective about the evidence, in order to pick out that
kind of evidence that rclates all of what Paul says to
holiness. Yet there is no need to 'manufacture’ evidence.

The evidence appealed to will include only what, in my
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opinion, is actually there in Paul.

In fact, it is not too much to say that this
chapter will present a genuine option for "understanding"
Paul. This option draws together and relates to one
another teachings in Paul. And it does so in a way that
pauline texts themselves invite us to do--whether or not
all the connections were "consciously" made by Paul him-
self,

Moreover, the following discussion leaves open
the question of whether structures in Paul's theology are
boonscious'" or "unconscious.' We will not worry about
such a distinction. Many of the structurcs to be con-
sidered were probably '"unconscious” most of the time.
But debate about the matter seems f(ruitless and unneces-
sary. The arguments in 2.1 have sufficed, I hope, to
show the relative unprofitability and impracticability
of using the conscious/unconscious distinction.

To put the matter another way, this chapter will
expose many structural patterns that were certainly not
in the surface of Paul's consciousness. It will not
attempt to show by psychological guesswork that this
"must have been what Paul was thinking of at the time."
This procedure is no worse than has already been done

by biblical theologians of the redemptive-historical and

the existential school. These biblical theologians, if




they are understood sympalheticaily, do not make claims
that Paul was a philosopber of history in disguise or

a philosopher of existentialist anthropolosy in disguise.
They do not claim that Paul was conscious of the struc-
fures in the same way as are the modern theoreticians,
What they claim to do is to exposc Lo view some sub-
structures, some presuppositions, some "deep structures”
of his theoclogy I would ask for the sane right to talk
about such substructures or deep structures without the
burden of psychologizing arguments. My approach differs
in principle from the normal biblical {theological
approaches only in that I admnit a subjective contribu-
tion to the structure at the beginning. That is, I
admit that the choice of holiness as a starting point,

is a subjective choice of mine. Other choices could
have been made which would be equally fruitful, but would
have resulted in a different over-a1l organization of the
material. The deep structures, substructures, or over-
arching structures that ong linds are dinlectically
related to the investigator’'s viewpoint and presupposi-
tions, rather than bheing given objectively once and for

) ]
all independenlt of any observer.

lThis dialectical aspect of my approach is formally
similar to certain aspects of Marxian and existentialist
hermeneutics. In this formal hermencutical respect I
stand closer to the existential school than to the




redemptive-historical schoel of bhiblical theology. But,
in my opinion, the existential approach to hermeneutics
vEpeezes' the dialectic Lo the degree that it absolutizes
an anthropologlcal center The advocacy of an anthropo-
logical center is itself a choice. It is not an advocacy
abbolutely constrained by our culture, unless the culture
itself is in bondage. Moreover, no one can define an
anthropological center except in a historically-conditioned
way. There can be no resting point in (say) lleideggerian
ontology because one's understanding of Heidegger is
dialectical.

It appears to me, furthermore, that by and large the
existential school has buCLPdEd less well than the redemptive-
historical school., It has not actunlly accomplished a con-
vincing integration of every motif in Paul into its framework.
Bultmann is not really satisfied with Paul's argumentation
in 1 Corinthians 15. I do not think that the deficiencies
here are due to any intrinsic inadequacy of an anthropological
starting point. (One can see the whole territory from the
anthropological mountain.) Rather, deficiencies spring from
the lack of sufficient vigor and nerve in the attempt to
integrate pauline witness into a harmonious whole. Parts
of this witness (1 Corinthians 15) are mistakenly shoved
aside as inconsistent with the thrust of the rest (Sachkritik).
Suppose that the anthropological approach had been carried
through more thoroughly and critically. It would have led,
I believe, to a break with the neo-Kantian dualism of
belief-in and belief-that, and the dualism of this-worldly
and the Beyond (including the idea of history as a closed
nexus of causes). Then the distortions would have fallen
away. Cf., e.g., the critique of Bultmann by Thiselton
(1980:252-92).




206

14. Initial plausibility that holiness is a central

theme in Puull

Most biblical theologies choose a central theme
to organize their presentation.  They usually justify
Lhe use of this motif by =ome preliminary argument,
hefore actually embarking on their detailed analysis.
The detailed analysis confirms the initial choice of
motif by showing that this choice "explains” the whole
of Paul. But the preliminary arguments arve of different’
types. Bultmann, for example, Justifies the use of the
theme of human existence primarily by appeal to her-
meneutical necessity. It is necessary, he argues, to

use this motif if the NT message is to be meaningfully

1Some formal aspeets of this chapler need explanation.
For the most part this chapter documents detalled agsertions
from primary rather than secondarv scurces, The secondary
documentation in many cases is extensive, and there secms to
be little point in burdening this disscrtation with an
unnecessary weight of cross references. Moreover, the
point of this chapter 1s not 1o justify any detail in iso-
lLation, but to uncover an over-all pattern.

In some cases the argument will draw quite a bit on
OT material, boecause this is one of the primary hackgrounds
for understanding Paul. In the process, modern critical
questions will be ignored, because such questions plaved
no role in Paul's day. What matters is what the OT meant
for Paul and other first-century readers.

Occasionally I have had to make exegetical decisions
on well-known "nroblem' texts, in order to use the texts in
the course of the argument. I have given justification for
such decisions ounly when it seemed important for the main
argument.
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communicated to(mggern man. Ridderbos (1975), on the
other hand, can justify his use ol the theme of redemp-
tive history on the ground that NT biblical theologians
have fairly well come to a consensus about its centrality.

Since I do not claim that the theme of holiness is
"central' in some exclusive sense, I do not need prelimi-
nary arguments to justify using it. Nevertheless, such
preliminary arguments do exist. And they are useful for
at least twe reasons. First, they tend fo show that,
even if holiness is not the unigue key to understanding
Paul, it is a starting point or perspective that can
fruitfully be used to organize Paul's thinking and
theology. Second, the arguments serve as a counter-
weight to arguments for the centrality of existential
.nthropology or redemptive history. Arguments for holi-
hess indirectly suggest that arguments might be produced
in favor of using many different themes as a starting
point or organizing center. The arguments in favor of
anthropology or redemptive history thereby lose their
"exclusivist'" tone.

At least three arguments exist for using holiness
as an organizing center in the study of Paul's theology.
They are (1) that holiness is a central motif in the

phenomenology of religion, (2) that holiness is central

in Paul's conversion, and (3) that Paul in Rom 15:16
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explicitly aflirms the possibility of andorstanding his
thought in terms of holiness. Let us take up these
arguments one at a time.

14,1 Centrality of holiness in the phenomenology of religiop
rality of bholiness 1n LU Bo oo =8l . ——m=oo ot

The first argument for holiness is a variation on
Bultmann's argument from hermeneutical necessity. Bultmann
argues that anthropology 1is an inevitable starting point
because inquiries aboul man are at the heart of all reli-
gious interpretation. But, by changing one's viewpoint,
one might argue the same for holiness. Following Rudolf
Otto (1923) and discussion from the phenomenology of reli-
gion (cf. Colpe 1977), we know that the category of the
holy is central to the analysis and understanding of reli-
gion. The holy is central to all religion at a "deep"

level, whether or not the specific terminology of holi-

ness is frequently used in any given religious text.
Hence, one might argue, holiness is a central "deep"
+heme for Paul as it necessarily is for any religious
writer. To understand how holiness, as a mainspring of
religion, structures everything else in Paul is to under-

stand Paul.

14.2 Centrality of holiness in the conversion of Paul

The sccond argument for the centrality of holiness
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is based on the consideration of Paul's conversation
on the Damascus road. What about Paul's conversion?
What caused the dramatic change in the 1ife of Saul of
Tarsus, the change from persecutor of the church to
avid proclaimer of its gospel (Gal 1:13-24)%7 Modern
scholars do not agree on an answer, but there is fairly
widespread agreement that naturalistic psychological
explanations are an unsatisfactory dead end (Ridderbos
1958:44-46, Braun 1947). It is not possible to 'get
boahind" Paul's own accounts of his conversion. Let us
then focus on Paul's own statements.

A surface rceading of Paul does not tell us much:
God revealed "his Son to me, that I might proclaim him
among the Gentiles" (Gal 1:16). Bul a closer look at
the context of Gal 1:16 and the way in which the context
interacts with verse 16 brings to light at least the
following salient points.

(1) The revelation of Christ to Paul was closely
bound up with Paul's apostolic authority and his commisgion
to preach to the Gentiles. Paul had to prove to the Gala-
tians that his gospel was not derived from man {(1:1,11)
or received secondhand from man (1:12,16-20). He did so
by binding up his conversion with his knowledge of the

gospel and his commission to proclaim it. The revelation

of Christ at Paul's conversion included, in concentrated
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form, the heart of his subsequent message and his right
10 bear the message to the Gentiles.

(2) Paul saw his own calling as being in conti-
nuity with that of the OT prophets, Jeremiah and Moses
in particular. Like Jeremiah and Moses, he was set apart
from the womb for the task he was to fulfill (cf. Gal 1:15;
Jer 1:5; 2 Cor 3:7-18).

(3) Paul's previous life as a Pharisece had made
him heir to the traditions and promises of the OT, but
he was blind to their true significance until the reve-
lation came.

(4) Cod's revelation to Paul sprang from a pure
divine initiative, not from some previous yearning or
preparation on the side ol Paul (¢f. Kummel 1929).  This
at least is how Paul (and Acls) presenis the matter,
though NT scholars have sometimes attempted to provide
psychological explanations.

(5) Paul spoke of the communication and commis-
sioning as taking place in the medium of sight and vision
(&nonardPewg, drnonardbat ), not the medium of language.
Language, of course, is not excluded, but it is sight
that is emphasized in the summary statement, in a way
parallel to that of some OT prophets (Num 12:6-8, 1 Sam
9:9, Is 1:1, Ezek 1:1, Obad 1, Nah 1:1, Hab 1:1).

(6) The revelation of the person of Jesus Christ
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himself to Paul formed the heart of the experience in
Paul's eyes (Gal 1:106).

Most, if not all, of these six points are con-
firmed by the three accounts in the Book of Acts. (1)
Paul's commission to the Gentiles 1s mentioned in all
three accounts, though in two of them it occurs through
Barnabas rather than directly in Paul's vision (Acts
9:15, 22:15,21, 26:17-18). (2) The motif of Paul's
continuity with OT prophets is hardly visible in Acts,
though 26:16-18 contains some distant echoes of prophetic
callings. (3) and (4): Divine initiative toward Paul in
the face of previous resistance is clearly evident in
Acts. (5) and (6): Paul sees and hears the voice of
Christ.

The safest way to reach an understanding of these
six aspects of Paul’s conversion is to start with that
which Paul sees as the heart of the matter: the revela-
tion of Jesus Christ. But just what did Paul see? From
Paul’'s comparison between himsell and the others who saw
the resurrected Christ (1 Cor 15:5-8), we may assume that
he saw Christ in human form. DBut the manner in which he
saw was definitely a visionary manner. DPaul alone, not
those with him on the Damascus road, fully experienced

the vision. In this respect, the closest parallel to

Paul's experience lies with Stephen in Acts 7:55. Both
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of Lhese visions, in view ol their connections with OT
prophetic visions, must bhe classified as theophanic
visions. Acts contfirms this by introducing the vision
in a1l three accounts with a relerence Lo a greal, light
from heaven (9:3, 22:6, 26:13), a picture related to the
shining bright glory of theophanies in Ezck 1:4,13,27-28,
10:4, 43:2, ban 7:9, 10:6, Mab 3:3-4, Ps 18:12, 50:2,

Is 80:1-3,19-20, Exod 24:17, Bev 1:14-16, 4:3-6; cf.

Luke 9:29-3G. DPaul specifically invokes this theophanic
language when he compares the glory ol Christ to the
glory of the Lord which Moses saw (2 Cor 3:16-18).

I should say at this point that [ am using the
word 'theophany" in a [lexible way to designate a whole
family of OT phenomena. 1 include in this family what
Terrien (1978:68-69) calls "gpiphanic visitations,™
that is, visitations of God's prescnce wheve the divine
is manifested only in an elusive rather than directly
visible way. Therefore, in asing Lhe term "theophany"
in connection with Christ, 1 do not intend to make
immediately a pronouncement about ontology, or about
the deity of Christ. T am talking only about the role
that Christ plays against the background of the OT
phenomena,

1t is nevertheless the case Lhat Christ's role

was an overwheiming and impressive oné whon he appeared
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to Paul. When Paul saw the risen Christ, wrapped in
theophanic glory, there was no question for Paul of
whether this one was "Lord" (Acts 9:5, 22:8, 26:15,

in a stronger sense than Acts 10:4). The question was
rather the Lord's personal identity, in this case his
human identity. And so the answer came, "I am Jesus,
whom you are persecuting."

It is no wonder, also, that Paul, having been
confronted with the glory of Christ, spoke of the glory
of the new covenant message with which he was entrusted
by Christ. The glory of the new covenant excelf; even
that of Moses (2 Cor 3-7-18). )

The sum of the matter is that, in Rudolf Otto's
terms, Paul had an encounter with "the numinous," with
the sphere of the awesome and holy., But this numinous
was not simply a vague undifferentiated general-religious
numinous. It was a particular type of numinous whose
specific roots and specific texture came from theophanic
motifs of Judaism. Now these motifs became attached to
the historical figure of Jesus of Nazareth. ‘

Within Judaism there was a close connection between
the theophanic and the holy, viz, that to which one might
apply the term \JVTQ. Theophany is the narrower concep-

tion of the two, but also the more intensive. That which

o/

is holy is holy because of the stamp of theophany. Theophany,




214

if you will, is the root (rom which hol tness springs,
as well as the goal towards which it moves. This is
evident from a very early stage.

The Lord in appearing to Moses in the burning
bush pronounced holy the ground where the theophany took
place (Exod 3:5). Similarly the theophany to Joshun
made the ground holy (Josh 5:15). More graphically
still, the theophanic mountain of Sinai is carefully
set apart and consecrated (Exod 19:23), as are the people
themselves in preparation for the theophany (Exod 19:10,
etc.). Holiness in Israel was associated above all with‘
the tabernacle and (later) the temple, together with the
priestly ministry connected with them. Now both the
tabernacle and the temple were built in response to
theophany (Exod 24:15-18, 25:9,40; I Chr 21:15-22:1).
Both were huilt in order to be a permanent dwelling of
theophanic presence (Exod 25:8, 40:34-38; 2 Sam 7:6,13,

1 Kgs 8:10-13). God's dwelling in the tabernacle and

the temple was an image of his dwelling in heaven, the
"original™ holy place, the place of his throne and
presence {1 Kgs 8:27,30,32, etc., Ps 20:6, 11:4, Is 63:15,
57:15). The tabernacle and the temple had to be holy to
contain the theophanic presence of the holy God., Vieola-

tion of their holiness was 80O sevious (of. Num 3:28)

hecause it was a violation of God's presence.
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The 07 shows, then, that theophany is the root
and goal of holiness. Holiness exists in Israel only in
close connection with theophany. Holiness is legally
founded in theophanic pronouncement and exists for the
sake of serving a continual theophanic presence,

But now these cquations can be reversed. One
can say that holiness is the root and goal of theophany,

that theophany is essentially founded in holiness and

exists for the sake of serving holiness. This follows

from the fact that holiness as it exists in Israel mani-

fests itself in a series of concentric circles. The
’ people of Israel as a whole are holy (Exod 19:6), yet
| within them the Levites alone are holy, and within them

the priests alone are holy in a narrower sense. Within

the dwellings of Israel the tabernacle is holy, yet it

- —

| has a holy place and a holy of holies. And this is only
a model of heaven the holy place of the uniquely holy
One, the Lord (Is 57:15).
Starting, then, from the innermost circle, the
Lord himself, one may work outward and view theophanic !
manifestations as manifestations of the holy One.
Indeed, what makes a theophany a theophany, rather

than simply a mysterious physical event, is the presence

‘ of the holy God in action at a particular point and time. |

In this sense, theophany is rooted in holiness, the
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holiness of God which means that he is different from,
separate from, all that isg simply natural or physical,

Noext, theophany exists Tor the salke of holiness:
it serves the holy purposes of God. Theophiany in the
0T is never a bare manifestation of divine power for
the sake of display, but a manifestation Tor the sake
of consecrating God's people (Isracl becomes holy in that
God dwells among them, Exod 33:16). Or it is a mani-
festation for the sake of vindicating God's holiness
over against people's disobedience (Num 12:5, 14:10,
ete. ).

Now we can apply to Paul these finds about the
connections of holiness and theophany. In his conversion,
we may say, Paul confronted the holiness of God in theo-
phanic form, in the person of Jesus of Nazareth. God's
holiness was present in both its aspects: awesomeness
and purity. Its other-worldly power and awesomeness,
shown in the great light from heaven, overwhelmed Paul
and overthrew his carefully laid worldly plansg, theories,
and self-estimate. (CL. Dan 10:8-9, Lrzek 1:28.) Its
ethical purity backed up the charge Paul was given to
preach to the Gentiles. Turthermore, all six salient
aspects of Paul's conversion, listed above, can be
accounted for in térms of an encounter with the theo-

phanic holiness of God.
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Point (6) has already been ndnquatn]y covered.,

Let us next take point (2).

Paul saw hig own calling

as parallel to that of the Prophets, €specially Jeremiah

and Moses. Thig ig based on (he facl that the OT pro-

phetic cala is, like Paul's, suffused with theophany,

1 some cases the OT is explicit about the fact that g

prophet was commissioned in connection with g theophany

(Exodus 3, 2 Kings 2, Isaiah 6, Ezekiel 1. But,

Eenerally, al] prophecy follows the pattern set by Moses

(Deut 18:15-22)., 1p fact, Moses ig Superior to the later

Prophets precisely because he enjoyed an immediacy of the

theophanic presence of the Lord (Num 12:6-8) .

Moreover, Prophetic commissioning Specifically

involves the holiness of God. The prophet 'y lips are
cleansed so that he may stand bLefore the presence of the

holy God to hear his word, and so that he may not copn-

taminate hig proclamation (Is 6:3-8). Not only 50, but
the prophet himself ag g whole person ig ggg;ecratgg

(Jer 1:5), distinguished from other men by the holy

office that he bears on behalf of God. The holiness of

the theophany ang of God's word is, as it were, extended

to the brophet's whole person. Without using the word

dviog, Paul has clearly indicated this is true of himself

by describing himgelf as dyop(loac (Gal 1:15, based on

Jer 1:5), Similarly in Rom 1:1 Paul ig

called to be an
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apostle," and as such "set apart” (Gpoprojievoc) for the
pospel ol God,

Within this Tramework points (1) and (5) arce
easily accounted for. God's revelation to Paul sprang
from pure divine initiative just as all OT prophetic
calls did, just as OT theophanies did. Morecover, one
can frame the rule concerning initiative in terms of
holiness. Namely, one may say Lhat only the holy can
make holy. Holiness does not arise out of any kind of
initiative on the part of someone or something not yet
holy, but out of initiative on the part of someone al-
ready holy. It arises from God himself, as an ultimate
source of holiness, when, for instance, he commissions
Moses to undertake lthe construction and organization of
the tabernacle. Or it arises Trom koses, the priests,
the propheis, ov those who, like them, have already been
made holy by prior action of God.

Next, for point (%), Paul's choice of visionary
rather than simply auditory language was a natural conse-
quence of the theophanic character of his commissioning.
Theophany virtually by definition involves a visual, and
not merely an auditory element.

Next, regarding point (3), Paul's mention of his
previous life as a Pharisee has a twofold effect. First,

it motivates the theophanic confrontation. God vindicates




219

his holiness by calling Paul to task, in parallel with
Num 12:5-8, Is 6:5, Bzekiel 9. Sccond, it forms the
packdrop against which the theophany is to be inter-
preted. Paul, as a Pharisee, would have been familiar
with the rich OT associations of theophany. The appear-
ance of Christ would not have come in a void.

It remains, finally, to explain point (1). Why
aoes Paul mention his apostolic authority and his mission
to the Gentiles in connection with his conversion? This
i in some respects the most complex of the six points
to explain. On one level, the mention of Paul's authorif&
is simple enough. Paul was given authority through the
theophanic appearance just as were OT prophets. As one
who had been admitted into the presence of God, as one
who had in God's presence heard the counsel of God, he
was in a position to deliver that counsel to others. He
was set apart, consecrated, as I have argued, and thereby
his message also was distinguished from any common message.

But this is not the whole story. Paul's message

was more specifically a message to the Gentiles (Gal 1:16,

Rom 1:5, Acts 9:15, 13:47, 22:15,21, 26:17-18). Thereby
he distinguished his own mission from that of the other
apostles (Gal 2:7-9). And it seems to be the case that
he connected the uniqueness of his apostleship in some

fashion with the uniqueness of the mode by which he was




called to that apostleship (1 Cor 15:8-10),

A beginning at understanding can be made by
recognizing that the OT prophets had some ministry to
Gentile nations (Isaiah 13-23, Jeremiah 1:10, 25:15-38;
46-51, Amos 1:3-2:3, Obadiah, Jonah, Nahum). And pro-
phecies were made concerning the last days when Gentiles
would be included in the blessings of salvation (Is 19:
£3-25, 2:1-4, 49:6, 60:3, etc.; cf. Mosher 1979). But
his is still not equivalent to the type of ministry
given to Paul.

Why, then, was Paul's ministry not simply one
like that of the OT prophets? Well, in the eXxperience
on the Damascus road, he was given a commission distinct
from the OT prophets, But I believe il is possible to go
further. Was there an organic connection between the
texture of the theophany to Paul and the texture of his
commission? What was unique about the theophany, in con-
trast to the theophanies to OT prophets?  The theophany
to Paul was specifically a theophany centering in a his-
torical person, Jesus Christ, Jesus ol Nazareth. As a
Pharisee Paul already knew that Jesus had been born, had
lived, had been crucified, and had died. What Paul now
found was not merely that Jesus was now alive (there had

been a few instances of raising of the dead even in the

OT, 1 Kgs 17:17-24, 2 Kgs 4:32-37, 13:20-21). What he
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found was that the man Jesus uniquely manifested the
sphere of God's holiness. Jesus replaced the human form
appearing in some of the theophanies and appearances of
the angel of the Lord in the OT (c¢f. Ezek 1:26-27, Dan
7:9, Exod 24:10). Now, instead of a transient appearance
cT a form, one has a permanent situation based on Jesus,
Jesus, permanently alive, permanently resides in the
sphere of God's inmost presence, God's heavenly throne
therefore. Even if the language of Ps 110:1 and Dan 7:
13-14 had not been known to the early church before
Paul, it could easily have been appropriated by Paul to
understand and confirm his vision.

Therefore, the theophany in Jesus surpasses OT
theophanies in three respects. (1) It manifests not a
one-time appearance, never to come again in the same way,
but a permanent situation, based on the fact that Jesus
is a person and not merely a phenomenal manifestation.
(2) It manifests not simply an indirect, symbolic image
of the reality (Ezekiel's '"appearance of the likeness of
the glory of the Lord," 1:28), but the reality itself
(Jesus is real). (3) It implies that the holiness of
God's presence becomes available to man. God's glory
and holiness as they were formerly confined to heaven

are now bound up with a man. A breech has been made by

a man into the holiness of God. Therchy, as Paul experienced
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in his conversion, God's presence hecomes available to
man in & wway exceeding in intensily, power, and perma-
noncy the glory of the OT.  And this is what Paul wrote
in 2 Cor 3:1-18,

What, now, does all this have to do with Paul's
preaching Lo the Gentiles?  Answering this question brings
us near to the heart ol Paul's thcecology, since it involveg
the relation to one another of Christology, soteriology,
kerygma, mission, and ecclesiology. The full answer must
be worked out in detail in the rest of this chapter, by
appeal to a large number of pauline texts. But the
root of the answer can bhe given now. The intensive,
permanent manifestation of theophanic holiness in the
person of Jesus demands also an extensive manifestation
of holiness. The latter days of OT prophecy are charac-
terized by an overwhelming appearing of God. This over-
whelming appearing, precisely by means of its intensity,
implies world-wide extensive response in the form of con-
secration. The nations, and not onlv the Jews, stream
to the holy place of Zion. Their offerings are acceptable
(hence holy) to the Lord (Is GO:-5-7, 56:5-8, ete.).

The above discussion has shown vhat the motif of
holiness is capable ol explaining all six salient points
about Paul's conversion., Holiness has thus proved itselfl

to be a "key" to understanding his conversion. Since
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Paul's conversion is in Lturn the starting point for his
theology, we may expect to find that holiness is also a

key to understanding his theology as a wholo.l

14.3 Paul's affirmation of the centrality 6f holiness

(Rom 15:16)

The third argument for the centrality of holiness
in Paul's life and thought appeals to a particular verse,
Rom 15:16. Rom 15:16 involves a specific affirmation of
the possibility of understanding Paul using the motif of
holiness.2 i
Rom 15:16 indicates that Paul construes his entire

ministry in terms of the motif of holiness. The thought

is worked out in progressively greater detail in the five

1Frorn a structuralist point of view, a transition

of this type from Paul's conversion to his theology is
somewhat unsatisfactory in principle. Only by ignoring

the distinction between diachrony and synchrony (6.4, 9.1)
may one claim that an explanation in terms of Paul's con-
version ever '"explains" in a structural sense the synchron-
ic shape of his teaching. Nevertheless, in the absence of
the fullest possible information about Paul's theological
thinking at its maturity, information about his conversion
may serve as a clue to later developments.

21 assume here and elsewhere in references to Romans

that either Rom 1:1-16:23 + 16:24 or 1:1-16:23 + 16:25-27
was the original form of Paul's letter to the Romans (pace
O'Neill 1975, Schmithals 1975, and advocates of the Ephe-
sian destination of Rom 16:1-23). In my judgment Gamble
(1977) has fully reviewed the guestion and given an ade-
quate explanation of the textual and literary phenomena,
But, in any case, my arguments depend only on the unity
and integrity of Rom 1:1-15:33, which are acknowledged by
almost everyone.




clauses beginning from &ud thv xdoLv of vs, 15 and end-
ing with mvedpatt dylg at the end of vs. 16.  The gram-
matical grouping of the material of vss, 15-16 into

clauses is indicated in greater detail inDisplay 14.1.

14.31 Detailed comurents on Rom 150 1h-36

Paul argues that be has beon put into a position
of being capable of reminding the Roman Christians of the
truths of the Christian faith &1 ™v xdoLv Thv 603cTady
Hour OmO Tolh Seol.... The Y"grace” of 15:15c must cer-
tainly be a reference to the gift of apostolic ministry
mentioned in Rom 1:5 and 12:3., The giving of this calling
was matter of divine initiative (Und 1ol deotd). The pur-
pose of this grace was to constitute Paul as an apostle.
In giving grace, God made Paul an apostle. However,
instead of using the word "apostle," Paul goes on in the
following clauses to define his aposlleship in Tunctional
terms. The giving of God's grace enabled him to perform
a priestly (or perhaps Levitical) ministry.

Paul's ministry is "priestly scervice," Jdgirtoupydv
(15:16a). By itself, Aevtouvpydv is nol unambiguousiv a
priestly term. But here it is associanted with lepouvpyoDuTa,
npoceopd, cdnpdodentog, and Hyraoudvrn. Paul dis either

picturing himsell as a priest or as a Loevite asgisting

Christ's prisstly work., The genilive XpLotol "Inagol and
~Arist s p A
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Display 14.1

Grammatical Organization of the Clauses of Rom 15:15-16
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the nonspecific characler of Aectoupydvy bolh [avor the
Iatter alternative (=0 Cranfield 1479:755-5G), DBut is
this too refined a conception” Tven i we interpret
AeLToupyYdSy as priestly rather than Leviltical, Paul's
priestly work is still subovdinated to Chot of Christ.
The conclusions will be almost the same.

=
1.

The clause LepovpyodvTa T4 edayvéliov 1ol Seob
specifies the way in which I'aul perlorms his service,
namely by communicating the gospel with which he has
heen entrusted.

With the tvo~ clause Paul specifies the goal of
his Levitical service as the offering of the Gentiles.
In view of the fact that DPaul or Christ fills the role
of priest in this metaphor, the genitive T@v €3vdv
should be interpreted not as a subjective genitive
(offering which the Gentiles offer) but an objective
genitive (Paul offers the Gentiles) or genitive of

apposition.

14.32 The significance of the context of Rom 15:17-33

The breoader context of Rom 15:16 indicates just
how all-encompassing is the priesily picture of Paul's
ministry. TFirst, the following context in 15:17-33 makes

clear how much the conception of 15:16 ewmbraces the de-

tailed texture of Paul's preaching program, including 1t€s
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geographical details., Vss. 17-18 indicate, in a way
complementing vs. 16, that the work of Christ, the work
of the Holy Spirit, and Paul’s own preaching arce inti-
mately related. Paul is a minister "pertaining to Christ®
(15:16) in several ways. Paul's boast is in Christ and
Christ's work; Christ works in Paul to accomplish the
obedience of the Gentiles; and Christ is the central
content of Paul's message. Though the clause #yiLaouévn
v nveduat, dyle (15:16) may easily have made one think
of the Tact of the indwelling of the lloly Spirit, the
Spirit's work is tied in the subsequent verses rather
with Paul's message, which comes in the power of the
Spirit (15:19), associated with the accompanying miracles
of Paul's ministry. The message came with power, and so
resulted in the obedience of the Gentiles.

Moreover, the detailed plans and itineraries of
15:19-32 derive one and all from the scope of Paul's
It is because of this universal scope of his project and
his commission that he has already traveled so widely
(15:19-21). That is also why he plans to come to Rome
(15:22~-24). And finally, it motivates his supervision
of the collection for the saints at Jerusalem.  The one

holy offering of the Gentiles turns oul to include ulti-

mately an offering by the Gentiles as well. This is only




logical, nol only because it is prounded in OV prophecy,
but because an offerving ol the Gentiles must include an

of fering of all that they have. The offcering ministers

to the needs of the saints in Jerusalemn in order that it 2
may De made manifest that there is now one holy people
shariung holy offerings onc with another (ef. Aecvtouvpyfioal
in vs. 27 and éunpdodentog in vs. 31 taking up the cultic
language of vs. 16). Paul becomes indirectly, through

his ministry to the Gentiles, also a minister to the Jews.
For through Paul's preaching the Gentiles become a con-
secrated offering. Their consecration is demonstrated

by their wiilingness to contribute Lo the needs ol others,
And through thiswillingness Paul now has in hand an

offering which he will present in holy service to the

Jews in Jerusalem,

14.33 The significance ol the context Rom 15:14-15 for

Rom 15:16

We may say, then, that Rom 15:17-33 shows how
central Paul's concept of the outworking of holiness is
to the texture of his preaching dvnamics and his travels,
In like manner, the passage Rom 15:14-15 shows how central
holiness is to the content of his gospel.

Paul undertakes in 15:14-15 the delicate task of

affirming his confidence in the maturity, kuowledge, and
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competence of the Roman Christians, and simultaneously
justifying his letter. 1t would be easy for someone to
“oad between the linces of a letier Like the letter to the
Romans, and infer that Paul thinks that the Romans have
not yet heard or understood the doclrines expounded in
ihe letter. Paul denies that he thinks this. He is
confident that the Roman Christians are '"filled with
all knowledge" (15:14). His confidence, doubtless, is
lh-ased on the power and promises of God, active through
the Holy Spirit (15:13). Paul has therefore written to
refresh Christians' memorics (15:15).

Doubtless Paul's qualifications and explanations
in 15:14-15 are more necessary for some parts of the
previous chapters than for others (cf. dnd pépoug, 15:15).
But in view of the universality of the affirmations of
15:14 and 15:15¢-16, they must apply ultimately to all
parts of the letter. What then is Paul's justification
for telling Christians what they (in some sense) already
know?

Paul's positive Jjustification for the letter is
that God has gifted him. God has gifted Paul fto do just
this type of hringing to remembrance and exhortation
(15:15¢). God's gift, more preciscly the gift of apostle-

ship, has made Paul 2 servant to the Genliles. As Gentiles,

or as part of Gentile territory, thce Roman Christians are
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within the scope of his apostolic task (¢f. Hom 1:1,5,
13-15). The letter Lo the Romans presents the content

of the gospel, in a wide-ranging way, to Gentiles (Rom
1:2,16-17). Paul is justified in doing this precisely
because (6ta tnv Xdpiv, 15:15¢) it is part of the task
given to him by God. The letter Lo the Romans is a
concrete instance of Paul exercising the holy service

of preaching the gospel of God, lepoupyolvte TO ebayvéiiLov
tod Jeol (15:16b3. Thus everything in the letter to the
Bomans ig directed toward the purpose of the consecration
of the Gentiles as an acceptable offering through the
Holy Spirit. The entire content of Paul's gospel, as it
is exposed to us in Homans, fils into a (ramework deter-

mined by the nature of holiness and the theme of holiness.

14.4 Conclusions concerning the initial plausibility of

the centrality of holiness

The investigation of Rom 15:16 in context therefore
shows that Paul's life was strucltured in terms ol holiness
both on the side of the content of hig message (14.33) and
on the side of his practical conduct in the proclaiming
of his megsage (14.32). We can also recognize with Schoceps
(1959) ard Munck (1959) that Paul was nol an abstract theo-
logian. lle was one whose life was consumed in the apostol-

ic task of delivering his message Lo Lhe Gentiles in order
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that they might turn to God. The passage Rom 15:14-33,
insofar as it captures for us the dynamic of Paul's life
as missionary-apostle, poenelrates more deeply into Paul's

genius than does an attemplt to derive his theological

system from an abstract principie.
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15. Unity and diversity of theologicul topics in Paul

It remains now to see in delail how holiness can
serve as a "key'" to understanding all the various aspects
of Paul's gospel and their relations 1o one another,
Unfortunately we cannot discuss all aspects at one time.
Therefore we will discuss successively ecclesiology,
ethics, redemptive history, union with Christ, life in
the Spirit, eschatology, the role of law, justification,
sin, missiology, Christology, and the doctrine of God.
The basic problem here is the same as that in any bibli-
cal theology. These topics interpenctrate one another
in Paul. How can any one bhe discussed without presup-
posing the others? And where does one stop with the list
of topics, since there is no end of topics cutting across
ones already listed?

The interpenctration of topies in Paul can be
jllustrated by reference to Rom 15:16. According to the
argument above, Paul's entire gospel ministry is summed
up in this verse using the theme of holiness. Can we
also find, in connection with this verse, each of the
individual topics of the gospel? To a large extent, yes.

First, what about the topic of ecclesiology? The

offering of the Gentiles is a single offering, by means
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of a conscceration including Lhem all.  Their holiness
exlsts also 1n fellowship with the Jewish Christians
(15:7-13,25-33), Here is the Toundation Tor the unity
of the church. Second, ethics obviously follows from
the fact that the Gentiles are holy, consecrated. Third,

redemptive history lics behind the fact that now, and

not before, the gospel is proclaimed and the Gentiles
consecrated. Fourth, this consecration takes place

in and through the work of Christ. Thus the topic of

union with Christ is related to this verse. Tifth, the

consecration is in the Holy Spirit. Sixth, in OT terms

the offering of the Gentiles is an eschatological act.

Seventh, the offering is typically related to but essen-
tially surpasses the sacrifices prescribed by the law.
Eighth and ninth, the consecration of the Gentiles implies

their justification and cleansing from sin. Tenth, the

consecration of the Gentiles is a missionary act on the
part of Paul. Eleventh and twelfth, this consecration
takes place by the preaching of Christ under commission
from God.

Thus none of these topics can be properly under-
stood without reference to the others. Holiness provides

a focal point around which they can be grouped and in terms

of which their relations to one another can be understood

and accorded adequate attention. Holiness is, in this
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sense, a "fundamental” structurce in Paul. The relative
intrequency of surface occwrrences ol dyiog and its
rngnates does not at all contlradict the Tact that holi-
ness serves as a focal point for the structural relations
between all the major theological topics of Paul. One
might, then, argue that it is the mast fundamental struc-
ture in Paul's theology. But I do not draw this final
conclusion., More than one theme, not holiness alone,
can serve as a focal point for organizing the whole of
Paul's theology.

For the detailed discussion of individual theo-
logical topics, any order of topics would be feasible.
Whatever order is usecd, the topics discussed earlier
cannot be developed so fully as those discussed later.
The order actually adopted below vaguely resembles the
order of topics in the Epistle to the Romans, preceding
backward from Rom 15:14-33 (on the value of this "back-
wards" approach, cf. Mosher 1979:5). I have made the
preliminary judgment that the major gections of Romans
are 12-15, containing ecclesiology and cthics; 9-11 con-
taining redemptive history; 6-8 containing union with
Christ, pneumatology, and eschatology; 1:16b~4:24 con-
taining justification and sin; and 1:1-16a containing
missiology. Romans 5 serves as a transition related to

1

both 1:16b-1:25 and G-8. For each of the main topics,

1 . . .
There is livelyv debate over whether the main
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the discussion will start with Romans as a basis, but
quickly expand to include material from the restricted
pauline corpus. By using Romans as a jumping off point
we obtain a considerable check to flights of fancy by
which diverse material could be drawn together in an
arbitrary or prejudiced way by means of proof texting.
This choice also provides an order of presentation of
the various topics which has at least some claim to

correspond to the order of Paul's thinking.

division begins at Rom 5:1, 6:1, or possibly even 5:12
(cf. Cranfield 1979:252-54; Black 1973:24). Cranfield's
arguments in favor of placing the division at 5:1 are very
attractive. But could it be, in view of the linkages in
both directions, that the question of major division has
no univocal answer? At any rate, the discussions of this
chapter need not presuppose a one-sided grouping of Romans
B

O
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16. Fcclesiology from the standpoint of holiness

We begin with the tonic of the church as it occurs

in Romans 12-135.

16.1 The cbufgh in Romans 1215

The section Romans 12-15 weaves together ecclesi-
ological and ethical concerns 1in a complex way, DBut it
is noteworthy that the more gspecifically coclesiological
concerns are most prominent at the beginninz and the end
of the section, namely in 12:1-8 and 15:7-33. The net
effect is that the specilic sthicn) injunctions in Rom
- 1.0.15:6 are set within an ceclesiologicnl tramework.
The behavior that Paul asks faor is behavior consistent
with, and contributing to, the functioning of the body
of Christ (12:3-5) and the unity of the people of God in
praise, based on faith, hope, joy, and peace (15:7-13).

The ecclesiological material in Rom 12:1-8 and
1%5-.7-13 is in turn defined in terms of holiness. The
functioning of the people of God is a presentation of a
living holy saorifice accovding to both lom 12:1 and
15:16. The people of God, in fact, ave designated '"the

saints,” "the holy ones” (15:25,26.31,16:2,15).

In Rom 15:16 Paui specifically emphasices his role
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with respect to the Gentiles. But as section 14.32 has argued
Rom 15:17-33 shows that in a certain way Paul understood
his ministerial service as extending also to the Jewish
Christians (15:27,31). The goal of the offering to Jeru-
salem is partly that of reinforcing the unity of the
church (15:27). This service is thus a fulfillment of
the prophecies of the inclusion of Gentiles in a joint
service of praise with the Jews (15:9-12), Of both
uéntiles and Jews it is to be true that they present
their bodies as a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable to
God (12:1). Jew and Gentile together present according
to a single pattern a holy offering to the Lord. That
single pattern constitutes their unity.

That unity is, from one point of view, something
already achieved, already established. The Gentiles have
been consecrated by the Holy Spiril. The idea of an
already existing consecration is more fully and clearly
affirmed in passages like 1 Cor 1:2, Phil 1:1, 1 Cor 3:17,
and in the use of ol &yitoL. Christ has recceived us (Rom
15:7), both Jew and Gentile, both strong and weak in faith.
That reception is reception into the holy place, the holi-
ness of Christ's theophanic glory. Jewish and Gentile
Christians are therefore already holy.

But the unity is also something still in process,

something future. Paul asks that God would supply gifts
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{(Rom 15:13) s0 that there may be joint praise (Rom 15:6)

and reception of one another (Rom 15H:7). lloliness re-
quires alteration of and growth in corporate behavior
both towards God and towards one another.

Holiness, then, has a past and a Tuture side
(cf. 12.41). There ig an "indicative' (you are holy)
and an "imperative’ {(he holy). This corresponds struc-
turally to the jndicative and imperative of holiness in
the OT. Israel is a holy neople, constituted as such by

God's selecting them. He distinguished them from all

other peoples, and he dwelt among them. Dut holiness is
also a task for Israel. They are under obligation to be
holy in practice. What holds for Israel holds in more

intensive fashion for the priests of Israel. The NT era

 m— i —— .

brings both an intensification and an extension to the
Gentiles, but the particular structure of indicative and

imperative is still there.

e —————— .

Another aspect of the mode of being of the church
is unfolded in Rom 12:1-8. 'The church is constituted in
its separation, its distinctiveness from the world. There
are two realms here, the realm of '"this world" and the
realm of the renewed mind, the realm of knowledge of God's
will (12:2). These two realms are nothing else than the

realm of the holy and the unholy, as the connection betweed

12:1 and 12:2 shows. They are the realms of light and




239
darkness (Rom 13:12). And the realm of holiness, the
realm of light, is defined by the acceptable (holy) will
of God (Rom 12:2). It has its cenler and origin in Jesus
Christ, raised from the dcad by the 3pirit of holiness
(Rom 1:4, 12:5, 13:14). The putting on of Jesus Christ
(Rom 13:14) is tberefore the putting on ol Lhe garments
0! holiness.

Let us now consider the church further under the
aispects of temple of God, assembly of God, messianic

assembly, and body of Christ.

16.2 The church as temple

The church as temple of God (1 Cor 3:16-17) is
indwelt by the Holy Spirit in a manner parallel to the
dwelling of the theophanic cloud of glory in the OT
tabernacle (Fxod 40) and temple (1 Kgs 8:10-11). From
this point of view, the church is virtually defined as
the dwelling place of God, the place marked as holy by

the presence of God in glory.

16.3 The church as the assembly of God

Second, the church is the assembly of God. Rom
15:10-11 indicates the fulfillment of prophecy that the

nations would join in assembly to praise the God of Israel.

In the OT prophetic idiom, all nations are to see the
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appearing of the glory of God in salvation (Is 60:2-3).
The people of Israel become a kind of living analogue of
the temple, inasmuch as the glory of God comes into their
midst permane