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PAUL AS APOLOGIST - submitted b,y Hilary Margaret Ellis 

This thesis presents Paul in his role as apologist for the early 

Christian Gospel. · The form_ and content of the Pauline letters are 

examined in the light of apologetic traditions. Paul follows the rules 

for composition of apologia as expounded in the classical 'art' of 

rhetoric. (Romans and 1 Corinthians are seen as deliberative apologies; 

Galatians and 2 Corinthians as forensic apologies). Paul also uses, 

adapts and rejects elements of Hellenistic - Jewish apologetic to suit 

his purposes. He employs typological interpretation in his presentation 

of the Old Tes).mentfigure of Abraham in a similar way to Philo and 

Josephus, but he rejects their presentation of Moses as an all-important 

Old Testament figure because he foresaw that this entailed acceptance 

of Jewish legalism. 

The arguments used by Paul, and their acceptance in _the early Christian 

Churches enabled Christianity to break free of Jewish legalism, while 

retaining its base in the Old Testament· script~es. Paul interpret~ the 

scriptures to establish and 'prove' his understanding of Christianity. 

The successful apologist presents his case positively so as to win favour, 

and defends his case against opposition and attack. Pau1 accomplishes 

the 'apologetic' presentation of Christianity in both these respects: 

in the positive exposition of the Gospel to all, both Jew and Greek, and 

also in the defence of his position and authority as 'apostle of Christ' 

in the face of personal attack. 

A survey of Justin Martyr's work shows the use Justin makes of Paul's 

apologetic argumentation and the influence he had on subsequent 

generations of Christian apologists. 

-·-·---) 
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" P A U L A S A P 0 L 0 G I S T " 

Introduction 

To present Paul as an apologist for the early Christian Gospel 

entails a study of the Pauline Letters, their form and content, 

in the light of such 'apologetic' traditions as the rhetorical 

'Art' of persuasion, including both the forensic defence, and 

the political or educational deliberation; also the Hellenistic

Jewish apologetic propaganda as exemplified by Philo and Josephus, 

which was designed to defend the beliefs and institutions of 

Judaism, and to give a positive presentation of this Semitic 

religion and way of life to the Hellenistic World. 

In positive terms, the successful apologist must present what he 

believes to be the truth persuasively so as to win the favour of 

his audience or readers, convincing them of the sincerity and 

truth of what he says, thereby compelling them to accept his 

message. The negative aspect of apologetics is the defence 

against accusations, opposition, attacks and even persecution: 

both in the form of personal slight, and that directed against the 

substance of the message. 

Paul accomplishes the 'apologetic' presentation of Christianity 

in both these respects: in the positive exposition of the Gospel 

to all, both Jew and Greek; and also in the defence of his own 

position and authority as 'apostle of Christ' in the face of 

bitter, personal attacks. 

In estimating Paul's success as an apologist, it must be noted 

that through his positive presentation of the Gospel and his 
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comrating 'heretical' tendencies and extremes (both Jevrish 

legalism and gnostic libertinism), Christianity retained a base 

in Judaism and the Old Testament scriptures, while expanding its 

appeal and compass into the Graeco-Roman world. 

Paul's personal defensive stand established his position as 

'apostle to the Gentiles'; while his argumentation and approach 

are taken up by the apostolic fathers, and b,y one specifically 

termed an apologist for Christianity, Justin M~yr. 

Since this investigation was begun, in complete independence, 

a similar line of study has been very effectively pursued b,y 

Professor H. D. Betz. A number of his articles have been used to 

confirm points made in this thesis; unfortunately his commentary 

on the Epistle to the Galatians appeared too late to be consulted. 
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Chapter 1 

The Art of Persuasion in the Ancient World 

In this chapter I aim at providing a survey of the main points 

of the traditional rhetorical theory of the ancient world; and 

to show how such rhetorical guidelines pervaded literary as well 

as orator~l activity. No attempt is being made to present a 

full account of the various Greek and Latin rhetorical systems; 

rather I will select those parts of rhetorical theory which help 

to determine Paul's position in relation to his contemporary 

literary environment. 

"Where shall I begin, please your majesty?", asked the white 

rabbit. 

"Begin at the beginning"• said the king gravely, "and go on 

until you reach the end". 1 

Good advice for the advocate, but it would hardly satisfy those 

in the ancient world where rhetorical theory and rules were 

extensive and detailed. 

In the ancient world rhetoric governed, not only public speaking, 

but also an extensive field including literature, sermons, 

political speeches and pamphlets, educational and philosophical 

treatises etc., in fact, wherever 'persuasion' was the aim, then 

rhetoric would almost certainly be present. 

The elaborat.e systems of the rhetoricians taught the student 

how to find something to say, how to select and organise his 

material, and how to phrase it in the best possible way. 

Rhetorical theorists, represented in this chapter by Aristotle, 

Cicero and Quintilian, are by no means mere tricksters with words; 
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rather they are serious thinkers and show the intellectual 

respectability that rhetoric enjoyed in the Hellenistic world, 

notwithstanding the inherent dangers in the power of oratory which 

were pointed to expecially Qy ·Socrates and Plato in opposition to 

the Soph~sts. 

Cicero, in delineating the ideal orator, insists that 'to begin 

with, a knowledge of very many matters must be grasped, without 

which oratory is but an empty and ridiculous swirl of verbiage' • 2 

The good orator had to be an educated man with the ability to argue 

:Persuasively. Rhetoric was not only an intellectual theory for 

proceeding thus, it was also the culmination of valuable experience 

in public debate and law that had begun with the democracy of the 

Greek city state which had provided the opportunity for the 

development of the art of public speaking. 

It is important to understand that rhetorical theory of which I 

will give a brief .summary below, is a system of gathering, 

· arranging and expressing material which represents a positive 

approach to problems of composition, Pr~ily an art of 

'building up' something, the rules of rhetoric can also be of 

analytical value for 'breaking down$- what has been composed. It 

enables us to be aware of the artifice that goes into a composition 

of (a discourse, there by making us better equipped to analyse what 

other writers have done to achieve their efforts, and in the case 

of this thesis, to understand better the rules governing and guiding 

Paul in the composition of his letters. 

The practice of the 'art' of rhetoric antedates its codification. 

There is ample evidence in extant Greek literature that rhetoric, 
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conceived of as persuasive oratory, figured prominently in 

Hellenistic society many years before the first handbook of 

rhetorical prece,ts was compiled. The prominence of speeches 

and d~bates in the Homeric epics, in the plays of the Greek 

dramatists, and in the histories of Herodotus and Thucydides., 

amply shows that the influence of persuasive discourse was 

prevalent in the ancient Greek civilisation. 

The writing of the first systematic handbook is assigned to 

Corax of Syracuse in the fifth century llC 3; and in the history 

of the subject of rhetoric, Gorgias of Leontini is noted as 

stirring up interest in oratorial theory and practice among the 

Athenians, and being perhaps the first successful sophist in 

Athens. 

!socrates and Aristotle are two of the most influential figures 

in the history of Greek rhetoric. !socrates set up a successful 

school of oratory, charging high fees, which aroused the 

suspicions of Plato concerning the practice of the 'art of 

rhetoric~ Plato criticised the sophist teachers for accepting 

fees for their teaching. As Corbett 4 points out, 'the many 

derogatory remarks about this art down through the ages have their 

roots in 'Plato's strictures'. Ironically, however, in his 

depreciation of the 'art', Plato shows himself to be a master 

of rhetoric and his works are carefully composed and constructed 

in accordance with rhetorical guidelines. 

Plato's attacks on sophistical rhetoric are concentrated 

particularly in the Dialogues of Phaedrus and Gorgias, but for 
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the purposes of this survey, Plato's main contribution lies in 

hisconrposition, 'The Apology of Socrates', which purports to be 

a record of the speech delivered by Socrates at his trial. It 

is a treatise wh,ich aptly shows Plato's skill in rhetorical 

composition, and is an excellent example of defensive, persuasive 

discourse. 

Plato assumes that the aim of all rhetorical discourse is 

persuasiveness - the ability to lead the minds of the hearers to 

follow a particular belief or action. For the attainment of this 

result he insists that the advocate must possess knowledge of the 

truth about which he speaks, and some insight into the minds of 

those he seeks to persuade, This can then be supplemented by a 

knowledge of the different kinds of argument, and by various 

forms and figures of speech. In the Phaedrus, Plato writes: 

"Every discourse must be organised, like a human body, 

with a body of its own, as it were not to be headless 

or footless, but to have a middle and members, composed 

in fitting relation to each other and to the whole." 5 

'The Apology of Socrates'. 

In 399 :00, at the age of seventy, Socrates was brought to trial 

in Athens, ostensibly on the charge that he was corrupting the 

youth and advocating the worship of new gods; but really because 

he had become a troublesome citizen with his questioning of the 

policies and values of the Athenian establishment. 

It is widely held that Plato's 'Apology' is not an authentic 

record of any speech delivered by Socrates in court. R. Hackforth 6 
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argues that in fact what was needed from Plato was not the 

defenoe that had failed at the time, but a better defense which 

might be made for Socrates at a later date. Plato's principal 

object would then be to incorporate a general interpretation of 

Socrates' life and personality, and particularly of his services 

to Athens. Similarly, it is claimed by L. R. Shero 7 that Plato 

wished to present not only a defence of Socrates against the 

charges which had been brought against him, but also an 

arraignment of the Athenian public which had put Socrates to 

death, a eulogy of the master, and a portrait of the ideal sage. 

If this is the case, then the purpose of the speech presented b,y 

Plato, is to show Socrates in a favourable and appealing way to 

posterity. 

In the opening paragraph of the Apology, Socrates is setting 

the tone of the ethical appeal which is exerted throughout the 

speech. With ironic modesty, Socrates praises the eloquence of 

his accusers and depreciates his own skill as an orator. Lacking 

rhetorical skill, he will place his confidence in the justice of 

the cause, trusting that the recital of the truth will exonerate 

him: 

"I was most amazed b,y one of the many lies that they told -

when they said that you must be on your guard not to be 

deceived by me because I was a clever speaker. For I 

thought it the most shameless part of their conduct that 

they are not ashamed because they will immediately be 

convicted b,y me of falsehood by the evidence of the fact 

when I show myself to be not in the least a clever speaker, 

unless indeed they call him a clever speaker who speaks 
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the truth. " 8 

Socrates divides the charges into general classes, the ancient 

and the recent accusations, and he indicates the general organ

isation of the defence by saying that he will answer these two 

groups of charges in turn. 

Answering the ancient charges, Socrates specifies what he is 

accused of; he is charged with being a student of natural 

philosophy and being a teacher of doctrines and taking money for 

his teaching. Socrates denies the charge, maintaining that he 

has never engaged in speculations about physical matters. For 

confirmation of his claim, he calls for the testimony of those 

present. "Speak then", he says, "You who have heard me, inform 

one another ••• if anyone ever heard me talking much or little 

about such matters". This invitation meets with a stony silence 

from the audience. The implication of this is that there is nc 

evidence to substantiate the. 'ancient' charge - it is simply not 

true. 

Nor is there any evidence to substantiate the charge that he is 

a teacher who accepts money for his services. After denying this 

charge, Socrates makes use of analogy, reasoning that it would not 

be considered a crime if a trainer took a fee for improving foals 

or calves, there is no reason why it should be considered a crime 

if a teacher takes money for improving the minds of young people. 

Socrates then goes on to consider the reason why false charges 

have been levelled against him. He suggests that their origin 

lies in the disrespect and prejudice surrounding the sophists, 

and also in the enmity he caused when he exposed those who 
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considered themselves to be wise. This stemmed from the 

pronouncement of the Delphic oracle which:said that no man was 

wiser than Socrates. Reasoning that the god must be right, 

because a god cannot lie, Socrates asked in what sense he was 

the wisest of men. He moves on to recount how he set about 

testing the truth of the oracle b,y examining those who had a 

great reputation in Athens for wisdom. He says that he discovered 

their boasted wisdom was really ignorance, and concluded that he 

was wiser than they in that he was conscious that he knew nothing. 

Calling the god of Delphi as his witness, Socrates asserts: 

"The fact is, gentlemen, it is likely that the god is really 

wise and by his oracle means this; 'human wisdom is of 

little or no value ••• This one of you, 0 human beings, 

is wisest, who, like Socrates, recognises that he is in 

truth of no account in respect to wisdom' • " 9 

It is this rather paradoxical superiority that accounts for the 

animosity against Socrates. The pretenders to knowledge, made 

bitter b,y their exposure, accuse Socrates, so that it is 

prejudice which can be seen to be behind the wild and indiscriminate 

charges, or so Socrates argues. 

The second part of Socrates' defeme answers the specific charge 

of his being a corrupter of the young and a doer of evil, and of 

setting up new gods. The defel1)e strategy is designed to reverse 

the charges and direct them against Meletus, Socrates' accuser. 

This reversal of the charge is a device recommended by the 

classical rhetoricians - it puts the accuser on the defensive 

and takes the pressure off the defendant. 
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Socrates examines the justice of the charge that he is a 

corrupter of youth. He uses the common 'topic' of contraries -

if he is a corrupter of the young then some must be improvers of 

the young, and who are they? Socrates gets Meletus to affirm that 

the judges, the audience, the senators, the members of the assembly, 

in fact, all Athenians except Socrates, improve the youth. 

Socrates then proceeds to reduce this claim to absurdity. 

Approaching the charges from another angle, Socrates is able to 

turn the accusations around. By demonstrating the absurdity of 

Meletus• charge, Socrates proves that Meletus could not have made 

those charges seriously and that he is therefore the real doer 

of evil. 

In similar fashion Socrates demonstrates the inconsistency of 

the charge that he is an atheist. He gets Meletus to admit that 

one cannot believe in humanity without believing in human beings, 

in horsemanship without believing in horses etc; in other words, 

one cannot believe in the genus without believing in the species. 

One cannot, therefore, believe in divine agencies of any kind, and 

remember the charge that Socrates advocates new gods,without 

believing in spirits and demi-gods. So the charge that Socrates 

does not believe in the gods is completely false. 

Much of the strategy employed in the cross-examination of 

Meletus was aimed at minimising his ethical appeal. As well as 

refuting the charges, Socrates intended to show that Meletus is 

not a man of good sense and good will. 

After these refutations of the charges, Socrates goes on to 
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point out that during his lifetime he has incurred the enmity of 

many people, and it is this and not the specific indictments which 

will convict him. The formal refutation of the specific charges 

which were supposed to have prompted the speech, is sandwiched 

between the two main lines of defence of Socrates' character, 

dealing with the popular prejudice which really accused and 

convicted him, and the vindication of his career. This vindication 

takes the form of describing a career aimed at the moral 

reformation of fellow citizens, undertaken at divine bidding, and 

carried out without regard to dangerous consequences to his own 

person. Ethical appeal is effected b.Y the assertion of the moral 

and unselfish motives of the defendant: 

"And so, men of Athens, I am now making my defense not for 

my own sake, as one might imagine, but far more for yours, 

that you may not ~ condemning me err in your treatment 

of the gift God gave you." 10 

Plato's apology for Socrates uses the historical setting of a 

court and the form of an epideictic defence speech, in order to 

present a flattering portrait of the 'master' in the face of 

misrepresentation and popular criticism of him. A rather 
11 

different apologetic approach is found in Plato's 'Letter VII', 

though this again is a defensive stand for the beliefs and actions 

of a 'master' • 

'Letter VII •. 

This is the longest and probably the most important of the letters 

that are ascribed to the hand of Plato. The letter purports to 

be a message of friendly advice and council to its addressees, 
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but in fact it is a description and defence of a whole course 

of events, and of Plato's involvement in the political affairs of 

Sicily. It constitutes an elaborate apology 'pro vita sua', and 

contains a long digression dealing with Plato's views on 

philosophy and teaching. 

Evidently the author is meeting hostile criticism, and the 

argument is convincing that suggests that this was originally 

an open letter with the explicit intention of defending a 

particular course of action. If this was the case then this is 

an apology written formally in letter form, the superscription 

being a'literary device, and the ending is readily understandable 

when it asserts: 

"If, therefore, the account I have now given appears to 

anyone more rational, and if anyone believes that i't, 

supplies sufficient excuses for what took place, then I 

shall regard the account as both reasonable and sufficient." 
12 

Letter VII is probably not a genuine composition of Plato, but an 

interpretation of Plato's life and doctrine written after his 

death. For the purposes of this chapter, the significance of 

Letter VII lies not in the question of its authorship, but in the 

form and intent of the composition - the fact that it is an 

apology purposely framed in the form of a letter. 

Aristotle 

The creator of an early, systematic 'art' of rhetoric was 

Aristotle • His work on rhetoric is in three books; the first 

deals with the means of persuasion, the logical proofs based on 
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dialectic; the second with the psychological or ethical proofs, 

based on. a knowledge of human emotions and their causes and of 

different kinds of character; and the third book treats the 

question of style and arrangment. 

Aristotle's 'Rhetorica' is dated c.330 B.C. and according to 

Cicero, Aristotle, • ••• put the whole of his system of philosophy 

in a polished and brilliant form, and linked scientific study of 

facts with practice in style'. l3 

One of Aristotle's purposes in composing his handbook of rhetoric 

was to counteract Plato's low estimation of the persuasive art. 

By concentrating in the first two books of his 'Art of Rhetoric', 

on the discovering and creation of argumentation, Aristotle 

sought to answer those who accused rhetoricians of being more 

concerned with words than matter, and he hoped to show that 

r~etoric was not, as Plato had accused it of being, a mere 'knack', 

but that it was a true art and systematic discipline which could 

guide men in adapting means to an end. 

Aristotle recognised that 'probability' is the all important 

element in persuasion. Verifiable truth fell within the province 

of science or logic, but in dealing with contingent human affairs, 

the orator often had to base his arguments on opinions and on 

what men believed to be true. Aristotle removed the 'success at 

any price' emphasis that had brought rhetoric into disrepute, 

and 'became the fountainhead of all later rhetorical theory'. 

The decline of the cUy state after Alexander the Great had a 

corresponding effect on the study and development of rhetoric, for 

oratory tended to become divorced from practical affairs, and 
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became an eloquent accomplishment rather than a weapon for use 

in the law courts and politics. As the practical form of oratory 

declined, its place was taken by the rhetoric of the schools 

which was characterised by a highly artificial and exaggerated 

style. Generally speaking, rhetorical teaching did not encroach 

on the philosophical, but it was the return to the orator-

statesman who was also a philosopher and widely educated, that 

became fashionable by the time of Cicero, and effected a revival 

of rhetorical theory combined with the practice of oratory, and 

it was from Rome that rhetoric once more came into its own. 

Cicero 

Cicero was one of the outstanding figures in the history of 

advocacy, and his published speeches contain some of the most 

brilliant examples of the use of the persuasive art. He also 

had a wide knowledge of literature and a thorough grasp of the 

political and philosophical thought of his time. As an orator 

Cicero is supreme, and as a correspondent he served as a model 

for later generations; 1-rhile his work expounding the •art' of 

rhetoric and persuasion illustrates admirably the complexity 

of the task confronting the would-be orator. For this 

reason, it will be profitable to consider the example of 

Cicero's oratorial powers. 

As a lawyer appearing for the defense, Cicero·first made his mark 

with the case of Sextus Roscius 14• This speech is representative 

of Cicero's brilliance in his own judicial work. It shows the 

pattern, proportion and argumentation, together with the 

essential appeal which counted for so much in forensic oratory. 
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To appreciate the boldness of Cicero in actually making this 

defence, one should bear in mind the ruthlessness of the military 

commanders of the time, and especially the cruelty of the 

dictator Sulla. 

During Cicero's early life the Roman world had known much civil 

strife, with the sword playing a decisive role in Roman politics. 

In the decade immediately preceding this trial Rome had been 

divided into bitter factions by the warfare between Marius and 

Sulla; the victor was Sulla whose acts of reprisal were particularly 

cruel. It was under such a military dictator and in fact against 

him that Cicero dared to make his first public defence. 

The accused Sextt~ Roscius had severely criticised an order for 

the sale of his father's estate for a trifling sum to 

Chrysogonus, one of Sulla's men. Sulla, enraged at this public 

censure, lent his influence to Chrysogonus who instituted a 

prosecution against Sextus, accusing him of murdering his own 

father. In the opening of his speech for the defence Cicero 

·foils the charge of presumption that his appearance might create. 

The opening of the speech which is so important for creating the 

initial impression and setting the ethical tone of the defence is 

f'"<2-S·<J>~~'"' 'ol3 C.,wo in ~ster'j ~s~\0(\\ 

"Gentlemen of the jury, you probably wonder why, when so 

many eminent orators and illustrious citizens remain seated 

it is I, rather than any of them, who have risen to speak, 

though neither in age, or ability, nor authority, can I 

be compared to them • 

•••• I have been chosen before the others, not as the most 



20 

gifted orator •••• I have been chosen not that Sextus 

Roscius might be adequately defended, but to prevent his 

being altogether al:andoned." l.5 

Cicero cleverly proclaimed his inexperience as a shield against 

the jealousy of the older lawyers and severity of the dictator, 

and at the same time condemned them. This tone and line of 

arguing is maintained as Cicero goes on, with a courteous 

gesture to the prosecutor, to lay the blame for the crime 

squarely on the shoulders of the accuser, who, he said, planned 

the murder in order to obtain the estate. This clever strategy 

divided the opposing forces; he absolves Sulla from responsibility 

on account of his absorption in affairs of state, but pictures 

the crimes of Chrysogonus as so terrible that none could defend 

them. He analysed the facts as set out in the prosecution, and 

marshalled them not only to defend Roscius but also to accuse the 

oersecutors. He l:alanced the history of the character of his 

client against the character of the accuser as disclosed in the 

crime. Finally, his conclusion identified the fate of Roscius 

with the fate of the Republic, and thus elevated the defence of 

the individual to the defence of the ancient rights and liberties 

of Rome. Using the technique of flattery to the full Cicero makes 

the climactic appeal: 

"It behoves wise men, furnished with the authority and 

power which you possess, to apply the most effective 

remedies to the evils from which the republic especially 

suffers ••• Banish this cruelty from the state, Gentlemen; 

do not allow it to stalk abroad any longer in this 

16 republic ••• ". 
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Roscius was aquitted and Cicero's speech acclaimed as a master-

piece of polemic. 

This is a glimpse of Cicero putting into practice the theory 

1-rhich he later wrote down and explained. Cicero believed that 

rhetorical theory sprang from practice in public speaking and not 

the other way round. Rhetoric only reduces to a system the 

arguments and turns of speech which have proved to be effective. 

Furthermore, it was not enough for Cicero that an orator should 

expound and charm, he must also be able to move the minds and 

bend the wills of his hearers. 

The 'De Oratore' was composed by Cicero specifically to deal with 

the rules of rhetoric. It is written in the form of a conversation, 

but it is a dialogue where the facts are regarded as already 

ascertained and doctrines expounded as dogmatic truths. The 

dialogue form is employed to exhibit the many-sided nature of 

the subject; if differing opinions about it,are introduced, the 

parts of them considered by Cicero as valid, are accepted and 

incorporated into his system. 

Cicero begins by pointing out that great orators are rare, and 

explains that this is because of the difficulty of the 'art' 

which calls for wide knowledge, command of language, psychological 

insight, humour, good memory and good delivery. The reader is led 

through the basic oratorial training procedure l7, beginning with 

a school course in rhetoric, treating the purpose of oratory, the 

classification of subjects etc. The three types of oratory are 

described, and the five considerations within them are discussed -

invention, arrangement, style, memory and delivery. The division 
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of the individual speech is described, and the rules of diction 

to be observed in delivering it: 

"I learned that he (the orator) must first hit upon what 

to say; then manage and marshal his discoveries, not 

merely in an orderly fashion, but with a discriminating 

eye for the exact weight of each argument; next go on to 

array them in the adornment of style; after that keep them 

guarded in his memory; and in the end deliver them with 

effect and charm • 

••••• Before speaking on the issue, we must first secure 

the goodwill of the audience; then state our case; after-

wards define the dispute; then establish our own allegations; 

subsequently disprove the other side; and in our peroration 

expand and reinforce all that was in our favour while we 

weakened and demolished whatever went to support our 

18 opponent's." 

The 'De Oratore' deals with the foundation of rhetorical theory, 

and there are two works written later which supplement it. The 

'Brutus' gives a historical exemplification, while the 'Orator' 

' delineates a picture of the ideal orator. The 'Brutus' and the 

'Orator' are both controversial in nature provoked_ by Atticist 

criticism of Cicero's approach to oratory and his style of 

speaking. These two works by Cicero are answering a challenge, 

and defend his own views of oratory and indeed his own position 

as an orator. 

In the 'Brutus' Cicero appeals to the record of Roman oratory 

to demonstrate the correctness of his vlews. The 'Orator' is 
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designed to round off the discussion of questions raised by 

earlier works. The treatise is a defence of Cicero's own practice 

and oratorial career - a self-apology - and significantly it is 

written in the form of a letter which is addressed to Brutus. 

The respective contributions to the art of rhetoric made by 

Aristotle and Cicero are decisive in establishing the respect

ability and popularity of rhetoric. The same is also true of a 

third prominent name in the history of rhetoric, that of 

Quintilian, whose work I now go on to consider. 

Quintilian 

Quintilian lived and worked in the first centuary AD. In his 

time rhetoric had three distinguishable aspects: it was an 

intellectual system and as such the object of much laborious and 

detailed exposition; it was an important educational discipline; 

and it was also still used as an effective weapon by the 

statesman and advocate as an aid to winning power and influendng 

others. 

Quintilian was a competent academic rhetorician, and an eminent 

teacher and educational theorist. He was not a political orator, 

but had enjoyed success as an advocate in the law courts, and was 

fully aware of the factors that made for professional success. 

Quintilian's originality lay largely in the fact that he interpreted 

the art of rhetoric as including educational training in its 

widest sense and extending from the earliest years of a child's 

development. 

Quintilian's great work the 'Institutio Oratoria' leaves one with 



the impression of a kindly and humane character, although 

much of the book is highly technical in its description of the 

'education of the ideal orator•.19 

Quintilian justifies the rhetorical training that is given in the 

school: 

"The general opinion is that the untrained speaker is 

usually the more vigorous. This opinion is due primarily 

to the erroneous judgement of faulty critics who think 

that true vigour is all the greater for its lack of art ... 
The uninstructed sometimes appear to have a richer flow of 

language because they say everything that can be said, 

while the learned exercise discrimination and self

restraint." 20 

The 'Institutio aratoria' gives detailed descriptions and examples 

of the various kinds of pleading, and the presentation and 

argumentation most suited to them. It further expounds the 

divisions of the speech and their arrangement , with hint.s on how 

to achieve the required effect in the highest degree. Rather than 

give a detailed account of the work of Quintilian, the following 

is a survey of the 'Art of Rhetoric' as outlined by Quintilian, 

together with Cicero and Aristotle. It is a survey of those 

rules and the theory which governed the presentation of a defence 

or a deliberative discourse, as laid down in the classical systems. 

In the rhetorical systems, three types of persuasive discourse 

are delineated: the deliberative, the forensic and the 

epideictic. 
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Deliberative Oratory 

The deliberative discourse is otherwise known as the political, 

or advisory. In this type of discourse the orator or writer 

'deliberated' about something of public interest, or a political 

g_uestion; or more generally, U aimed to persuade someone to do 

something, or accept a particular point of view. 

According to Aristotle 21 this type of discourse was always 

concerned with the future - the point at issue being whether some 

course of action be taken - its special topics were the expedient 

or inexpedient, and its means were exhortation and dehortation. 

A handbook of rhetGric titled 'Rhetorica Ad Herennium' 22 which 

belongs close in time to Cicero's writings, describes in some 

detail the main topics that are included in deliberative speeches. 

The author notes that deliberative speaking generally concerns 

a choice between two or more courses of action, and should 

therefore centre on the delineation of the 'right' one; this 

would include relating to topics such as wisdom, justice, courage 

and temperance. 

Quintilian's work is mostly given over to the exposition of 

forensic pleading, but he does give some account of the deliberative. 

Whereas Aristotle said deliberative speaking was always concerned 

with the future, Quintilian notes that it must also be concerned 

with the defence of some action or way of thinking, as well as 

its recommendation. He says that it 'deliberates about the future, 

but also eng_uires about the past; its function being to advise or 

dissuade' 23. Quintilian also points out that the most 

importarrt factor in deliberative oratory is the standing and 
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authority of the speaker or writer himself: "For he, who would 

have all men trust his judgement as to what is expedient and 

honorable should both possess and be regarded as possessing 

24 genuine wisdom and excellence of character." 

Forensic Oratorx 

The forensic type of oratory is mainly concerned with legal and 

judicial matters. This was the oratory of the law court, but it 

is also extended to cover any kind of oratory or discouxse in 

which a person seeks to defend or attack the actions or teaching 

of another. 

According to Aristotle, 25 forensic oratory was concerned with 

past time - with actions or crimes that have already taken place. 

Its special topics were justice and injustice, and its means 

accusation and defence. 

Epicleictic Oratory 

Epideictic oratory is also known as demonstrative or ceremonial 

pleoding. It is the oratory of display and charm. It is not so 

much concerned with persuading an audience in anything, as with 

pleasing or inspiring it, therefore it is usually the most 

ornate of the three types of rhetorical discourse. Aristotle 

had to strain to fit a proper time province to this form of 

t t t t 26 •t oratory, but he assigned it nea ly o he presen ; 1 s 

special topics were honour and dishonour, and its means praise 

and blame. 

A more comprehensive view of epideictic oratory included the 

'occasional speech'. Speech-making of this character- the 
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occasional address, was cultivated by the Greeks. It includes 

a wide range of treatment - eg. circumstances in life, poetic 

style etc. 

According to Aristotle, these three kinds of persuasive discourse -

deliberative, forensic and epideictic, correspond to three kinds 

of hearers: the judge of the future, the judge of the past, and 

the spectator of the orator's speech and skill 27. 

Rhetorical theory laid down guidelines and gave advice on how to 

convince or persuade an audience or judge. These rules governed 

all three types of oratory, and were also followed in the 

composition of written treatises. The rhetorical systems expound 

the various means of proofs and modes of persuasion that are 

available to the speaker or writer. 

The branches of study within rhetorical theory come under five 

headings which are clearly set out in the Handbook of rhetoric 

called the 'Rhetorica Ad Herennuim': 

"The speaker should possess the faculties of invention, 

arrangement, style, memory, and delivery. 

Invention is the devising of matter, true or plausible, 

that would make the case convincing. 

Arrangement is the ordering and distribu:tion of the matter, 

making clear the place to which each thing is to be 

assigned. 

Style is the adaptation of suitable words and sentences 

to the matter devised. 

Memory is the firm retention in the mind, of the matter, 

words and arrangement. 
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Delivery is the graceful regulation of the voice, countenance 

and gesture." 28 

In describing, albeit briefly, the main elements of the classical 

'art' of rhetoric, some expansion of the traditional five 

headings must be undertaken, but shall concentrate mainly on 

that of arrangement, as this will be seen later to be the most 

relevant and useful when looking at the apologetic letters of 

Paul in relation to the prevalent rhetorical theories governing 

compositions of apologies. 

Invention 

Aristotle in Book I of 'Rhetorica' distinguishes two maln kinds 

of persuasive means that were available to the speake:r:-; first the 

'non-artistlc' proofs. These did not have to be 'invented' by 

the orator, who merely had to make effective use of them. They 

included laws, witnesses, contracts, oaths etc. The second mode 

of persuasion were the 'artistic' proofs which had to be sought 

or 'invented' by the orator, who used either rational appeal 

(logos), emotional appeal (pathos) or ethical appeal (ethos). 

In exercising the rational mode of persuasion, the speaker 

appealed to his audience's reason or understanding. He argued 

the case either deductively or inductively: that is, he either 

drew conclusions from statements made, or made generalisations 

after observing anologous facts (enthymeme and example). 

The second mode of persuasion was the emotional appeal. 

Aristotle wished that rhetoric could deal exclusively with the 

rational appeal, but he recognised that the emotions can often 
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prompt men to do something where reason cannot. So he devoted 

the second book of his 'Art of Rhetoric' to an analysis of the 

more common human emotions, noting how the orator could trigger 

off or subdue these emotions to secure his ends. 

The ethical appeal stemmed from the character of the speaker 

especially as that character is evinced in the speech itself. 

A man ingratiated himself with his audience, and thereby gained 

their trust and admiration. This ethical appeal could be the most 

potent of the three means of persuasion, for all the orator's 

skill in convincing the intellect and moving the will of an 

audience could prove futile if the audience did not esteem and 

trust the speaker 29 

The branch of rhetorical theory which comes under the heading 

of 'invention', was a systematised way of turning up and generating 

ideas on some subject. It was the method that the classical 

rhetoricians devised to aid the speaker in discovering matter for 

the three modes of appeal (logos, pathos and ethos), and was 

known as the •topics' (topoi). In rhetoric, a topic was a place 

or store to which one resorted in order to find something to say 

on a given subject. More specifically, a topic was a general 

head or line of argument which suggested material ~rom which 

proofs could be made. 

Aristotle distinguished two kinds of topics: the special topics 

and the common topics. The special topics were those classes 

of argument appropriate to particular kinds of discourse. There 

were some forms of argument that were used exclusively in law 

courts; some that were confined to the public forum; and others 
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that appeared only in ceremonial address 3°. 

The common topics were a fairly limited stock of arguments that 

could be used for any occasion or type of speech 3l 

Arrangement - The parts of a Composition and their function. 

Once the arguments and proofs are decided upon, then the writer 

has the problem of selecting, marshalling and organising them 

with a view to effecting the desired end of the discourse. The 

rhetorical guidelines for doing this are quite specific and detailed. 

The various rhetorical theorists are more or less in agreement on 

the internal a~angement of the discourse, and the vanous functions 

that should be fulfilled by the divisions which are put together 

to produce the most effective composition for the purposes of 

defence, exposition, or persuasion. 

The divisions of a discourse are:· introduction, statement of 

facts, proposition, proof, and conclusion. As Cicero puts it: 

"They bid us open in such a way as to win the goodwill 

of the listener and make him receptive and attentive; 

and then in stating the case to make our statement 

plausible, lucid and brief. After that to dissect and 

define the matter in hand establishing our own 

propositions by evidence and reasonings before 

disproving those of the other side; some masters 

place next the summing up of the address and so

called peroration; while others require,. before such 

a peroration, a digression for the sake of effect or 

amplification~··to be followed by the summing up and 

the close." 3Z 
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The Introduction begins the speech, paving the way for what is to 

follow. The author must here establish his own credentials, and 

convince the audience that he is qualified to speak on the 

subject in hand. The object of the discourse may be introduced 

here, and be rendered attractive or relevant to the audience 

to ensure they are receptive. 

Aristotle says that in the introduction, the speaker should 

remove all obstacles, clear away prejudice, and engage the 

hearer's attention. He adds that the introduction can include 

a counter attack, praise for something important, a concise 

condemnation of the opponent, or a consideration of motives 33 

Q,uintilian would add that the introduction rriay derive a 

conciliatory force from the person pleading by explaining the 

motive for taking the case, eg., from a sense of duty, or concern 

for justice. Q,uintilian makes the further cogent point that we 

ha,ve seen used to great effect in the 'Apology of Socrates' 

and Cicero's speech in defence of Sextus Roscius, namely that the 

speaker should not give· the initial impression of arrogance or 

special ability in pleading: 

"I"len have a natural prejudice in favour of those struggling 

against difficulties, and a scrupulous judge is alwa~s 

specially ready to listen to an advocate whom he does not 

suspect to have designs on his integrity. Hence arose the 
3L~ 

tendency of ancient orators to conceal their eloquence." 

Qulintilian goes on to give advice for the winning of favour and 

creating a good initial impression qy praising, persuading or 

even frightening the judge. He notes that the intimation of 

bad consequences if the verdict should go the other way is a 

useful device; and lastly that in the introduction 'it will be 
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found advantageous to anticipate the objections that may be 

raised by the opponent' 35 

The Narrative or Statement of facts is a section which is 

principally found in forensic oratory where the advocate sets 

out the essential 'facts' of the case, and informs the audience 

of any relevant circumstances. 

The 'Rhetorica Ad Herennium' describes two ways of presenting the 

narrative section of the composition, corresponding to forensic 

and deliberative discourse respectively: 

"It is one type when we set forth the facts and turn every 

detail to our advantage so as to win victory, and this 

kind appertains to the causes on which a decision is to be 

made. There is a second type which often enters into a 

speech as a means of winning belief or incriminating our 

adversary, or effecting a transition, or setting the stage 

for something." 36 

Quintilian says that the narrative section must above all be clear 

and credible, therefore nothing should be claimed that is 

contrary to nature, and reasons and motives should be explained 

throughout 37. He also notes that it is useful in the narrative 

to scatter some hints of the proof that will follow, and also to 

emphasise the authority of the speaker. 

The Proposition is a short section which sets out statements that 

will be 'proved' in the course of the argumentative or 'proof' 

section of the discourse which follows. 

The 'Proof' is the central part of the composition where the 
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various points are made and proofs given. The proof section 

seeks to convince the audience of the truth of the propositions, 

and also refute opposing views and forestall any objections. 

The Rhetorica Ad Herennium' states: 

"The entire hope of victory and the entire method of 

persuasion rest on proof and refutation, for when we have 

submitted our arguments and destroyed those of the 

opposition, we have, of coursB, completely fulfilled the 

speaker's function." 38 

Aristotle divided proofs into what he calls 'inartistic' and 

'artistic'. Both types can be used by the speaker in the 

proof section of the speech; 'inarGistic' ~nes include laws, 

contracts and witnesses, while the 'artistic' are the arguments 

and material amassed during the course of 'invention' in 

composing the discourse. 

Quintilian follows Aristotle in distinguishing the two kinds of 

proof; the artificial type he more generally terms the arguments 

of reasoning. He writes: 

"Since an argument is a process of reaso ning which provides 

proof and enables one thing to be inferred from another, and 

confirms facts which are uncertain by reference to facts 

which are certain, there must needs be something in every 

case which requires a proof - there must be something which 

either is or is believed to be true, by means of which 

doubtful things may be rendered credible." 39 

Quintilian goes on to list various means from which arguments 

may be drawn, for example those of credibility, comparison and 

inference. These are common forms of argumentation, and ones 



which Paul makes use of in his letters. Paul's arguments are 

frequently based on :proofs drawn from the texts of scripture; 

we may compare Quintilian's statement that: 

"Authority may be drawn from external sources to su:p:port a 

l+O case • • • • Some include the supernatural authority. 11 

Quintilian also refers to the best ways of refuting the o:p:posing 

arguments. He says that the usual way is to compare the arguments 

of the :prosecution with those of the defence, concluding the 

superiority of those :put forward by the speaker. Alternatively, 

it can be shown that the charges are hasty a~d vindictive. 

However, as Quintilian :points out, 'the strongest argument which 

can be brought against a charge is that it involves :peril to the 

community or to the judges themselves' 41 • Emotional and ethical 

a:p:peal are important in refutation, while jests, sarcasm and 

irony can be effective tools here when used with discretion. 

The conclusion brings the 'l'rhole discourse to a close, rounding off 

and driving home the :points that have been made, and leaving no 

room for objection or o:p:position. According to Aristotle, the 

conclusion of a speech is composed of four elements; to make the 

hearer favourable to yourself and unfavourable to the o:p:ponent; 

to amplify or depreciate certain :points; to :put the hearer in a 

certain emotional frame of mind; and to recapitulate what has been 

claimed. The speaker must assert that he has done what he 

:promised. Aristotle writes: 

"In the introduction we should state the subject in order 

that the question to be decided should not escape notice, 

but in the conclusion we should give a summary of the 

statement of the :proofs. 11 L~z 
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This concludes the short description of the arrangement of the 

parts of a speech composed along rhetorical guidelines. These 

divisions and their functions will later be traced in some of the 

letters of Paul, showing that th~ were consistent with the 

rhetorical literary conventions of the ancient world. 

Style 

Style is not simply 'the dress of thought', rather it is another 

means of persuasion; a means of arousing appropriate emotional 

response in an audience, and a way of establishing the desired 

ethical appeal. 

Aristotle begins Book III of his 'Art of Rhetoric' by saying that 

it is not sufficient to know what to say, but that the orator 

must also know how to say it. He says that the language to be 

used for maximum effect should be somewhat removed from the 

commonplace, although any appearance of artificiality must be 

concealed. Aristotle writes: 

"Propriety of style will be obtained by the expression of 

emotion and character, and by proportion to the subject 

matter. Style is proportionate to the subject .. matter, when 

neither weighty ma·tters are treated off hand, nor trifling 

matters with dignity. 

Style expresses emotion- anger, admiration, pity •••• 

appropriate style also makes the facts appear credible." 
4
3 

The classical rhetoricians generally agreed that there were three 

levels of style: low or plain style, middle or forcible style, and 

the high or florid style. Quintilian proposed that each of these 

styles was suited to one of the three functions of rhetor:i.c. 
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The plain style was the most appropriate for instructing, the 

middle for moving, and the high for charming~+. Epideictic 

oratory aims at delighting the audience by developing and using 

all the resources of eloquence; whereas the forensic speaker is 

not concerned with personal glory and his work has little scope 

for ornament; forensic style will therefore be more severe and 

restrained. 

Rhetorical considerations of style involved discusssion ofthe 

choice of words, and the arrangement of words. This entailed 

consideration of syntax and rhythmical patterns (eg. parallelism, 

antithesis etc.). Much attention was also given to the many 

'tropes' or figures of speech -these are listed in Appendix I, 

for the scope of this chapter does not provide for a detailed 

exposition of stylistic devices and techniques. 

~ory 

This is concerned with the memorising of speeches. Little 

attention is given to this in the rhetorical handbooks, for little 

can in fact be said theoretically about the process of memorising. 

Delivery: 

Most classical theorists acknowledge the importance of effective 

delivery of a persuasive discourse. Discussion of delivery 

involves management of the voice and the effective use of 

gestures. Precepts are given for voice modulation - eg. the 

proper pitch, volume and emphasis. Orators were also trained 

to use. their eyes and facial expressions to aid their 

persuasiveness. 
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Before completing this chapter on classical rhetoric, I should 

like to make the point that rhetorical theory was undoubtedly an 

important and inescapable element in the education of the Graeco

Roman world. It was not confined to the public speaker, but 

rather its rules and guides were heeded in literature, 

composition, literary criticism and letter v1riting. In fact, 

rhetoric provided the fundamental training in both speaking and 

writing. 

As this thesis is concerned with apologetic aspects of the 

Pauline letters, and this includes their rhetorical structure, 

it may be profitable to note the extent and use made of the letter 

form in terms of classical literary conventions. 

Letter writing as a literary form was common in the Hellenistic 

cultural environment. Communication from one part of the empire 

to another for administration, trade or official business 

necessitated the letter. There was also the open letter which 

was especially useful for spreading propaganda and public 

information - such open letters were used for apologetic purposes, 

in defence of an action or person - for example, Plato's VIIth 

Letter, Such letters were written intentionally for public 

consumption, and they adhered to the rhetorical, literary 

conventions of the time. Alongside this development in the 

function of the letter form, went the use of the letter as a 

vehicle for philosophical exposition and. moral exhortation. That · 

certain wards framed in letter form followed rhetorical literary 

conventions and were intended for public consumption, is aptly 

illustrated by Cicero when he writes: 



"You see I have one way of writing what I think will be 

read by those only to whom I address my letter, and another 

way of writing what I think will be read by many." 45 

i 
~
! 
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_Qhapter 2 

Helle~istic - Jewish Apologetic Literature 

Before Christianity, Judaism had appealed to the Graeco-Roman 

world, both to refute criticism and to make converts. It had 

used the means and methods of Hellenistic religious propaganda. 

The Jewish apologists stressed the antig_uity of their faith, 

painted the great figures of their religion as heroes and demi

gods, exhibited magic and ecstatic powers in their religion, and 

sought to prove that Judaism and its customs were beneficial. 

Over an extended period not only had Judaism been spreading 

progressively throughout the Hellenistic world, but the success 

of its propaganda and the strange character of its religious 

and moral customs had prompted bitter anti-Judaism. To answer 

the needs of the rapid expansion as well as to counter the 

slanderous attacks, Judaism produced a body of apologetic and 

propaganda literature in Greek. It developed this sophisticated 

apologetic to strengthen its own members and_ to convince Gentile 

readers of the rationality and attractiveness of the precepts 

of Jewish religion. This literature aimed at answering criticisms 

and refuting accusations levelled at Judaism; and positively, 

in the form of missionary propaganda, it put forward the Jewish 

cause in order to persuade and win over a Gentile audience. 

An investigation into the ways the early Christian Movement 

learned from the Jewish Missionary propaganda, and also the way 

in which it distanced itself from this heritage would be 



interesting, and the.present study aims to contribute to such a 

wider perspective by looking at how Paul, in his role as an 

apologist for Christianity, used and adapted or changed and 

rejected elements in the Hellenistic/Jewish apologetic tradition. 

In Hellenistic/Jewish apologetic, much depended on the attempt 

to expound Judaism to non-Jews in terms with which they were 

familiar. Philo uses contemporary philosophy and allegorical 

exposition to this end, and Josephus uses an historical frame-

work in 'Anti~uities' and a forensic defence style in 'Against 

Apion'. 

It may be noted here in passing, that the Hellenistic/Jewish 

apologetic techniques and types of argumentation were not 

developed in a vacuum, but were a product of the Hellenistic 

culture, which of course was inexGricably bound up with rhetorical 

theory and oratorial practice. The rhetorical traditions were an 

inescapable part of Graeco-Roman learning, and indeed it has been 

shown by David Daube that the Jewish rabbinic exposition of the 

Scriptures (Hillel's 1rtlles') had remarkable parallels and links 

with the rhetorical theory of the classical Greeks. 1 It seems 

to be a probable assumption that the general education of Jews 

and Gentiles alike would. have included. some basic training in 

rhetorical theories in speaking and wrHing. 

The apologetic aims of Philo and. Josephus are similar although 

they take a somewhat different form. It is ~dth such works as 

theirs that 'Judaism enters upon the field of history in Greek 

dress and no longer as an obscure semi-barbarian cult', as O. S. 

2 . t t Rankin poJ.n s ou : 



44 

"It is difflcult to recapture the atmosphere of a time 

with which we have lost touch, or to have sympathy with 

disputants whose arguments are based on :premises which 

we no longer accept. In the sphere of religious discussion, 

arguments and averments often lose much of their force and 

influence in the course of time • 

•••• a religious :polemic based u:pon an interpretation of 

the Bible of the kind 1fhich :prevailed before the rise of 

the critical-historical school of interpretation in mid

nineteenth century is at once distinguished as belonging 

to a stage of thought which has now been overcome." 

Much of the apologetic argumentation of the Jewish apologists 

in the Hellenistic age, was based on interpretation of biblical 

texts, history and famous biblical figures of the :past. 

There are two main apologetic elements to be found in the works 

of Philo and Josephus. Firstly, the (re)interpretation of history, 

(biblical and universal) in terms of divine providence and 

retribution, and the use of Old Testament figures in support of 

this wider view. Secondly, ·the more negative defence of 

Judaism against slanders and opposition; this necessitated 

both the :positive exposition of the Jewish laws and customs in 

terms understood by Greeks, and also the denial and counter

accusation often in the form of a condemnation of Gentile 

morals. 



Philo as apologist 

It must be stated at the outset that I am not aiming to survey in 

any detailed way, the concepts and beliefs incorporated in the 

writings of Philo; nor do I assume that Paul 1-ras directly in

fluenced by Philo the theologian, philosopher, or apologist. 

Rather, I consider that the Hellenised Judaism. exemplified by 

Philo had a lasting influence on Paul as a writer who aimed at 

meeting the apologetic needs of Christianity. This being the 

case, my intention is not to show that particular doctrines or 

beliefs influenced Paul, but that some of the methods used by 

writers such as Philo concerning the identity, expansiorrand 

survival of Judaism in the learned circles of the sophisticated 

Greek world were similar to those adopted later by Paul on 

behalf of Christianity. 

Philo endeavoured to give Judaism a rational and metaphysical 

standing in a world which was becoming increasingly sophisticated 

in the natural sciences and philosophical systems. In a culture 

which vras in the process of rejecting the old myths, Philo 

w.rote to convince the 'intelligentsia' that Judaism and the 

Jewish scriptures were not merely such myths, but were highly 

sophisticated rules for living and for understanding the world 

when they Here correctly interpreted. He made out an apologetic 

for Judaism vrhich aimed at presenting the rational basis on 

Hhich, for example, the Torah was developed. He 'apologised' 

for the Patriarchal sto{es by making them an integral part of 

the legislation- the 'types' or 'examples' from which the laws 

were born, and from which important lessons were to be learned. 
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Philo 'translated' the Jewish faith and customs into the 

language of his Greek environment. He wrote for Jews so that they 

would not forget their heritage under cultural and rationalistic 

pressures to do so. He also addressed himself to Gentiles in 

such a way as to captivate their interest. He does not overtly 

enjoin Gentiles to embrace the Jewish faith, but he subtly builds 

up the attractions offered by Judaism, meeting possible objections 

on the way by involved allegorical interpretation, or sometimes 

historically oosed explanations. The crowning subtlety comes in 

the treatise 'on Rewards and Punishments' where Philo describes 

how those who follow the Torah faithfully are blessed, and those 

who do not are cursed. The powerful descriptions of the punish

ments entailed are vivid and in places horrifying, whereas the 

promised blessings are more restrained, natural and not 

exaggerated into absurdity by promises that could not be 

fulfilled, or blessings that could only be conceivable in the 

imagination. 

Philo did not intend to be the champion of a new philosophy, 

but rather to present an 'apologia' for the teaching of Moses, by 

showing convincingly that it Has full of the highest philosophical 

truth. He considered himself to be a devout Jew, and earnestly 

defended the religion of Moses against both idolatrous 

superstition and atheistic philosophy, and also the free-thinking 

tendencies among his own people. Against the former he writes: 

"Let no one, then, who has a soul worship a soulless thing, 

for it is utterly preposterous that the works of nature 

should turn aside to do service to what human hands have 

11rought • " 3 



And to the latter he writes: 

"I have now described without any reservation the curses and 

penalties which they will deservedly suffer who disregard 

the holy laws of justice and piety, who have been seduced 

by the polytheistic creeds which finally lead to atheism, 

and have forgotten the teaching of their race and of their 

favthers in which they were trained from their earliest 

years to acknowledge the One in substance, the supreme 

God, to whom alone all must belong who foll01v truth 

unfeigned instead of mythical figments." I+ 

Clearly, we see that Philo met with unbelief and doubt within 

Judaism as well as from outside. The same is found concerning 

Paul's work, for he had to meet mistaken interpretation and false 

teaching within early Christianity as well as scorn and objection 

from without. This double challenge may well be taken to be an 

inherent part of the task of an apologist, cope with disagreement 

within and without. 

Philo's work was part of a body of Jewish propaganda literature 

which circulated in the Greek world of the first century. A 

similar spirit of compromise and persuasion pervaded the apologetic 

works of these writers, and it is important to attempt to relate 

Philo to his contemporary literary world in order to understand 

better this apologetic intent which we find in his work, for the 

idea that within Hellenised Judaism Philo stood mo!:e or less 

alone is an optical illusion caused by the accidental fact that 

few other comparable products of Hellenistic Judaism, apart from 

Josephus, have come down to us. Henry Chadwick, writing about 

the relationship between Philo and Paul, says, 'the hypothesis 
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of direct or even indirect dependence is unlikely. Both writers 

draw on a common stock of hellenistic Jewish tradition. 'l'he 

principal interest lies in the different ways in Nhich they made 

use of it'. 5 One must then begin by delineating as far as 

possible PhHo's position in relation to this 'common stock of 

hellenistic Jewish tradition'. The question of Philo's 

individuality, and his use of sources and traditions, has been 

a controversial one. The problem really arises from the widely 

recognised fact that Philo's writing is full of inconsistencies. 

The questions this raises are whether he could be merely confused, 

6 or use sources carelessly. R. G. Hamerton-Kelly has argued that 

Philo has been read in the way the Bible was read in pre-critical 

times, pointing out that 'there is hardly any exposition more 

difficult to make o:r: follow in modern scholarship than in Philo's 

'thought' • One is left exhausted and bewildered by the 

intricacies, inconsistencies and flaws in his argument'. 

Hamerton-Kelly maintains that in fact Philo could be seen to be 

'consistent within one treatise, and that we overlook this because 

we are unaware of the grouping of the various works' • 7 

\~ether this can be proved or not, certainly there has been no 

universal agreement concerning Philo's position within contemporary 

literary circles, or his personal creativity. The question has 

been variously discussed whether Philo was a mere compiler of 

sources and synagogue traditions, or the creator of a new 

religious system. 

On one extreme in this issue is W. L. Knox 
8 

who refers to 

Philo's vrorks as 'that vast and ill ordered library -which goes 

under the name of Philo of Alexandria'. According to Knox Philo 



is an almost faceless compiler, whose all too voluminous vrorks 

are no more than a vast ragbag of material incorporated from 

any sources that happened to be at hand - 'He is simply a compiler 

of traditional midrashic material of the schools and synagogues 

of Alexandria' 9 Knox says that an indication of this is the 

fact that the identification of wisdom vrith Logos in Philo's 

work makes the preservation of the term 'vrisdom' unnecessary, yet 

it is preserved. This inconsistency may be taken to shovr that 

'Philo is simply incorporating a whole mass of traditional 

exagesis of the Bible, and the tradition is too tenacious for 

him' 1° Knox, therefore, understands the Philonic corpus merely 

as a compilation of traditional material as vras used in the 

Hellenistic synagogue for purposes of exagesis, lecturing and 

preaching. 

The view of H. A. Wolfson is opposite to that of Knox on this 

g_uestion of Philo's originality. To \{olfson, Philo is a philosopher 

of genius with strong, controlling ideas, by means of vrhich he 

vrelded diverse sources and traditions into an original and 

consistent philosophy. Wot-fson maintains that Philo utilises 

sources from both the Jevrish and the Hellenistic realms of 

discourse, but his style of thought is :predominantly that of the 

synagogue preacher and commentator on scripture. 

His philosophy is an authentic expression of Judaism, closely 

related to the Palestinian traditions, so that one can describe 

his vrork as the 'foundations of religious philosophy in 

Judaism'. 11 

Host commentators, however, hold an intermediate position on the 
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nature of Philo's authorship. While recognising that he uses 

sources and traditional material, they nevertheless treat him 

as an author in his own right and not merely as a compiler or 

editor. 12 Goodenough's famous and controversial thesis that 

Philo :presents the tradition of a Jewish mystery cult belongs 

here, for Goodenough would argue that Philo uses source material, 

but that he uses it in a creative way. 

Henry Chadwick lJ takes a mediating view on this issue of Philo's 

individual standing. He argues that 'it seems reasonable to see 

in Philo a man who incorporated much earlier material, even if 

there is no sufficient ground for concluding that he was more 

than an expert with scissors and :paste. He had an individuality 

of his own, but also stood in an established tradition of 

Hellenised Judaism'. 

Philo's motives for writing the various treatises and the different 

audiences envisaged by them, tells us much about Philo's individual 

contribution to the Hellenistic/Jeidsh literature of his time. 

He was a scholar within Dias:pora Judaism as his 'Allegorical' 

commentary shows, and he was also an ardent apologist for the 

Jewish religion and way of life. He wished to :present it 

attractively to his Greek cultural environment and to defend 

the Jewish community against misinformed :prejudice and attack. 

Throughout his 'Exposition of the Law', lL~ Philo builds up the 

attractiveness of the Jewish way of life, of the Patriarchs 

and Hoses as supreme examples of the embodiment of virtues; 

he employs Stoic and Platonic turns of phrase and concepts so 

as to leave the reader thinking that these philosophical systems 
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are only parts of the great Jewish one, Thi.s is also a method of 

'translating' the Jewish faith into Greek terms - the beliefs and 

admonitions are brought home by the use of the best or most 

appropriate parts of the familiar philosophical systems, The 

appeal is penetrating and vivid vrhilst at the same time adhering 

quite faithfully to the biblical accounts which are portrayed as 

historical events as well as allegorical typologies - in fact it 

is significant that the more complicated allegoricaL analysis 

is more apparent in the 'Allegorical commentary' which is aimed 

at Jewish readers, while the 'Exposition of the Law' is more of 

an introduction to Judaism meant for non-Jewish readers. 

The overall effect of the 'Exposition of the Law' is one of 

genuine feeling for Judaism, and not only on the part of the 

author, for the feeling is effectively transferred to the reader, 

for example, other nations are said to have an interest in the 

Jewish lavr on the ground that it is in harmony Hith nature. The 

nationalistic fervour so familiar in apocQ.].yptic and other inter-

Testamental literature is lacking, the appeal is to the intellect 

and to the interest of the readers, and the universal priesthood 

of Judaism is emphasised: 

"Among other nations the priests are accustomed to offer 

prayers and sacrifices for their kinsmen and friends and 

fellow countrymen only, but the high priest of the Jevrs 

makes prayers and gives thanks on behalf of the vrhole 

h 11 1.5 uman race • • • • 

It may be noted at this point that one should be careful not to 

distinguish 'Palestinian' and'Hellenistic' Judaism as if there 
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Has a complete cleavage between them. There was of course a vast 

gulf between the most and the least hellenised elements in Judaism, 

but, as S. Belkin 
16 

has shown in 'Philo and the Oral Law', there 

are similarities between the two which cannot be discovnted. The 

fact that the tvro can be found mixed even at the Palestinian 

rabbinic level is shown by D. Daube's l7 convincing argument 

that Hellenistic rhetorical theory may lie behind, or at least 

have indluenced, the Rabbinic methods of exagesis as stated by 

Hillel. It may be significant to note that traditionally Hillel 

was portrayed as the patient Rabbi vrhen it came to ·t-he instructing 

and conversion of Gentiles. 

Jevrish 'proselyting', as liT. G. Braude 18 calls it, was an 

accepted part of Judaism in Philo's time. Braude gives several 

examples of stories from rabbinic tradition involving the treatment 

and encouragement of proselytes. These include a cycle of stories 

enlarging on the picture of the impatient Shammai and the saintly 

Hillel. The narrator of these tales must have knmm that his 

readers were sympathetic to missionary activity for he reckoned 

that they would think less of Shammai because of his anger 

and arrogance regarding the instruction of proselytes. Braude 

also points to a series of provisions miduay between legal 

prescriptions and moral exhortations intended to protect the 

person and status of the proselyte within the Jewish community. 

Philo is also conscious of the position of the proselyte within 

J d • and 1·n ·1·he treatise 'On the Virtues', he points out u aJ.sm, v 

that in the 'humanity' of the Mosaic legislation there is 

provision made to protect the newcomer, and a call to the 
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Je1-Js to accept them and treat them as eg_uals: 

"Having laid down laws from members of the same nation, he 

holds that the incomers too should be accorded every favour 

and consideration as their due, because abandoning their 

kinsfolk by blood, their country, their customs and temples 

and images of their gods, and the tributes paid to them, 

they have taken the journey to a better home, from idle 

fables to a clear vision of the truth and the worship of 

the truly existing God. He commands all members of the 

nation to love the incomers, not only as friends and 

kinsfolk but as themselves in body and soul ..• " l9 

In his work as an apologist, Philo commends Judaism to the Greeks; 

he expounds its teaching for them, he explains the Torah and many 

of its more specific implications for everyday life, he translates 

tho Jewish beliefs into their type of language and concepts of 

the world, he defends Judaism against objections and scorn, and 

he gives reasoned arguments and explanations for many of its 

doctrines and practices. 

The difficulty encountered in placing Philo in relation to the 

literary culture of his time is enhanced by the tantalisingly 

scant details that we have of Philo 's life and work • He lived 

at a time contemporary with the initial Christian movement in 

Palestine ( c 25BC - c 45/ 50AD). He came from a wealthy Jewish 

family of Alexandria which had connections in official and public 

l:tfe in the city. Philo himself headed the embassy to the 

E:mperor Gaius; but even in his description of these events he 

tells us little of himself. Similarly, the rest of his work 

has few biographical details. At the beginning of Book III, 
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'on the Special Laws Books' we read: 

"There was a time when I had leisure for philoso:py and for 

the contemplation of the universe and its contents 

my steps were dogged by the deadliest of mischiefs, the 

hater of the good, envy, which suddenly set me up and 

ceased not to :pull me down with violence until it :plunged 

me in the ocean of civil cares, in Hhich I am svrept mray, 

unable even to raise my head above rrater 11 20 

If it vrere :possible to write an informed and detailed biography 

of Philo, this would make the task of understanding his :position 

within Judaism and in relation to contemporary Hellenistic/ 

Jewish literature, and easier one. This in turn would help 

considerably in delineating and identifying how much of Philo's 

work relies on written sources or oral traditions. 

The g_uestion of the historical situation out of which Philo's 

sources might have come was the subject of vi, Bousset 's work 
21 

on the Alexandrian scholastic activitiGs. Bousset argued that 

Philo took over traditional material from the Jewish schools of 

Alexandria and incorporated it into his work. Bousset g_uestioned 

the assumption that a 'source' had to be a Hritten document; 

rather his view was that sources were relatively stable congeries 

of ideas, which in written or oral form could have been the 
. 

stock-in-tracle of a school. He maintains that the writings of 

Philo can only be understood on the assumption that they contain 

oral or written sources from such school traditions. 

I. Heinemann 22 studied :Philo's 'l'Jx:position of the La"lf', 
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identifying a nmnber of sources. His overall conclusion was 

that Philo's Jewish knowledge is as much as might have been 

gained from ordinary participation in a Jewish community. 

According to Heinemann, Philo knew nothing of the oral tradition 

on which the Talmudic law was based, and he knew no He brew. He 

simply had the Jewish practices of his own community in Alexandria, 

and the Pentateuch in Greek, and he interpreted this material 

throughout in terms of Greek science. 

On the other hand, the work of S. Belkin 23 presents an entirely 

different picture of Philo's relation to oral traditions. In 

'De Specialibus Legibus', says Belkin, one sees Philo not only 

as an allegorical commentator but also as a competent jurist 

who was deeply interested. in expounding and explaining the Nosaic 

Iaw, and this he does admirably. Belkin further shows that 

Philo's interpretation of the law in the main agreed with 

Pharisaic principles • Goodenough 24 had said tha·t Philo must 

have derived his knowledge of the lavr in T.!]gypt because his 

interpretation often differs from the •rannaitic and Greek laws. 

Belkin says that the conclusion is right, but that the reason 

is that most of Philo's laws do agree with the principles of 

Tannaitic Halakah, for how else would Philo have become 

acq_uainted with Palestinian law - it is likely that in the main 

the Egyptian/ J e1-rish courts followed the Palestinian examples • 

Belkin goes on to show hovr Philo follovred closely the Pharisaic 

tradition concerning the laws of slavery and others, and he also 

shows that there are passages in Philo which reflect Greek and 

Roman lavr 25 , and there are also some Biblical laws which Philo 



explains in Greek/Roman terminology 26 • Belkin points our ·that 

on the whole Philo the Alexandrian seems to have known more about 

Palestinian law than Josephus the Judaean. 

Goodenough's 'By I,ight, Light' 27 takes the allegorical writings 

as the chief guide to Philo's thought. He holds the premise 

that Philo's initial and main departure from Judaism 1-ras in 

fact that he took to heart the pagan idea of salvation, the 

escape of the soul from the body, and that this lead him to 

postulate Judaism as the supreme 'Mystery'. An obvious objection 

to this theory is that if Goodenough is right in saying that 

throughout the Allegory the main theme is the :presentation of 

the Mystery, then why, ~-rhen recommending Judaism to a Greek 

audience, did Philo not present it as the greatest of all the 

Mysteries, as this would be an appealing way of presenting 

Judaism to a Hellenistic cultural environment. Philo does not 

do this, and in fact he takes :pains to show that Judaism j_s a 

practical way of living when he expounds the laws and their 

implications. In the treatise on blessings and punishments, the 

emphasis is certainly on the legalistic side of Judaism and not 

the mystical. 

It is not my intention to survey the concepts, beliefs and 

aJ.legorical interpretations found in the Hork of Philo, rather 

it is to look at Philo in his role as a Je~dsh apologist. 

Goodenough sums up the total content of Philo's extant Horks 

thus, 'some of Phi1o's works are political :propaganda for the 

governing class, some are verse by verse commentary 1-rith 

literal meaning and simple moral conclusions, some ar:e subtle 
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presentations of Jewish history and law for sympathetic GentiJ.es' 28 

1fuat Goodenough does not note is that all of Philo's works can 

be seen to have some apologetic overtones and intentions, and 

that this apologetic is worked out to suit the different 

audiences to whom Philo addresses his treatises. In the following 

survey of Philo's writings it is to these apologetic methods and 

themes that I hope to point. 

The 'Allegorical Commentary' considers the biblical text verse 

by verse, and in places devotes whole treatises to discursive 

allegory on only a few verses. Philo does show a profound 

loyalty to the sanctity of the scripture, and at the same time an 

'obsession' as Goodenough calls it, with the ideas of the Greek 

civilisation around him, However, he did show discrimination 

in his adoption of ideas and practices of Hellenistic culture -

eg. he scorns idolatry and pagan cult us and image worship. It 

is fair to say that Philo remained fundamentally true to 

Judaism, and set a limit to the extent to which it nas possible 

to adopt Hellenistic concepts and ideas; this is probably another 

aspect of the translating of a Semitic faith into Greek terms -

the ability to use nhat is helpful from. the alien cut..ture 

without endangering the essential tenets of the cause expounded. 

For example, although Philo accepted the abstract pure being of 

the Greek philosophical systems, he never allows himself to 

forget or lose sight of the personal and merciful God of the Olcl 

Testament: 

"(That) God marvelling at Abraham's faith in Him repaid 

him with faithfulness by confirming with an oath the 

gifts which he had promised, and here He no longer was 
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1'he 'Allegorical Commentary' is the :part of Philo's Hork which 

holds most of his more speculative thought and contains his 

construction of the 'elaborate machinery' through which God 

could be connected Hith the world, though ontologically distinct 

from it. The most important single formulation of the mediation 

is in terms of the logos and the povrers of God, which represent 

God in his dealing with the world. 

This eclectic philosophical system of Philo's is well known and 

a description of it here will not prove helpful in the considera,tion 

of Philo's apologetic methods and intentions. However, a strongly 

apologetic note is struck both at the beginning and end of the 

'Allegorical Commentary' • The treatise 'On Creation' begins 

with an apology by Philo for the methods of ~1oses; he explains 

1vhy Moses' account of the law is prefaced with historical 

narrative, and he compares it vdth others to show its superiority: 

"vJhile among other lawgivers some have nakedly and Nithout 

embellishment drawn up a code of the things held to be 

right among their people, and others, dressing up their 

ideas in much irrelev-a.nt and cumbersome matter, have 

befogged the masses and hidden the truth under their 

fictions, Moses, disdaining either course, the one as 

devoid of the philosopher's painstaking effort to explore 

his subject thoroughly, the other as full of falsehood 

and imposture, introduced his lavrs vrith an admirable 

and most impressive exordium. He refrained, on the one 

hand_, from stating abruptly what should be practised or 
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avoided, and on the other hand, in the face of the necessity 

of preparing the minds of those who Here to live under the 

la1-rs for their reception, he refrained from inventing myths 

himself or acquiescing in those composed by othe:es. His 

exordiwn is one that excites our admiration in the highest 

degree. It recounts the creation of the Horld, implying 

that the world is in harmony vrith the laN, and the la1-r 

with the world, and that the man who observes the lavr 

is constitrled thereby a loyal citizen of the vrorld ... " JO 

The conclusion to the Treatise 'On Creation' is a fine example 

of the Hay Philo can make the mistaken balievers as he understands 

them, look stupid. He scorns their beliefs vrith an arrogance 

tha·t, comes only from absolute confidence in his own faith. 

Among the opinions assailed are doubts about the existence of God, 

polytheism, and doubt-s about the existence of providence in the 

world. 

vlhen P'nilo vrrites about education, one can detect the influence 

of Jewish 'wisdom schools' and 1dsdom teaching. It may be that 

the lfisdom 'schools' had a notable influence in the education 

of J e1-rs by Philo 's time , the international flavour and unj_

versalism of the vdsdom teaching appealing especially to the 

Je1-rs of the Diaspora. It vras quite natural that 1-risdom teaching 

should have an influence on the Jewish propaganda literature 

that was designed to 'appeal' to a Hellenistic audience, and 

also in presenting a defence of Je1-rish learning in the face of 

Greek r:ationa,lism and speculation. It nas the obvious stepping 

stone betHoen Judaism and Hellenistic culture for the biblical 
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wisdom literature lias in effect the philosophy of the Jews. Jean 

laporte in the article, 'Philo in the trad.ition of biblical 

l·Jisdom TJiterature' 3l aims to identify in Philo, ideas and 

images 1-fhich belong to the wisdom traditions of the Old Testament. 

His conclusion is that in.Philo there are many of the motives, 

images, and themes of the biblical books of Hisdom. li'1.tdhermore, 

Philo alters vThatever he appropriates and mixes it vrith Greek 

concepts and images, so that 'vw must recognise that he inherits 

a tradition about wisdom, but he also goes beyond the bj.blical 

l'lisdom books' 3Z for example, in his use o:f methods such as 

symbolism and allegory which are used more reservedly in the 

wisd.om books • 

Much of what Philo says on the subject of the content and aims 

of general education seems to conform to contemporary discussions 

of the subject by Greek and Roman authors. For Philo the general 

education should, theoretically, succeed in training for home life 

and should equip the student for going on to higher studies, 

vrhether in philosophy or, as is more often the case, one of the 

professions - eg. law, architecture, medicine or rhetoric. 

Philo sees the encyclical curriculum as pre1iminary to the 

studying of philosophy, the school subjects are preparation for 

higher eclucation by giving the student certain skills such as 

reading and vrriting, and by training them in the vrays of thinking 

and understanding. They are also part of the more general process 

of education which aims at the formation of character. As 

Thomas Conley notes 33, Philo says the encyclia are not just 
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fields of facts and areas of technical competence, they also 

'awaken sleeping souls' (dong .8lff), and 'exercise, drill and 

improve' those vrho learn them, preparing them for a life of 

virtue and piety. 

It is interesting that there is a marked dislike for sophistry 

and the sophists throughout Philo's vrork. He saw the Sophists 

who practised rhetoric as an end in itself and not using it 

merely to establish truth, as del:asing :philosophical endeavour. 

Philo writes: 

"It is Hell to listen to the voice of virtue, above all 

1'l"hen she sets before us such a doctrine as this Nisdom 

has no kinship Hith the sophist's culture. For Jche latter 

has for the fruits of all its labour only those persuasions 

which tend to establish the false opinion, which destroys 

the soul; but wisdom studies truth and thus obtains that 

great source of profit to the mind, knowledge of right 

Jl+ reason." 

Elsewhere Philo states: 

"And the Hisdom must not be that of the systems hatched by 

the Hord-catchers and sophists who sell their tenets and 

arguments like other merchants in the market, men who 

forever pit philosophy against philosophy without a blush 

" 35 

Underlying Philo's convictions concerning sophistry and Hisdom 

is his belief in the value of education as a stepping stone to 

higher things. He accepts the Encyclia of his time VThich consisted 

of literature, rhetoric, mathematj_cs, music and logic. It is 
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the vray to find :philosophy which, in turn, fincLs knoHledge. 

HoHever, if the initj . .1:1,l education is persisted in too long or 

misused, :particularly the rhetorical :part, it breeds sophistry. 

This is the subject of the extended allegory of the story of 

Abraham, Hagar and Sarah in 'On the Preliminary Studies'; and 

there Philo Hrites: 

"Now we must understnad that great themes need great 

introductions; and the greatest of all themes is virtue, 

for it cleals with the greatest of ma·Gerials, that is the 

vrhole life of man. Naturally them virtue vrill employ no 

minor kind of introduction, but grammar, geometry, astronomy, 

rhetoric, music, and all other branches of intellectual stud.y." 36 

Philo then goes on to describe each of these educational subjects 

in turn. 

He says little about rhetoric, but enough to shoH that his 

vievr of it is consistent with his view of the role of education 

generally and Hith the justification for school subjects as a 

whole. Something close to the classic enumeration of the :pc1.rts 

of rhetorical art is found in the treatise 'On Dreams' 37 

and of the art of rhetoric Philo writes: 

"Hhetoric, sharpening the mind to the observation of 

facts, and training and welding thought to expression, 

1-rill make the man a true master of words and thoughts, 

thus taking into its charge the :peculiar and special 

gift which nature has not bestowed on a,ny other living 

creature." 3S 

It is -vrorth noting that in this :passage there are several 
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of Greek education. For J?hjJ.o, as for Ctcero rhetoric is a kind 

of perfect synthesis of Hisdom and eloquence. Philo contrasts 

the skill of the 1rhetor 1 
, that of 1 graceful expression 1 , vl'ith 

the empty speechifying of the sophists. 

There may be a link betHeen traditional JeHish Hisdom teaching and 

the Greek (rhetorical) learning in the education of HeJ.lenistic 

JeHs. Such a link cannot be :proved but relies on the :probable 

assumption that education in the Jewish communities of the 

Hellenistic Horld used Je·wish wisdom teaching for instruction 

in Jewish ':philosophy' together with the general Greek encyclia 

Hhich included rhetorical training. 

Thomas Conley 39 argues that the education received by Hellenistic 

Jevrs hacl to serve two :purposes: to equip them for studying and 

understanding their Jewish heritage (Biblical history, laws, 

customs, scriptures), and also to fill the 'concrete need for 

Jevrs in the Diaspora to a.cquire the 'heathen learning', partly 

for the sake of 'getting along' and partly in the interest of 

strengthening the apologetic of Judaism'. 

It vwuld seem to be a likely conclusion, and one supported by 

Philo's writing on the subject of education and rhetoric, that 

education in the Greek world for Jews a,s Hell as for Greeks, 

included some instruction in the rhetorical theory of tho 

Greek culture as vrell as schooling in JeHish traditions. 



~ilo 's-'~:eologetic - the 'E!xp9_sition '.,of Jucl<£:;;!!}. 

Nhile some passages in Philo's 'Allegorical Commentary' can be 

construed as having apologetic intention, there are other works 

of Philo's which are more obviously intended to have defenBive 

and explanatory appeal. The vrorks are by no means uniform in 

character, or in their intended destinations. There are the 

explicitly political ones 40 which seek to ensure a more 

tolerant attitude from the Homan authorities towards the JeHs 

by subtle argument. There are those works Hhich ans1·rer 

LJ-1 
criticisms levelled at Judaism, - and there is the 'Exposition 

Ll-2 
of the Iavr' Nhich intends to introduce the Jevrish faith and 

way of life to the intelligent and inq_uiring Gen-tile reader, 

and aims to dispel any misconceptions that the latter may holcL 

It is prol:able that this Has intended for a Gentile audience, 

although this is not beyond dispute ancl is by no means generally 

accepted. 

In the 'IDxposition of the Lavr' Philo leads the Gentile into 

Judaism by explaining the fundamentals of the Hosaic code and tho 

story of the Hay in Hhich it came to be established. The Torah 

is treated in divisions, the cosmological introduction, the 

general priciples of the lai'r, the application of those principles 

to specific lmm, tho relation of these to the cardinal virtues 

of the Greeks, and the sanctions of the law vri th r:egard to revrard 

and punishment. 

Philo's 'The Life of I'-1oses' introduces the ideals of ,Judaism 

through the story of lf[oses and the lavr. Some scholars have 

assumed that the 'T"ife of Nof>es' j_s a treatise independent of the 



'l!ixposition of the I..aH'; this may be so, but there is sufficient 

connection botvreen the hro to enable l~ilo to assume that the 

reacler of the •:u~xposition of the Lavr' 1-rould also read the 'Life 

of t1oses'. 

The 'IJife of ~ioses' is missionary propaganda clesigned for 

Gentiles, and there is also good reason to consider the 

'.8xposition of the ID,H' in the same light. '-~3 Goodenough gives 

five reasons why the 'Exposition of the Law' should be seen as 

addressing a non-Jevrish audience, and certainly the overall 

impression of the work is that it vras meant to be read by a much 

less educated reader, less educated, that is, in the Jevl'ish faith 

and way of life. 

Goodenough lays much emphasis on the political motives or 

beliefs of Philo. He points out that in the 'J.Dxposition of the 

Law' Joseph the politician is an admirable ruler, vrhereas in the 

'Allegorical Commentary' he is depicted as a despicable character. 

This difference has long been noted and some scholars have 

explained it by attributing Philo's changes in this presentation 

to persecutions of the Jews at various times, but such chronological 

reconciliations are not convincing. Goodenough suggests that such 

discrepancies on Philo's part are not due to a chronic vacillation 

in his character, but are allied to the different readers he has 

in mind vrhen he is writing. 'rhis means that if the hypothesis 

that Philo wrote the 'E:xposition of the law' 'l·d.th a Gentile 

audience in mind, then this would al~>o be the answer to the old 

problem concerning the tvro clivergent caricatures of Joseph. The 

portrait of Joseph in 'De Somniis' in the 'AJ.legorical Commentary' 
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may be seen as a veiled expression of Jel'rish hatred of foreign 

domination by Rome; and. the favourable picture of Joseph given 

to the Gentile reader vrill shaH hovT 1-rel1 a JevJ governed TGgypt 

by comparison with the Romans. 

The second point that Goodenough makes is that the treatise on 

'The Special In;td 1-l'hich conveys the essential harmony between the 

Jmrish laH and. the jurispruclence of liJgypt, would be meaningless 

if designed for J~Ns. They Hould already be familiar with the 

lavrs governing everyday life and they would. not need. to be 

convinced 'that these laws vrere acceptable in pagan Egyph. On the 

other hand, such an argument vmuld. be very meaningful and poHerful 

if it vrere meant for Gentiles Hho Here lnterested. in the Jevrish 

religion, but CJ,ccepted and respected the Homan legal a,dmlnistration. 

The attitude toHarcls proselytes in the 'Exposition of the Imr' 

is significant. I have previously pointed out the liberal 

attitude tNards proselytes and prospective proselytes in the 

'IDxposition of the Iavr'. In contrast the 'Allegorical Commentary' 

does not mention proselytes at all. Again a pointer to the 

•mxposition of the I.B,w' being addressed to non-Jevrs and the 

'Allegorical Commentary' as being concerned to interest Jewish 

readers. 

Another important observation is that throughout the 'Allegorical 

Commentary' Philo assumes that his readers are so familiar 1-l'ith 

the scripture that he need only make allusion to them, Hhile the 

'Exposition of the I.avr' mentions nothing about the scriptures 

of Judaism vd.thou:t lengthy explanation. The stories of the 

Pentateuch are told vTith freedom and detai1, apparently assuming 
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that the reader has never heard them before. 

If the foregoing hypothesis is accepted., then the 'I<Jx:position 

of the I.alf' and 'The Life of Noses' together form a body of 

eviclence for the character of Jmdsh missionary :propaganda, and 

also add much Height to the view that Philo 11as a notable Je11rish 

apologist, 

In the 'Ex:posi tion of the I.avr' Philo starts with the assumption 

that the Pentateuch as a Hhole is a lmf book vr.d tten by ~1oses. 

rrhe theory is developed that t·1oses began logically be describing 

the foundation of the commonwealth Hhich was to be governed by 

the following la1fS 1fhich the Patrj_archs observed even though they 

Here not yet Hrit ten dmm - tho Patriarchs are :portrayed as 

themselves 'living lavrs'. 

~·lhen Philo tells the story of Abr·aham he suggests the existence 

of a natural law: 

"They (the :patriarchs) listened to no voice or instruction 

but their ovrn: they gladly acce:p-t,ed conformity with 

nature, holding that nature itself was, as indeed it is, 

the most venerable of statute[.;, and thus their whole life 

II lJ)-j-
OnO of happy obedience to the law. vras 

In su:p:port of the thesis that the ':mx:position of the Imr' viaS 

written for Gentiles is the :point that Philo can vrrite in a Hay 

vrhich almost amounts to an exercise in comparative religion. 
/_~!:' 

For example, in his treatise 'On Abraham' :J he uses examples 

from 'barbarian' religions to shovr that Abra,ham 's (near) 

sacrifice of Isaac vras not unprecedented or unparalleled. in other 
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religions and cultures, but he goes on to show forcefully that 

it was the motives of Abraham whj_ch were different and far more 

praisevrorthy: 

"We must examine vihether Abraham, Nhen he intended to 

sacrifice his son, was mastered by any of these motives, 

1r6 
custom, or love of honour, or fear." 

Philo goes on to dispel these reasons and. explains that it v.ras 

his pure trust and belief which led him to sho·w complete 

obedience in this: 

"Thus everyone vfho is not malignant or a lover of evil 

must be overwhelmed with admiration for his extraordinary 

lr? 
piety." 

It may well be that the early apologists Here the first to 

seriously study and compare the various religious beliefs 

'+8 around them . There 1-rould be no point at all in these 

lengthy pagan examples and. parallels if the work Nas vrritten 

with JeNs in mind, for JeNs already considered themselves, 

their history, and their religion as superior. This must, 

therefore, have been a persuasive Nay of showing Gentiles that 

the Jewish faith Has superior. 

The remarkable difference in the presentation of Joseph in the 

'Allegorical Commenta,ry' and in the 'Exposition of the LaN' has 

already been mentioned. It may, however, be useful to look at 

the teaching or motives underlying the original story of Joseph 

in the Pentateuch. G. Von Had '+9 gives a convincing theory 

that the account of Joseph was a historical, wisdom 'novel' 

with the didactic purpose of presenting ,Joseph as an example 

of a truly wise man. This may prove significant -when considering 
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Nark intended to commend Judaism and ,Jewish phHosophy to a 

w-ider audience, the same methods are used by Philo as by the Old 

Testament w-isdom propounders - that is, the use of stories with 

didactic and appealing overtones. Significantly, Philo speaks 

through Joseph an explicitly apologetic speech on behalf of the 

'Hebrews': 

"He children of the Hebra-rs follow laws and customs which 

are especially our own. Other nations are permHted a,fter 

the fourteenth year to deal without j_nterference ~-rith 

harlots and all those who make a traffic of their bodies, 

but with us a courtesan is not even permitted to live, 

and death is the penalty for women vrho ply this trade. 

Before lawful union we allo1-r no mating Nith other women, 

but come as virgin men to virgin maidens •.. , . " 50 

'The Life of ~1oses' is arranged under four headings, king, 

lawgiver, priest and prophet, and is designed to depict :t-1oses 

as one who possessed all the qualities of the perfect, idealised, 

virtuous man dreamed of by the ~~gan world and culture. 

Philo begins his portrayal of Moses by giving his reasons for 

the composition: 

"I hope to bring the story of this greatest ancl most 

perfect of men to the knowledge of such as deserve not 

to remain in ignorance of it; for, while the fame of the 

laNs which he left behinc1 him has travel led th:coughout 

tho civilised. world and reached. the ends of the earth, 

the man himself as he really Nas is known to few. 
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Greek men of letters have refused to treat him as "1-rorthy of 

memory, possibly through envy, and also because in many 

cases the ordinances of the legislators of the different 

states are opposed to his • 

. . • • but I will disregard the malice and tell the story 

of r1oses as I have learned it, both from the sacred books , 

the vronderful monuments of his own vrisdom which he has 

left behind him, and from some of the elders of the 

nation." 5l 

Moses is presented as the personalised ideal of virtue, his rise 

to povrer is indirectly compared to the conquering of' nations by 

such as the Roman armies and their Generals. This comparison is 

certainly not explicit, but if I quote at some length from the 

first part of the t:eeatise, Philo's methocls of praise by comparison 

will be seen to be obvious, and the subtlety recognised: 

"The appointed leader of all these vras Moses, invested 

with this office and kingship, not like some of those who 

thrust themselves into positions of power by means of arms 

and engines of war and strength of infantry, cavalry, and 

navy, but on account of his nobility of conduct and the 

universal benevolence that he never failed to shovr. 

• . • . Having received office he did not, like some, take 

pains to exalt his 01m house, and promote his sons. 

He held that to prize material Health shows 

poverty of soul, and despised such wealth as blind." 52 

Having thus praiseCJ_ the character and career of Noses, Philo goes 

on to speak of the rosie tenets that the Mosaic code lays doHn -

eg. the belief in one God and the rest of the Decalogue. In the 

following books on the special laws, that is, the more explidt 
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rules of everyday life, Philo shows a consistent concern for the 

reconciling of Genti1es by reasoned argument into believing the 

Jewish vray to be the best way. Philo does not simply shmrer 

scorn and abuse on pagan beliefs, but rather by persuasive 

argument attempts to show the error in pagan worship by claiming 

that the J evd.sh God is above the irs: 

"But He is the God not only of men but also of gods, 

anct the ruler not only of commoners but of rulers ••. " . .5J 

Although Philo may at first give the impression that he is a 

'liberal' so far as pagan religion goes, in that he is not above 

using its content to his own purpose of showing how the .T ewish 

religion is better, in fact he leaves the Gentile in absolutely 

no doubt that the pagan cultus vrill not be tolerated. 

The Political -vrorks 

The two treatises 'Against I!'laccus' and the 'Bmrnssy to Gaius' 

are set in a different climate from Philo's other writings. 

'rhey are extraordinarily clever political tracts designed to 

prove to the Roman administrators that they harass the JeHs at 

their own peril. The Jews are presented as the best citizens 

in the 1Bm.pire and are said to be divinely protected in their 

religious and legal observances, so that to compel them to 

disregard these and make them recognise the Imperial claim to 

divinity ·would be fatal to thosG who attempt :i:t. 

The apologetic technique employed by Philo to achieve this form 

of propaganda on behalf of the J e·ws, is the ( re) interpretation of 

historical events, narrated in a biased vray to prove the point. 
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The first target for this attention vras the Roman :prefect, 

Flaccus, who not only failed to :protect the ,Jews, but, according 

to Philo, actually enco;o.ged the rioters. The larger issue was 

that the Jews ref us eel homage to the }~m:peror 's statue , and an 

appeal Has macle to Gaius himself. This appeal Philo had led in 

the trip to Home, and the 'Embassy to Gaius' telJ..s the story of 

the venture. 

It is very plain that in these treatises Philo was not concerned 

to Hrite an impartial narrative of events, but in fact they must 

be construed as political :propaganda, with the apologetic aim 

of winning respect and toleration for the JeNs. Goodenough 

:puts for'l'rard the attractive theory that 'Against FJ..accus' Has 

in fact written as a warning for the new prefect to bear in 

.5L~ 
mind 

The treatise 'Against Flaccus' is, however, ostensibly called for 

because of a crisis which threatened Jevrs in Alexandria in 

particular, as Hell as other parts of the Empire. Alexandrian 

mobs had demonstrated against the Jewish king, Agr:ip:pa, during 

his stay in Alexandria. Fearing afterwards that Agrip:pa Hould 

protest to the l~mperor Gaius that the Alexandrians had thereby 

a.ffrontecl the authority 1-rhich Gaius had placed in him, and that 

reprisals 1wuld be taken against the Alexandrians, certain 

E~gyptian leaders conceived of a plan to prove Alexandria's 

loyalty to Gaius. They proposed with Flaccus' approval, that 

images of the Emperor be set up in all meeting houses .5.5. This 

setting up of images amounted to desecration in Jmrish synagogues, 

and rtfhen the JeHs resisted Flaccus declared the JeHS alien in 
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. t:6 
Alexanclria and :permitted anU.·~Semitic mobs to riot and murder JeHs :J • 

The treatise 'Against l~laccus' begins vd:th a sort of praise for this 

Gove:enor. I say 'sort of :praiBe' for even here is an undertort: of 

the hal'sh Norcls to come: 

"I :praise Flaccus not because I thought it right to 

1aucl an enemy but to shm·f his villainy in a clearer 

light. 

For to one Hho sins through ignorance of a better course 

pardon may be given, but a vr.rongdoer Hho has ImoNledge 

has no defence but stands already convicted_ at the bar 

of his conscience." 57 

Phil.o 's account of the historical narrative vfhich led up to tho 

desecrating of the synagogues and the persecution of the JeNs 

in Alexr.mdria moves smoothly and interestingly. Eventually any 

reB}X.Jct for Flaccus is lost completely and the description of 

his fate is more than vivid, it is really distasteful as Philo 

gloats over his fall and death vd.th vindictiveness. 

Unlike other governors, Hho at times Here convicted of mis-

hancUing their public offices only after the expiration of their 

<3,ppointments ancl after a fair trial before the Emperor, li'J.accus 

~ms aprJrehencled ahead of such time. Former friends of his had 

brought some accusation against him before Gaius 58
, and the 

::Gmperor sent a centurion to arrest the Governor. Philo parallels 

many of Flaccus' sufferings ·Nith those of his JeHish victims. 

Convicted and condemned to exile, Flaccus laments that because 

he expropriated. the Jews, denied them their rights of citizenship, 

humiliated them before their enemies he also lost his property 

59 
and citizenship, and Has paraded as a spectacle through many cities , 



and then finr:1,lly the sentence of exile Has changed to that of 

death. 

'The gmhwsy to GaiuB' lTaS also Hritten against a political 

figure, the Emperor G;-.:dus, vrho had set himself against tho Je·Hs 

by refusing to restore their political rights in Alexandria 60 , 

demanding to be -vrorshipped by them 61 . As in the case of Flaccus, 

this wo:ck undoubtedly told hoH Gaius met his violent encl by 

. t• 62 f rt t assassuw, J..on . Un o una ·ely, the encl. of this treatise has 

been lost, but in the extant part He find. the same biased 

interpretation of history for apologetic reasons as v-ras seen in 

'On F'laccus' . 

Philo begins by stating that the political events of the recent 

:past are enough to prove that God cares for those vrho Horshi:p him 

and call upon him 63. He notes that not long after Gaius's 

self-deification and the subsequent :persecution of the Jews 

·because they refused to lforshi:p him, evil N-aS brought upon the 

6L!, 
whole HJm:pire as Hars broke out . The refusa.l of the :1!:m:peror 

Augustus to demand such veneration from the Je·vrs saved the 1~mpire 

from the chaos Hhich Gaius 's conceit brought to it 
65 

Before concluding this chapter on Philo the apologist, I must 

mention those of Philo's vr..citings vrhich are the most explicitly 

apologetic. Unfortuna:tely the 'Hypothetica' is lost to us, 

except for tvro fragments preserved by Ji:usebius. The treatise 

'On the Contemplative Life' is generally thought to be part 

of this larger Hork, an 'Apology for the Jews' a.ddressed to 

Gentiles Hhich is not extant. 

Philo's apologetic ifork has been seen to cover the exposition 

of Judaism to a Gentile audience, in reasoned and attractive 
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terms. ~~e have also seen hovr, in the po1itical Horks, Philo 

defends the Jevm with the best line of defense ~ that of attack, 

by reinterpreting history to shoH how persecutors of Je-vm 

experienced untimely deaths. 

In the fragments of the 'Hypothetica' we see Philo presenting 

Hhat ma,y Nell have been the standard apologetic arguments of the 

JeHs; Hhile 'On the Contemplative J.1ife' uses the traditional 

apologetic-technique of praising the motives and customs of 

pious Jews as being superior to those of contemporary paganism. 

The h-ro fragments of the 'Hypothetica' which have survived in 

IDusebius, seem to represent a section from a larger vrork vrhich 

may also have included the treatise 'On the Contemplative I,ife'. 

In this larger Hork - an 'Apology for the Jel'm' - Philo may vroll 

have been addJ:ossing some hostile critic as was .Tosephus in 

'Against Apion' . 

In the first f.ragment Philo refutes the slanderous accusa,tlhons that 

Hoses was a soothsayer; and in the second he gives a feif of the 

I-reightier points of <Te1dsh law. There does seem to be a 

remarkable similarity betvreon Josephus' 'Contra Apionem', and this 

apologetic work of Philo's, Belkin suggests that there 1-ras an 

AleY~ndrian soUDe behind them both 
66 Hhether or not this is 

so, the fact that t1-ro distinct and in many Hays different H:citorr:; 

could 1-rrite a defence of <Tudaism in such a similar Hay may vrell 

be indicative of a t:radition of apologetics and the writing of 

replies on behalf of the Jews to hostile critics. 

The general impression of the first ex:tract is that Philo vmnts 
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to meet criticism by giving a, rational presentation. of the Jm·rish 

history. 'rhe gxodus is described as the movement of an increasing 

population seeking fresh land, and inspired by a yearning for 

their native land to travel there. The divine :tnflUGnce is 

admitted but it is given through dreams and visions, a strange 

Hay of treating the JJ:xodus theophanj.es. The divino mission of 

l·1oses is kept in the h.1.ckground, but there is a touch of the 

Jevrish sense of superiority Nhen Ph:tlo v1rites in an ironic and 

almost sarcastic tone: 

"Their departure and journey vras made under the command 

of one Hho nothing d_iffered from the ordinary run of 

men. So you may say vrhat you like; indeed there are 

people Nho abused him as an impostor. l·Joll that vras a 

fine kind of imposture and knavery Hhich enabled him to 

bring the Hhole people in safety amid drought and 

hunger and ignorance of the vray and lack of every-'ching 

as well as if they had a bunclance of everything . . . . . and 

to keep them free from internal factions and above all 

b 1° t J 1- 0 ln 11 67 o eQlen co rumse.I. 

\·fuen it comes to the occupation of Palestine, appeal to the 

miraculous element in the victories of Joshua is definitely set 

., 68 as1o.e . It is significant in an apologetic context, Nhich is 

seeking to give rational ancl intellectual credibility to the .. 

religion, that appeal to miracles and vronder-vrorking is played 

clovm. 

The second extract from Philo's apology contains a description 

of the JeNish constitution, and it is notmwrthy that it 
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contains much Hhich is virtuaJ.J.y ignored in the 'I!ixposHion 

of the Lo;vr'. For example, l:Utle is said. about tho subjection 

of Homen, the inviolability of the dedicated. offering in tho 

'IGxposition of the J...·:t:vr', but much emphasis is J.aid on them 

69 here . It Has probably assumed by Philo that the Gentile 

readers he is adclref>sing had read or 1muJ.cl rea.d the 'J~xposition 

of the L--::t1'T' , so that there 1ms no need for repetition. 

The treatise 'On the Contemplative JJife' is generaJ.1y thought 

to have been a part of a larger -vrork of 'Apo1ogy for the Jews' 

vrhich vraG addressed to Gentiles. The treatise is a complete 

unit in itself, and describes the life of the Therapeutae, a 

g.coup of Jevdsh monks, male and female, vrho 1ived in the desert 

outside Alexand:cia. The description of this ascetic community 

is introduced as a counterpart of the l~ssone group 11hich are 

also described by Philo. The Essenes were a practical communHy, 

uorking and living communally; Hhe:ceas the Therapeutae represented 

the contempJ.ative life J.ived by them, valuing their solitude. 

Their life of solitud .. e is relaxed on the Sa.bbath day when they 

meet to listen to a sermon, and sometimes they held a sort of 

festival. Before d .. escribing thir:> synmos:i..um Thllo giveB a lengthy 

comparison vdth pagan feasts in order to shovr the r:mperior 

motives and attitudes of thir3 JeHish sect. The beginning of 

the treatise has an interesting apologetic tone: 

"I Hill not acLd anything of my m,m procuring to improve 

upon the facts as is constantly done by poets and .. 

historians through lack of excellence in the lives 

and practices Hhich they record. 'l'hough I knovr that in 

this case H is such a.s to unnerve the greatest master 
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of oratory, still vre must :persevere and not decline the 

conflict, for the ma,gnitude of virtue shovm by these 

men must not be allowed to tie the tongues of those 1·rho 

hold that nothing excellent should be :passed over in 

silence." 70 

Philo goes on to give lengthy comparisons of the absurdity and 

. 't. h t c> 1' . . . . :prJ.ml lVe c arac er o:t. pagan re. J.gJ.ous :practJ.ces 1n the l1ght 

of the :piety and reasonable na,ture of Judaism especially as 

exemplified by the Therapeutae, Philo's familiar invective 

against sophistry also finds a place, and the :plain speaking 

of the JeHish teachers is emphasised: 

'"rhen the senior among them v-rho ha,s also the fullest 

knovrledge of the cloctrines which they :possess comes 

forvrard and vri'th visage. and voice alike g_uiet and 

composed gives a 1vell reasoned and wise cliscourse. 

He does not make an exhibition of clever rhetoric 

like the o:cators and. sophists of today but follmm 

careful ex.:"Lmination by careful expression of the 

exact meaning of the thoughts, and this does not 

just lodge outside the ears of the audience but passes 

through the hearing into the soul and there stays 

securely." 71 

The vrork of Philo shaHs hmf a schola:r of JeHish traditions 

sought to present this semitic thought to a 'l'ricler Hellenistic, 

cultural environment. He never gives up the specifically 

Jewish character of the traditions he presents, but he devises 

~·rays of making them appeal to the Greei\: mind by reinterpreting 

the biblical narratives and biblica,l history. In the noxt 

chapter on the 'Apologetic Presentation of the Figure of 
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A braham' , HG also see how Philo makes use of the Old Testament 

'hero' to holp in his 'appt~al' to the Hellenistic world. 
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68. Hypo·thetica 6.5ff 
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Jor;;ephus' aim in l'r.riting liaS mainly to gain imperial recognition 

D,nd toleration :for Judaism in spite of JovriBh up:d.E>lngs and in 

the face of prejudice and suspicion. 

The lifo of Josephus (c.J?-100 AD), can loosely be divided into 

hw. The first can be described as that of Joseph Ben ~htthias, 

<Tevrish priest ancl champion; and the second. half as that of 

li'la vi us Josephus, Homan citizen and famous author. This eli vision 

is of course Bome1fhat arbitrar:y as the Homan Josephur:; Has still 

the Jovr ·who vrrote to honour his felJ.ovr countrymen a,ncl to defend 

Judaism, even though hellb,s considered by his .rmdsh contemporaries 

to 1)c a traitor. 

']:he defence and positive exposition of Judaism as presented by 

J oseiJhus is :framed in a historical context in t-vro of his vrorks •· 

'The J"mdGh Ha,r' and 'The JeHish Antiq_vJ.ties'. The Je1dsh \'Ja,r' 

HCJ,s published in Greek about 75 AD, and in it Josephus claims 

to dem.omTtrate that 'they vrere the ty:eants of the Jevrs vJho 

brought the Roman power upon us, Hho umrillingly attacked. us, 

ancl occasioned the burning of our Holy city, 1 

''l'he Je~<dGh Antiq_uities' runs to tHenty books and it• Josephus' 

longest ancl most mature work. It is a history of the JoT-Js, 

beginning with the creation, ancl is addressed to Greek readers 

vrith the aim of shovring .Judaism to be a rationally b?,sed and 

o:ttractive religion ancl Hay of lifo. The 'TJife' Has ad.clec1 to 

the 'Antlq_uities', and. Has a treatise in self defence by 

J o:3c3:phus to those who at:tacked hj_m as a traitor and renegade. 

The Treatise 'Against A:pion' can be analysed. structurally in 

terms of rhetorical arrangement. In this treatise tho refutation 
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of spiteful and projud.iced aJ.legations from outside Judaic-;m 

stands side by side Hith the positive ex:position of the right 

understanding of the JeHish faith. 

'Against Apion' is a classic example of <m apologetic treatise 

meeting, ansNering and countering criticisms a,ncl arguments 

against Judaism. Notably, H contains some of the sm11e lines 

of argumentation as employed by Philo, and this has in fact 

lod f). Belkin to postulate an AJ.exand.rian source behind both 

2 Horks . At the very least, this coincidence must lead to tho 

conclusion that there ·1-ras a tradition of standard. apo1ogetic 

arguments in use in the first centux:y, designed to argue in 

favour of Je-vdsh beliefs and customs ag-ainst criticism and 

slander. 

Similar methods are employed by both Philo and Josephus in 

their respective apologetic presentations of Judaism. For 

example, both refute criticisms by reasoned argument rather than 

impassioned denia,l or shoH of indignation, giving undeniable 

eviclence ·where possible, and highlighting the appeal of .rudaism 

as a complete way of life in accordance ·with nature or the 

natural lavr, It is likely that these vrere not simply similarities 

in technique between hro Hriters, but that such methods and 

argv.mentation Here Hel1 knmm in the fieJ.d of JeHish apologe-tics. 

In the 'Jewish ~·Jar' the apo1ogetic intent is not so explicit 

as it is in the tHo la/cer ~-rorks, but the arguments in d.efence 

of the Jevrs are nevertheless to be found. Josephus aimf; to 

osta blish the greatness of the Romans, but not by o.ocry:i..ng the 

Jevrs as feeble opponents; rather he means to show that only the 

llomans Here great enough to overcome Jevrish opposition, and. 

oven then only after a struggle. JoSOJ?hus records Homan 
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triumphs, but at the same time portrays the Je11s as 1wrthy, 

if mistaken, opponcmts • 

Although ,Josephus praises the Homans, he never ceases to respect 

his J m·d.sh heritage. In the 'J eHish \"Ta,r', he Has g_uick to 

criticise the JeHs, 'but made it clear that he a;ttacked only a 

particular, misguided generation, and he pays tribute to the 

,Jcnrish scriptures and history. 

Josephus aJ:vrays vriBhec1 to be recognised as a great historian, 

and he also aimed at rehabilitating the Jews in the eyes of the 

Romans. In the 'Antig_uities' he defencls ancl praj_sef::l the JeHs 

on the basis of their history, and he adcls the evid.ence of the 

high opinions held by past rulers concerning the ,J enish people . 

Apion ha,d a,ssertod that the Jevrs had fa1.led to produce any 

goniuser;, inventors or eminent sages 3, and to refute·lh.is 

cha,rge, Josephus refers ir{the 'Contra Apionem' to his mm 

'The Antiquities of the Jews', 1-Ihere, he sayG, the reader 

1wrk 

1vil1 

be ab1e to discover for himself tha,t the famous men produced 

Lr 
by the ,JeHs 'are entitled to rank vrith the highest' 

'The Antiquities of the Jews' is adclressed not merely to Greek

speaking Je:fs, 1)ut to the entire Greek-speaking ;-rorld (1 ._5). 

That it is a non·~Jevrish audience he haf; in mind_ u.; a,pparent 

from the fact that J oseJlhus at the bsginning seeks to establish 

that there is a precedent for communicating information about 

.Jovrish history to non-JeNs (1.9), anc1 that the Greeks had been 

curious to learn a,bout ,Je1dsh history, as seen in the fact 

that Ptolemy Philadelphus had commissioned the t:ranG1ation 

of the rrorah into Greek in the third century BC. 
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.T osephus asse:r:·ts that there arc still many lovers of learning 

1iko that king (1.12). He further notes that onJ.y the first 

five books of the scriptures ·~rere transla:t.ecl for the king, ·1·1hereas 

it is his intention to make ava:iJ.able to his audience all the 

books of Jmdsh scripture 5 

HHh regard to his 1-rrit:'tng, Josephus clcdmed that he vras 

scrupulously honest and far more accurate than other 1'l'riters 

and historians. In the Preface to Book 1 of ''l'ho Jevdsh lirar' 

"'rho vrar of the Je1'l'S aga.inst the HomanG, the greatest not 

only of the l•rars of our time, but, so far aG accounts have 

reached us, Hell nigh of all that ever broke out betHeen 

cities or nations, has not lacked its M.storians. Of 

these, hm·rever, r:>ome, having taken no part in the action, 

have collectecl by hearsay casual and contradictory stories 

1·rhich they have edited in rhetorical style; Nhilo others 

11ho 1dtnessod tho events, have, either from flattery 

of the Homans or from hat:t.·ed of the .Tevrs, mh;interpreted 

the facts, their Hritings exhibiting alternately 

invective and encomium, but novthere historical 

accuracy. In these d.rcumstances, I ·• Josephus 

propose to provide the subjects of the Homan J'Dmpire 

Hith a narrative of the facts ..• " 

In the very last sentence of th~ook, he clecJ.ares that he cloes 

not hesitate to make emphatic assertion that from the first Nord 

to the last , he has aimed at nothing but the t:mth . In the 

'Life' he scornfully contrasts his mm tmimpeachable truthfulness 

with the d.emom3trable dishonesty of his OJ?ponent .Justus; and. as 

p:r:oof he gives his strict adherence to the facts in both his 
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use of official sources, and the vrarm commendations of Titus Emd 

Ag:d.Jlpa. The defence of his ovrn conduct is real1.y confined. to 

the 'Life' cJ,l1d 'Jewish Har'. ,Josephus Has vulnerable to such 

attad;:s against his personal conduct as vre11 as his interpretation 

of events as he Nrote them dmm; he was Hell mrare of this and 

clid t:r:y to clefencl himself. He claims he had d.one his utmost to 

save tho JevJS from calamity in that he strove· to avert the vrar. 

In Gali1ee, he SCl,ys, in spite of op])os:i:tlon ho had Gtri ven to 

carry out his orders, and had taken great personal risks and had. 

fought heroically. VJhen he submitted to the Homans he claimed 

that he did the rational and sensible thing, and that his intent 

even then Has to win the fa vow.: of the Homan commander in orcler 

to be in a position to help his misguided countrymen. 

In fact, Josephus may be said to overdo the self-praise and self-

justification vrhen he is defending his JlersonaJ. conduct. ~~hether 

or not he -vras a turncoat, and '\·rhether his motives were not 

personal but for the eventual heJ.p of the Je1m, is irrolevc1rrt 

today. In retrospect, it may be claimed that Josephus' vrritings 

in defence of the JeHs, must have l)een a great help in the o:ttempts 

to make the JolTS acceptable again as :r:es:Qonsible members of tho 

Homan ~·~mpire, and thereby secure their continued existence as 

a subject nation Nith some degree of: self-d.etormination at lea,st 

in religion. 

'The Jewish '\'Jar' ·-. -
This Hori< seems to have been origin-:J..lly vrri tton as a Harning to 

the ~ast of the futility of further opposHion, and to allay 

any after-vrar thirst for revenge: 



"If I dvreU at some length on thir> topic (tho Homan CJ,rmy(, 

my intention vras not so much to extol the Homans, as to 

console those Hhom they have vanquished and to deter 

6 others Hho may be tempted. to revolt." 

J ose})hus claims that his method:::; in i·r.riting the History of the 

J mrish l·Jar are more honest and truthful than the vrorkG of some 

other historiam; who manipulate the facts to fit. their conclusions, 

and vrho use :ehetorical style to overshadoL'l" the plain facts. 

Josephus disparages such historians, emphasising their lack of 

truthfulness: 

"Though the vrrHors in question presume to give their 

norks the title of histories, yet throughout thmn, 

apart from the utter: lack of sound j_nformation, they 

seem, in my opinion, to miss the mark. They desire to 

represent the Romans as a great nation, and yet they 

continually depreciate and disparage the actions of the 

Jevrs. But I fail to see hovr the conquerors of a puny 

people C.Leserve to be accounted grea;t,." 7 

In effect, Josephus says that for all tho manipulating of facts 

and dishonesty in rela,ting the narrative, his simple telling of 

the facts vri11 be more effective from every point of vielv -

both the Romans and the Jevrs vrill be seen in their true light, 

and both have their creditable and. thei:r discreditable features. 

Hhether or not Josephus is true to this objective remains to be 

seen: 

"I have no intention of rival ling tho::>e vJho extol the 

Homa,n poHer by exaggerating the deeds of my compatriots. 

I shall faithfully recount tho actions of both comb:1.tants; 

but in my relections on the events I cc:mnot conceal my 
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private sentiments, nor refuse to give my persona,l 

sympathies scope to be1-rail my country's misfortunes." 8 

,J ose:r1hus, therefore, claims to be the impartial narrator of facts, 

and to a large extent this may be true, but he has no scruples j_n 

manipulating facts if it furthers a cause he supports 9; the 

claims to be more honest and to tell the simple truth are really 

stylised literary conventions when embarking on the biasecl~ 

'apologetic' presentation of a cause, albeit composed within an 

c 
accurate histor~l fxamewoxk. 

'The Antiguities of the JeHs' 

This work -was undertaken by Josephus with the desire to give the 

educated Greek world a narrative vrhich vrould remove those px·ejuclices 

held against the J evm. Josephus aimed to present the history of 

the Je-ws in a framm-rork and style that vrould render the subject 

attractive to his Greek audience for he was anxious that the 

latter should .gain a respect for Judaism and the Je'l'rish peO})le. 

So Josephus Hrites as a historian and. apologist, the one role 

complementing the other, and designed to present the JeHs in a 

favourable light through the skilful (re )vrriting of their history. 

At the start of 'The Antiquities of the Jews' Josephus explains 

his motives in emh1.rking on his task: 

"I have undertaken this present vrork in the belief that the 

whole Greek~speaking Horld Hill find it Horthy of attention; 

for it vrill embrace our entire ancient history and political 

constitution, translated from the Hebrevr records." 
10 

In this introduction Josephus then goes on, Hith his Gentile rea,ders 

in mind, to make the pro:position seem an a;ttracti ve one by 

promising excitement and action: 
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"The things narrated in the sacred scriptures are, however, 

innumerable, seeing that they embrace the histo:r:y of five 

thousand years and recount all sorl;,s of surprising reverses, 

m;;my fortunes in Har, heroic exploits of generals, and 

political revolutions." 11 

Josephus then appeals to his ree,ders to approach the history of 

the Jews with an open mind, instead of continuing vrith a blind 

prejudice and dislike of the ,Jo>-r:i.sh nation: 

"I therefore entreat my readers to examine my work from 

this point of view. For, studying it in this spirit, 

nothing will appear to them unreasonable, nothing 

incongruous vlith the majesty of God and His love for 

men; everything inrleed, is here set forth in keeping 

with the nature of the universe." 12 

'The Antiquities of the Je·ws' naturally falls into bro parts, 

the dividing line at the close of the JDxile (Book 10). In tho 

first half Josephus is mainly dependent on scripture and 

traditional interpretation of scripture. He follows the Biblical 

D.r'J..rrati ve most of the time, but, with apologies to his own 

countrymen, he has rearranged (Ant .IL196ff) and given a condensed 

ve:csion of the r•1osaic code, reserving further details, he sayr:;, 

for a later treatise, It may 1)e noted that both J?hilo and 

Josephus have a great respect for the .Jm-rish T.x:'l.H, and their 

apologetic approach reli.Gs heavily on the presentation of the 

ideal figure of Hoses. It is likely that Moses anCl. the IaN 

were the main pivot of .Jewish apologetics - in Christian 

apologetics this place is taken by the figure of Christ. 

Generally Josephus J.s true to the Bib1ical text, but a glaring 
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omission is the story of the golden ca1:f a.ncl the breaking of the 

first tables of the lm-1". 'I'hh; omission may be explained in the 

light of Josephus' apologetic motives: the Jevrs could not be 

portrayed in an unfavourab1e light, as clisobeclient and rebellious, 

for that I-rould spoil the Hhole intent of the ·w-ork as outlined 

above. There may be a parallel here with the two very different 

accounts of Joseph as gi von by Philo when he has a. Gentile 

audience in mind the picture given of Joseph was necessarily 

a good one to suit his aims. Both these cases in Philo and 

Josephus are illustrative of hoH the audience addressed can 

affect the content in the interests of persuasion, and this 

consideration may well prove important when considering the 

Pauline writings. 

'Against Apion' 

The apologetic motives lying behind the com:position of this work 

are explicit, and it makes a strong appeal on behaJ.f of the ,Tews 

who haYe been ~-rrongJ.y and spitefully abused. It is a complete 

treatise for the defence, suppJ.ying detailed evidence for its 

arguments, and is w~J.J. thought out and -vw11 ordered .• 

'l'he object of the treatise was to defend thr:) Jews against the 

scorn of the Gentile philosophers who ridicu1ed, among other 

things, the Jewish pretensions to antiquity. Josephus produced 

the 'facts' and the arguments in confutation of those attacks. 

The second half of the work is taken up Hith ansHering the more 

general accusations against the JeHs, accusations that must ha.ve 

contributed to the hatred and misconceptions of Judaism in the 

ancient vwrld. 
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,T osephus <U1S'Ifers the assailants with a Imen and comprehenBive 

vie-v-r of thci:c follies, and then shows that the customs Nhich they 

scorn lfore lB.sed on principles ~-rb.ich in fact merited profound 

respect. The style in vfhich ,Josephus vrri tes, ~>bows not only the 

con±'idence he has in the importance of his subject, but also the 

expectation of a profitable result for his efforts, and both add 

to tho 'ethical' appeal of the int:r:oduetion: 

"I consider it my duty to devote a brief treatise to all 

these points; in order at once to convict our detractors 

of malignity and delibc3rate falsehood, to correct the 

ignorance of others, and to instruct all 1;,rho dN>ire to 

know the truth concerning the antiquity of the Jevrs." lJ 

'rho first part of the treatise is concernecl with the antiquity of 

the Jewish :people. Josephus' gene:cal thesis is that the G:r:eeks 

are unt:r:ustvwr'chy on matte:r:s of antiquity because thoy are 

c:om:pc:tratively recent in their origins. The Greek historians 

contradict themselves because of the lack of official accounts. 

,Josephus also alleges a lack of concern on tb.ej_r part for tho 

truth. In contrast, tho J m-rs took pains to compile official 

documents and Bhowed great concern for the truth: 

"'.rhose (Greeks) ~-rho rushed into ~-rriting ~-rere concerned not 

so much to discover the truth, nohrithstanding the :profession 

Hhich ahrays comes readily from their pen, as to dis:plc-J,y 

thoir literary ability; ;:mel their choice of subject was 

determined by the prospect ~-rhich it offered them of 

outshining their rivaJ.s . 

..... each of these writers, in giving his divergent 

account of the same incidents, hoped thereby to be thought 
].LJ-

the most veracious of all." 



According to rhetorical guicleJ.ines, an essential ingredient of 

the early part of an apology is the establishing of the authority 

and integrity of the speaker, and ,J osophus asserts at tho start 

both his ability to vrrite ancl alBo his ung_uestiona,blo methods as 

a historian Hho seeks +he ·c""'·th. II"' vl· ncr es·~.., bJ J. ''he" th"' va] · ,, ' '· v -'-"' ·.u, b - vo, ·-·'" -o_ · "' c, .J.u.rc.y 

of his methods and the vera._city of sources -vrith v<hich he -vrorks, 

Josephus goes on to furnish proof for his theses from the N:d:tings 

of the Greeks, the best support he can 1·rin as his opponents can 

hardly reject the weight of such evidence: 

"Now, Pythagoras, that CJ,nciont sage of Samos, 1-rho for 

wisdom r:md piety is ranked above all the philosophers, 

evidently not only Imevr of our institutions, but vias 

even in those distant ages an admirer of them." l5 

Josephus then goes on to consider tho 'au.l:hors who vrrote against 

us'. Hero, the grammarian, Apion, is mentioned, and. ,Josephus 

refutes his misinformed allegations at length. 

'rho refutation of spiteful and prejudiced allegations from 

outside ,Judaism 11as a major aspect of Jeviish apologetics, as 

vras the positive side Hhich entailed the exposition and right 

understanding of Judaism. 1'he more forma,l language v.secl in 

the section against the allegations of Apion is reminiscent of 

the speeches made for the defense in a cou:et of lavr, and it is 

significant that Josephus should himself mention such a sur-.counding: 

"I think it incumbent upon me not to pass over Hithout 

examination even this author (Apion), 11ho has vrritten 

an indictment of us forma1 enough for a court of lavr." 
16 

Tho refutation of Apion carries on in this vein, so characteristic 

of judicial oratory for the defence. He gives an ::1ccount of the 
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content of what Apion alleged concGrningHoses, and then begins 

the defence with uhat amounts t J 1 '· t J • d '' · 1 "· ·o a .n os·t- s y .J.se· IorensJ..c p .... cac;.J_ng: 

" Such is thG gl'E@lmad.a.n 's amazing statement. Ih:; 
r\ 

me,cJ.acious character needs no comment, it is exposed. by 

17 tho facts . " -

,Josephus' refutation of slanders against the Jewish customs shovrs 

all the skill, constraint, and consequent, povrer of the most 

effective, experienced o:t'ator. He was dofending v-rhat he 

genuinely believed to be an innocent party against an accuser >vho 

hacl used. every possible chance to abuse and lie. Such if.> the 

impression Josephus aims to give. 

A nHr note is struck "~<rhen Jof:Je:rhus puts forward. historical 

evidence as he mentions the esteem in uhich some of the kings 

of J!Jgypt held the Jevrs, and he states 'that even the ::}~mperor 

had. acknowledged the services of the Je'lfs: 

"If Apion had read the letters of King AJ.sxander and 

PtolGmy, son of lagus, if he had set eyes on tho papers 

of their successo:r:s on the throne of ::;gypt, or thG slab 

Hhich stands in Alexandria, recording the rights bestovrecl 

upon the J eVTs by Caesar the Great; if, I say, he kmwr 

those documents yet had the faco to cont:r:adict them 

in what he Hrote, he Has a knave; if he had no 

18 
kno1'l'led..go of theiJl., an arrogant fool. 11 

'l'his more generalisocl defence making A:pion look to be in the 

·1'l'rong -vrhatever the particular circumstances, is fo1lovrecl by 

a defence to vrha;t, 1vaB obviously an explicit charge by A pion 

· t AJ. d · J Th1' s uay of nl,"'1rJ.• ng the ""' .. -3.rticular aga1ns the . exalY.rJ.an ovm. ... " '"'" •A 

into the more general is common in forensic oratory: 

"His astonishment at the idea of the Je-vrs being called 



Alexandrians shovrs similar stupidity. All persons invited 

to join a colony, hovrever different their nationality, take 

the name of the founders . 

. . . . • Have not the Homans, in their generoBity, imparted 

their name to vrell·-nigh all mc:mkind?" l9 

Josephus cont inues1 in this vray the accuser is made to stand 

as the accused, he is made to look silly and pathetic in his 

attempt to malign and condemn such a righteous and innocent 

people. Also continuing the theme of flattering the Homans that 

Has seen in the last quota:t.ion, Josephus 1>r:dtes: 

"Apion has attem];:r\:,ecl to denounce us on the ground that 

we do not erect statues of the Eimperors. As if they 

(The ]i:mperors) vrero ignorant of the fact and needed Apion 

to defend them! He should rather have admired the 

magnaminity anr1 moderation of the B.omans is not requiring 

their subjects to violate their nationc1J. lm'l's, and being 

content to accept such honours as the :x:eligious and 

20 
legal o bJJ.gations of the donors permit them to pay." 

Then a, more positive explanation is g:i. ven in the fa,ce of these 

charges, the author having, presumably, Hith that :piece of 

sophisticated clefcmsi ve rhetoric, vron any Homan judges round to 

listen vrith a syrrl];>athetic ear to the follmdng expJ.anation: 

"Our legislator, not in order to put as it vrere, a 

prophetic veto upon the honours :paic1 to the Roman 

authorHy, but out of contempt for a :pra,ctice 

profitable neither to God nor man, forbai!.e the 

making of images, alike of any Jiving creature, and 

much more of God . . . . . 

He clid not, hmrever, :for bid the payment of homage of another 



97 

sort, secondary to that paid to God, to -vro:rthy men; such 

honours vw do confer upon the T:~mperors and people of Home . " 21 

Jose:Qhus is arguing that the <Tmm have no images at all in c;xplaining 

why they do not have one of the ;~mperor. There folloHs a section 

Hhj_ch refutes the ridicule o:f Jevrish ritual lavrs and customs, and 

,Josephus again asserts tha,t, 'Fools must be refutecl, not by 

argument, but the facts' 22 , the:r:e by implying that such gossip~ 

mongering and slander 1;-ras not ~~·orth listening to and arguing 

against, because it could so easily be dis:proved by the fact:::.;. 

Thus Josephus goes on to explain the particular Jevrish rltvD,l 

customs that had been called into question, ~·rhich is using the 

defense strategy that Aristotle calls 'non-artistic' proofs 

(see page 33 ) . 

The countering of Apion 's ridicule com:plotod, Jo~;ephus moves on 

to a mo:r:·o ox:plici t defense of the Jelvh:>h laH, and he states his 

reasons for this thus: 

"Seeing that Apollonius Nolon, IJysimachus, and others, 

:partly from ignorance, mainly from i 11 Nill, have made 

reflections, -vrhich are neither just no:r:· true, upon our 

l<nTgiver ~·1oses and his code, maligning tho one as a 

charb:tan and. im:posto:r:·, and asserting that from tho other 

vre rt·)ceive lessons in vice anct none in vh."'"'c,ue; I cles:i.r(" 

to give, to the bDst of my ability, a brief account of 

our constitution as a vrhole and Us details~ From this, 

I 'h"nk •t Tr"Jl b~ a,-p_n_arerrt that lie possess a cocle . "(, J_ '" , J. v' J. - - - J~ 

excellently clesignecl to promote pioty, friencUy :~.:-elations 

with each other, and humanity tm·rards tho vrorld a:t la:cge, 

besides jm3tice, harcHhood., and contempt of death." 
2
3 

It is from this section that S. Bo1kin had. postulated an 



Alexandrian source behincl it, and. also bohincl the fragment of 

21~ 
Philo's 'Hypothetica' that is preserved in ::~usebius Belkin 

analyses the various lavm which are emphasised here and finds no 

parallels in rabbinic sources, or indeed in the other 1mrks of 

Philo and Josephus alike; in fact some of those found in the 

'Antig_uities of tho Jews' contradict some here in 'Contra 

Apionem' . 'l'he emphasis tha,t is put on the various lavrs here is 

to sho·w then to be more <>evere and. to carry harsher penalties 

than tho eg_uivalent Roman ones. Josephus writes: 

"I maintain that our legislator is the most ancient of 

all legislators in the records of the Nhole world ..• 

Our la·wgiver ... gave to his constitution the form of 

'theocracy' ·· placing all sovereignty ancl authority in tho 

hands of God. 

To this cause above all we owe our admirable harmony. 

Unity and identity of religious bslief, perfect 

uniformity in habits and customs, :produce a very 

zr 
beautiful concord in human character." :J 

In defence of the Jews' separatism <TosephuG points out that Pla,to 

also wanted to keep certain persons from his repul)lic, and the 

L_qcedaomonians made a practice of expelling foreigners. He 

underlines the fact that the Je-vrs are not the only ones vrho 

have practised this sort of separatism in order to preserve 

their mm particular identity. He then goes on to explain that 

the J eHS honour and o boy their lavrs, and that ·they should be 

left in peace to do so: 

"If then, our atts,chmont to our l<nrs is due to their 

excellence, let it be granted. that they are excellent. 

If, on the contrary, it bi·) thought that the laNs to which 
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He are so loyal are ba,d, Nht:tt punishment can be too 

gTeat for persons vrho transgress thor3e that are better." 26 

The conclusion of the treatise reiterates the argument of Jevrish 

claim~:; to antiqulty, and then further enhances this Nith an 

apologetic argument vrhich is famiJJ.ar in the Hritings of Philo, 

and is also found in the later Christian apologists: 

"Our earliest imitators Here the Greek philosophers, vrho, 

though ostensibly observing the lmm of their ovrn countries, 

yet in their conduct and philosophy vrere Hoses' disciple::.> 

advocating the simple life and friendly communion behv-een 

man and man . 11 27 

Josephus rounds off his apology >vi th an effective use of the 

rhetorica,l <.levice of questioning in support of the thesis he has 

just forcefully stated: 

"I vwuld therefore bolct1y maintain tha,t vm have introduced_ 

to the rest of the vrorld a la,rge number of very beautiful 

ideas. Hhat greater beauty than inviola,ble piety? 

2.S 
~·Jhat higher justice than obedience to the la"l'rs?" 

l~'inally, the stylised dedication at the end makes the apologetic 

motives that Josephus has in Hriting quite clear: 

"To you, :~Gpaphrod.itus, vrho are a devoted lover of truth, 

and for your sake to any vrho, like you, may -wish to know 

the facts about our race, I beg to dedicate this and the 

preceding book. 11 29 

In Hollenj_stic-Jmdsh apologetic, much dependecL on the attempt 

to expound Judaism to non-J mrs in terms vrith 1-rhich they HGre 

familiar. :Philo uses contemporar:y :philosophy to this end; 

J n 1 • J. • • Josephus usN> a historical framovror.t<: ror illS apo. ogJ.a J.n 

'Antiquities of the Jews', antl the defence as might be given 
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j.n a courtroom in 'Against Apion' Hhich e,ttempt to defend ~:u1d 

also to make Judaism acceptable <:LS Hell a,s appealing to the 

cultural milieu of the Homan >Jmpire. Positively, Josephus 

claims that the Jevrs can stand the comparison Hith any other nation 

as regards their antiquity, origin, culture, and. rc0ligion. In 

effect, he expounds the aclvantagcr:> of monotheism <:J,S a,gainst 

polytheism, and he comMnes with this a profound respoct for the 

J mrish history and lmr. 

Josephus seeks to convert in the sem3e that he vmn·ts educatec1 

and intelligent men to acknmdedge the good points that Judaism 

shmm, and to dispel their misconception concerning the Jewhh 

people. Basically, he seeks toleration, acceptance of, and 

respect for, the Jmm in a, hostile w-orld. At the same time 

he underlines the essential rationality and appeal of the 

J mdsh faith and 1-ray of life. 
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Chapter_ 2. Notes ·~ 'Hellenistic - Jevrish Apolo,get:i.c I,itm::ature' 

(Jose-phus as Apologist) 

l. 'J eHish Uar' I .I!-

2. [3am.uel Belkin -· 'The Alexandrian f.!ource of Contra A ionem. 11' 
.T. Q. H. X:XV11 (1936 pp. 1.32 

3. 'Agaim3t Apion' II. 135-136 

'+. 'Against A pion' II. 136 

5. 'AntigyiU.es' 1.5-9 

6. 'Jevrish ~'far' III.l08 

7. 'Jevr:i.sh "\Jar' I. 7 

8 . 'J eNish l'Jar' I. 9 

9. For exam:ple, the over-emphasised flattery of the Roman 
l"Dmperors, and defence of Antipas - surely v1rittcn in the 
interests of self--preserva,tion and defence. 

10. 'Antiquities' I.5 

11. 'Antiquities' I.l3 

12. 'Antiquities' I .2L!, 

13. 'Against Apiod 1.3 

J.Lr. 'Against Apion'V.23 

15. 'Against Apion '1.8 c.f. 1.3 

16. 'Against Apion' II.lff 

17. 'Agc:dnst Apion' II.8ff 

18. 'Against A pion II.37 

19. 'Against Apion' II.J8 

20. 'Against Apion' II.73ff 

21. 'Against Apion' II.75 

22. 'Against Apion' II.103 

2J. 'Against Apion' II.1ir5 

211-. ,.., Belkin - op.cit 0. 

25. 'Against Apion' II .15'-1-, 165, 185 

~11~0 ';Z<·. 

~:::Jr ?;~'' 



102 

26. 'Against A:pion' II.277 

27. 'Against II. • ' n.J?lon II.279-281 

28. 'Against A:pion' II .292 

29. 'Against A:pion' U.296 
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Chapter J 

The Apologetic Use of the Figure of Abraham 

I ha.ve surveyed the works of Philo and Josephus to illustrate 

their part in the apologetic literary movement of Hellenistic 

Judaism. This apologetic approach influenced the writing of 

Paul when he was faced with situations Where he experienced 

antagonism both towards himself, and also as a result of a 

clash between Jewish and Greek ways of thinking. 

One apologetic technique used by Paul, and found in pre-pauline 

Jewish literature, was the use made of great figures of the past 

such as Abraham and the (re)interpretation of the biblical texts 

relating to them. The presentation of Abraham in other Jewish 

works, and especially in Philo and Josephus, foreshadows that 

which Paul adop~ in the face of growing legalistic tendencies 

in the· early Christian communities, in :particular in those of 

Galatia. 

This technique of interpreting biblical narratives and Old 

Testament figures to meet criticism, or to endear Judaism to 

Hellenistic readers, was employed extensively by both Philo and 

Josephus in their apologetic presentations of Judaism. They make 

use of a bi blioal test to substantiate a.n argument, or portray 

the figures of the Patriarchs and Moses to reinforce their 

interpretation of Judaism. 

In this chapter, the portrayal of Abraham and his place in 

history, illustrates how both Philo and Josephus (and later 

Paul), in differing ways, use this Old Testament figure in 
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working out an apologia through which to commend and explain the 

essentials of Judaism to the Hellenistic world. Abmha.m becomes 

the romantic, national hero, or the ideal of the philosopher

sage. Such interpretative use of Old Testament figures was a. 

commonly-used apologetic technique in Hellenistic/Jewish 

propaganda. literature, a.s the following survey shows. 

The figure of Abraham in Jewish Literature 

In Judaism Abmha.m is the cele~ted national and religious hero 

of the Jews, surrounded by innumerable legends a.nd miracle stories. 

The details of Abr.aham's life are recorded in Genesis 11:26 -

2.5:10, which relate a series of incidents and events. Mention of 

Abr.aham in the rest of the Old Testament is mainly in connection 

with the Divine promises, or with reference to a.ll three 

Patriarchs, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob. In Jewish writings, the 

covenant with Abra.ham, a.nd the divine promises given to him are 

the most frequently cited with reference to the figure of 

Abra.bam; a.nd 'Israel' is synonymous· with the phrase 'the seed 

of Abraham'. Abraham is considered to be the founding father of 

Judaism a.nd is revered a.s such. This notion is clearly seen in 

Isaiah where it is written: 

"Listen to me you that follow after righteousness, you that 

seek the Lord. Look unto the rock whence you were hewn, 

a.nd the hole of the pit whence you were dug. 

Look unto Abra.ba.m your father, and unto Sarah that bore 

you; for I called him alone, and blessed him and increased 

him." 1 

The stories about Abraham in the Genesis narrative are disconnected, 
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and this points to a composition based on various traditions and 

sources. But in the form that we have it, these traditions have bee.n 

put into a symmetrical and unified composition. They are encased 

in a framewoxk of genealogies, and the first and last communications 

from God to Abra.ba.m. (Genesis 12al and Genesis 22a2). 

The portrayal of the figure of Abra.ha.m in the non-can onical 

material shows numerous legendary extensions and details of his 

life as recorded in Genesis, and there are also various interpretations 

of these events to be found. Abra.ha.m has become a folk character 

conjuring up the images of divine promises and communication, and 

a means of conveying certain mesSa.ges of the writers. A common 

inclusion into Abra.ha.mic material is that Abr:a.ha.m. underwent 

trials before he was blessed by GOd: 

"With ten trials Abra.ha.m our father was tried, and he bore 

them all, to make known how great was the love of Abraham 

our father." 2 

In the Book of Judith, it is said that the trial through which 

Judith and the elders passed was not as extreme as the trial to 

which God put Abraham. 3 Similarly, the author of 1 Maccabees 

includes Abr:a.ha.m. in a list of Old Testament figures who were 

said to have endured much and to have been tested by God: 

"Was not Abraham found faithful in temptation, and was 
. 4 

it not reckoned to hiln for righteousness?" 

The appeal to these Old Testament characters is made to urge 

the Jews to continue to keep the law and even suffer martyrdom 

in the troubled times of the Maccabean period. 

The same concern for the encroaching of Hellenistic culture 

on Jewish identity and traditions, is found in the 'Book of 

Jubilees' • R. H. Charles 5 places this book in the first 
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century BC, and certainly it does appear to be our oldest 

commentary on Genesis. It<c-:shows that the midra.shic approach to 

scripture was fairly well advanced, for the Old Testament 

narra.ti ve is interpreted and related in, such a way as to support 

the contentions of the author that the remedy for avoiding 

Gentile contamination was a rigid separation from Gentiles and 

strict adherence to the ancient laws of ritual purity. To 

illustrate these views the author of Jubilees traces the history 

of the Patriarchs, interpreting freely, omitting any doubtful 

elements (i.e. from the author's point of view) in the biblical 

test, and adding details which accord with his views. 

The figure of Abr.abam is used b,y the author of Jubilees to support 

his concern of the dangers of Hellenism. Abraham is pictured as 

observing the 'Mosaic' regulations of ritual purity and separatism, 

and he is portrayed as a model of those who stand firm against 

the temptations of Hellenism. 

It may be significant to ask why the author of Jubilees should 

choose Genesis and the figure of Abraham in order to convey 

this message, and not the Mosaic traditions which instituted the 

sacred laws, or one of the prophets who continually strove against 

syncretism and the like. The answer may well be that the f,igure 

of Abraham had already been used in other circles to prove the 

opposite conclusion - the Abrahamic traditions may have been 

prominent in the contention that extensive proselytism was 

acceptable as against those separatist Jews who considered it 

dangerous. If this was the case, then the more conservative 

Jewish circl~s represented b.y the author of Jubilees, needed 

to show Abr.aha.m in the light of their separatism and strict 

Torah-abiding interpretation of Judaism. This kind of attempt 
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at the retention of Abraham for reactionary circles can be seen 

in 'Jubilees', where Abraham is depicted as observing even 

the smallest details of ritual law. Furthermore, from the 

author's embittered attacks on paganisers and apostates, it seems 

that there had been attacks on the validity of the law, which he 

was countering by showing that Abraham, the founder of the 

Jewish people, had practised the letter of the law. 6 

The Jubilees version of the life of Abt'aha.m includes.· details and 

legends, not found in the Biblical narrative. The author made . 
use of popular legends and traditions 1Bsed on, and expanding, 

the biblical stories - for example, the recoxd of the early 

life of Abr.aham, 7 and the account of how Abr.aham conducts a 

campaign against idolatry, and even burns a heathen temple. 
8 

In some writings, the traditions of the oonvers ion of Abraha.m 

from paganism, and the rationa.lising of explanations for not 

worshipping idols, are even more extended, and Abraham is 

depicted as exposing folly or commending certain qualities. 

Such legends sur.rounding the figure of Abraham were important in 

later missionary and apologetic works. 

The figure of A"braha.m was used extensively by the apocalypic 

writers of inte~estamental Judaism. Atmaham was often mentioned 

in connection with the last times, for example, the heavenly 

Jerusalem was aid to have been revealed to Abraham. 9 The 

• Apocalypse of Abmham • is a typical apocalypse centred upon 
.. _ .. 

Abraham. It falls into two distinct pa.rt;s: the first pa.rt 

(chapters 1 - 8) consists of a midrashio type of narrative 

1Bsed on the legend of Abraham's conversion from idolatry; and 
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the second part (chapters 9 - 32) is apocalyptic in character, 

containing a revelation made to Abraham about the future of his 

race after his ascent to the heavenly regions under the guidance 

of the angel Jaoel - it is an embellishment of Abraham's trance 

in Genesis.l,5. 

The 'Apocalypse of Abraham' begins with a description of Abraham's 

activities as a maker and seller of idols, Tera.h being a 

manufacturer of idols. The details are themselves embellishments 

of the simple Biblical narrative, but then the apocalypse continues 

in the same vein telling the reasons for Abraham's rejection of 

the religion of his father. This is story-telling with a didactic 

content. Abraham's doubts as to the justifiable character of 

idol worship are said to have been roused by a.n accident that 

happened to a stone image of Merumath, and by another accident 

to five other gods that were broken into pieces. The conclusions 

that A~·reaches beeause of these accidents and the reasons 

for these conclusiot_J.S are repeated twice, so as to apply to them 

the maximum amount of emphasis. 10 

The apocalyptic vision of Part Two runs from the fall of man in 

the Garden of Eden, to the Judgement where people are divided into 

those on the right and those on the left of God. In the 

Judgement, the destruction of the Temple is portrayed and it is 

expl.a.ined that this is because of the sin of idolatry. 

The earliest date for this book is after AD 70. It is not the 

particular dogmas contained in it that are of interest for this 

thesis, but the fact that even after the adoption into Christianity 

of Abr.aham as the example to the Gentiles, in Jewish circles the 

figure of Abraham was still being embellished and reflected on in 
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a way that would not really accord with the separatist type of 

Judaism tha.t would be opposed to Christianity; so a liberal kind 

of Jewish thinking still used the typological way of seeing 

Abraham, and using the figure to portray its own message, in this 

case to portray the folly of idolatry and apostasy. Therefore, 

in the first Christian century we see that it was entirely 

legitimate to (re)interpret the Old Testament figures in order 

to convey a teaching, and this in their own ways, as we shall 

see, was exactly what Philo and la.t.er Paul in fact did. They 

both stand in a tradition which allowed the use and embellishment 

of biblical material to support arguments, and these arguments 

could point in different directions - for example, the different 

uses made of Abr.aham in Jubilees and b,y Philo. 

Another work which uses the figure of A~ is the 'Testament 

of Abr.aham' which is an expansion in Haggadio manner of the 

foretaste of the world to come which A~ enjoyed before his 

death. It is apocalyptic. in character in the sense that it is 

a revelation of heavenly things. M. R. James 
11 

believed that 

the final form of the 'Testament of Abraham' is prol:Bbly medieval, 

and that although it is mainly Jewish in character, it does also 

show the work of a Christian hand. He adds that much of the 

material goes l:Bck to earlier times, perhaps even as fa.r as a 

pre-Ta.nna.itic Judaism. If this is the case, then the 'Testament 

of Abraham' is further evidence for the extensive use made of the 

figure of Abraham and his popularity through which many legends 

and stories became associated with him. 

A further example of the use of the Genesis narrative and stories 
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of Abraham is the so-called (Genesis Apooryphon' from Qumran. It 

has similarities to e The Book of Jubilees • in that it depends 

mainly on the canonical book of Genesis. The Genesis Apocryphon 

presents each patriarch telling his own story; the Biblical 

narrative is preserved to a large extent, but is frequently 

expanded b.Y the addition of details. The Genesis Aprocyphon is 

another example of the enhancing and use of the Old Testament 

stories and characters, and shows that the Qumran community also 

reworked and interpreted the patriarchal traditions in order to 

carry their own particular beliefs. 

The Rabbinic view of Abraham 

I have already touched on many of the legends and embellishments 

of the Abra.ha.m stories which are found in Jewish works. In general, 

rabbinic sources agree ~h~·l:. Abraham was the first to recognise the 

existence of the supreme God, but they disagree as to the way he 

oame to this recognition and at what age. One view concerning 

Abcaham's conversion to monotheism is that Abr.aham comes to 

recognise God b,y a logical thought-process based on observations 

that the idols have, no tangible power. on the other hand, the 

view found in 'Jubilees' is that Abraham had nothing to do with 

idolatry, but recognised the creator of all things from birth. 

The Rabbis interpret Genesis 18, which relates an incident which 

shows Abraham's hospitality, as showing that Abt'a.ham was always 

hospitable. Furthermore, he was a great missionary because his 

hospitality led him to bring strangers under the 'wings of the 

shekinah • • 12 It is also said that as his ciroumcisian came 

late in life that this should not be an obstacle to proselytes, 
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and that Abraham is the father of all proselytes. l3 

The rabbinic portrayal of Abraham reads 'tack into the Biblical 

history its own interests and concerns. A'bra.bam is presented as 

a scrupulous observer of the law, and anything that can be 

construed as contrary to this view has to be explained. For 

example, the problem that Abraham had left his father behind is 

overcome by explaining that this was not wrong because God had 
. 14 

freed him from the law of respect for parents! 

The various and numerous traditions which· grew up around the 

conversion of Abraham from idolatry to belief in one God, were 

useful to later apologists and missionaries for Judaism. They 

were able to point to the example of Abra.ha.m and enhance the 

rational l:asis of their faith by pointing to the reasons and 

logic which decided Abr.abam against idolatry. 

Josephus cites what may have been an early form of the tradition 

surrounding the conversion of Abra.ha.m. He first praises 

Abraham as 'a person of gr:eat sagacity both for understanding 

all things: and persuading his hearers, and not mistaken in his 

judgement • • He goes on to say that Abraham was the first to 

say that there was only one God, the creator of the Universe; a 

conclusion he reached through observation of natural phenomena, 
. 15 

such as the movement of heavenly bodies. · 

In this form of the tradition then, Abcaham is depicted as the 

wise thinker who uses logical and rational deduction to ar.r:i ve at 

his conclusions. A similar account of Abr:aba.m 's conversion is 

found in Philo, although Abraham, there the wise and learned 
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astrologer, comes to comprehend the truth as a 'ray of light'. 16 

In both these forms of the tradition cited Qy Josephus and Philo, 

Abooaham is presented as the wise philosopher who arrives at 

conclusions through logic and.,inspiration respectively. 

The legendary material surrounding A~'s conversion as it is 

found in the 'Book of Jubilees' a.nd the 'Apocalypse of Abraham.' 

has already been referred to. Similar legendary embellishment 

is seen in rabbinic literature, where Terah is also portrayed 

as a maker of idols with Abraham as his assistant, until Abraham 

comes to recognise the folly of idol worship. l7 

This tradition goes on to tell how Tera.h took Abra.ha.m to Nimrod 

where he argued that water, cloud, wind that scatters the cloud, 

man who endures the wind, as well as fire, could all be 

worshipped. Nimrod is said to answer Abraham by saying that he 

worshipped fire only, and that he would put Abraham into the 

middle of it, and let his God come and deliver him from it. 

This last part of the legend, the casting into fire, takes many 

different forms in the various accounts Among them is the story 

of Nimrod's fear at the birth of Abr.a.ha.m and his attempt to 

destroy him by fire. 

The pseudonymous 'Antiquities of Philo' relates how Abraham was 

one of the twelve who refused to obey the conunand of Nimrod to 

build the tower of Babel. The other eleven fled to the hills. 

The people were angrey with Abraham and cast him into the furnace 

with the bricks. An earthquake brought by God caused the fire to 
18 

consume all those nearby, but Abraham wa.s unhurt • 
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These different versions of the sa.me legends which had grown 

out of the embellishments surrounding the Biblical text, show 

well the wa.y in which the great figure of Abra.ha.m wa.s used and 

extended for different reasons; the pre-conversion days of 

Abraham and his recognition of ,the o~e God are important themes 

in the material collected around Abr.aha.m. 

The use of the figure of Abra.ha.m in o~er to present certain 

teaching and to further the cause of Judaism in Hellenistic 

circles, is tackled by Philo with interesting and extensive 

results. 

Abr.aham in the thoUiht of Philo 

In Philo's work there is a 'literal' Abra.ha.m a.rn an 'allegorical' 

Abr.aham. The literal Abraham can be described as the record of 

Abr.aham's body, and the allegorical A~m is Philo's account 

of the progress and destiny of Abraham's soul. For Philo, the 

culmination of the religious experience is the 'vision of God', 

and :this culmination is achieved by the sage who goes beyond 

the 'Enoyclia • into true philosopy and virtue • Philo interprets 

passages from Genesis 12 a.nd 15 to prove that Abraham had this 

culminating experience. For Philo, the patriarchs and Moses 

are examples of living according to nature. 

It does not seem that the Philonic A~m owes much of a debt 

to other conceptions or t~itions of the Abraha.mic figure. 

Rather, Philo's work on A~m shows again how this Old 

Testament figure could be interpreted to the advantage of the 

author. Abraham and the other, patriarchs, along with Moses, 

are the most important of Philo's apologetic tools. 
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The two main sources for Philo's treatment of Abraham are 'The 

Migration of Abr.aham' (for the allegorical Abraham), and the 

treatise 'On Abraham' (for the literal Abraham). It should be 

noted that these two portrayals of Abraham in Philo are not 

mutually exclusive or even entirely different J what is different 

is the method by which the biblical narrative is interpreted, 

and perhaps the places where emphasis is laid in consideration 

of the different audiences which are addressed by the two 

portrayals. 

The Allegorical Abraham 

The treatise 'The Migration of Abraham' a.llegorises the Biblical 

narra.tive of Genesis 12:1-4,6. This contains the command to 

leave, the blessings bestowed on Abraham, and Abraham •a departure. 

Philo uses the Biblical text as a peg on which to hang 

philosophical speculations, for example Philo interprets the 

command to leave for •a land which I will show you' as the comma.nd 

to 'depart' from the body ('land'), senses (Kinsfolk) and speech 

(father's house), and attain to higher realities. 

The treatise 'Who 'is the heir' is a. commentary on Genesis 

15:2-18 with comparatively few digressions. The first point to 

which Philo calls attention is Abr.aham's boldness of speech; 

silence is indeed more fitting in the ignorant, but a. wise man 

has a right to boldness of speech. 

The question is raised why Abraham's believing God should be 

counted to him as righteousness, for how can anyone disbelieve 

God? Philo sa.ys that while in<,itself there is nothing marvellous 
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in this belief yet in the view of the proneness of human nature 

to trust in lower things, it may well be described as a just 

or righteous actions 

"And it is well said,· 'his faith was counted to him 

righteousness' for nothing is so just or righteous as to 

put in God alone a trust which is pure a.nd unalloyed. 

Yet this act of justice and conformity with nature 

has been held to be a marvel because of the trustlessness 

of most of us." l9 

The Literal Abr.aba.m 

Philo starts his 'Exposition of the Ia.w' with the assumption 

tha.t the Pentateuch as a whole is a law book including the 

material which is not, strictly speaking, legisla.ti ve • He 

develops the theory that Moses began b,ydesoribing the foundation 

of the world and man which was to be governed b,y the law, and 

followed it b,y describing the lives of those who had observed 

these laws as yet unwritten. The characters, Enos, Enoch and 

Noah are said to represent respectively, hope, repentance, and 

justice. Abr,aham, Isaac and Jacob represent wisdom as acquired 

through teaching, nature and practice. 

The treatise 'On Abraham' gives the main incidents of Abraham's 

life, not in chronological order but . ,) to illustrate 

piety, hospitality and other virtues tha.t are attributed to 

Abraham. The narrative is usually followed by an allegorical 

interpretation, but here this presupposes no knowledge of the 

Biblical passages beyond the particular one under discussion. 
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The dual interpretation of Abr-aham as a literal patriarchal 

figure, and as an allegorical 'type' continues through the 

treatise. 

After depicting Abra.ha.m in general terms, Philo goes on to 

recount specific deeds within that context. Such deeds, he 

says, call for anything but contempt, and the greatest of these 

is the binding of Isaac. It is in connection with the latter 

that we see Philo explicitly defending Abraham. Objections 

are quoted concerning the pr-actise of human and child sacrifice, 

which, it was claimed, was not unique or particularly praise

worthy; but Philo points to Abr.aham's motives Which are shown 

to be honorable, and then concludesa 

" ••••• let them, therefore, set both ba.r and bolt to their 

unbridled mouths, control their envy and hatred of 

excellence and not mar the virtues of men who have 

lived a good life." 20 

It is impossible to identify these opponents who find Abraham 

less than unique. What is significant, however, is that any 

such opposition should evoke such a response from Phiio, for 

it points to Abraham's having been used before as the outstanding 

example of a pious and great man, indeed unique, perhaps in 

missionary and proselyting circles, and certainly in the 

commendation of Judaism and its antiquity. It was the same sort 

of scornful opposition that we find Josephus dismissing in the 

treatise 0Aga.inst Apion • • In view of this it ma.y be concluded 

with some assurance that the figure of Abooaham had long been used 
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in , Judaism to convey teaching or illustrate virtues. Certainly 

this extract from Philo relates to some form of polemic or 

apologetic interchange between anti-Semitics and Jews, and 

significantly, this argument centres on Abraham as a •type • 

of a supremely virtuous man. 

It is in connection with the narrative surrounding the death of 

Sarah that Philo veers significantly away from the portrayal of 

Alnha.m as the biblical patriarch. In this section of the 

treatise, Philo makes Abra.ham into the ideal Stoic type philosopher 

or sage, and the ideal of the philosopher king. The former 

picture is conveyed in the description of Abmaham's restraint 

in his grief at Sarah's death. 21 Philo thus gives a. picture 

of Abraham designed to appeal to a non-Jewish, or at least a 

highly hellenised Jewish reader. As is common practice in 

Philo's work, he uses non-Jewish philosophy to show that it can 

be seen to be compatible with Biblical conceptions. 

The praise accorded Abra.ha.m because he •trusted in God' is -said 

by Philo to be a. 'little thing if measured in words, bl.lt a very 
' 22 

great thing if measured in actions • • Human accomplishments 

are dismissed as unworthy, bl.lt fa.i th in God is the one infallible 

good. This crowning praise ends the treatises 

"Such was the life of the first founder of the nation, 

one who obeyed the law some will sa.y, but rather, as 

our discourse has shown, himself a law and an unwritten 

statute ... 23 

Philo was eager for Gentiles to see the truth and be converted 

to Judaism. The theme of proselytism is especially dealt with in 
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the treatise 'On Virtues • • Here Abra.ha.m is characterised as a 

proselyte who became the 'most ancient member of the Jewish 

24 
nation'. Abraham 'is the standard of nobility for all 

proselytes' 2.5 according to Philo. 

Abr.aham in the works of Josephus 

It has already been seen that the figure of Abraham could be used 

in a variety of ways, such as to justify, indirectly, a mission 

to convert. gentiles and unbelievers to Judaism, to bring them 

under the wings of the 'shekina.h' as Abraham did. To this end 

Abr,aham could be depicted in hellenistic philosophic terms as 

the searcher and finder of the true God. Alternatively, 

Abraham might be represented as observing all the law even 

before it was revealed; this being a reaction to, and defence 

against, taunts that the father of their race was neither a 

monotheist nor was he circumcised at the start. 

Josephus• apologetic technique of portraying Old Testament 

figures in glowing terms to make them appeal to Greek readers, 

and to refute the charge that the Jews had produced no inventors 

or sages 26 is clearly seen in his presentation of Abraham as 

the ideal stateman, possessing skill in persuasion, the power 

of logical deduction, and scientific knowledge. Abraham is 

shown to be original in his argument for the existence of God, 

and in his broad mindedness, including a. willingness to be 

converted if defeated in argument, and in his unselfishness in 

sharing his scientific knowle~ge with Egyptian philosophers and 

scientists. 
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It is the Greeks who emerge, in comparison, as new comers to 

civilisation, 27 whereas it is Abraham who is the teacher of the 

Egyptians and Ohaldeans, to whom, in tum, the Greek philosophers 

and scientists had turned for their inspiration. 

In his portrayal of Abraham, Josephus stresses the qualities 

which .would particularly appeal to a non .. Jewish audience. 

Abraham is said to have been skilled in logic and persuasion 28, 

a man of intelligence on all matters, one who has abandoned 

the falsehood of,· eurrent theological ideas. In his 

description of how Abraham instructed the Egyptians 29, Josephus 

stresses Abraham's intellectual gifts and skill in persuasion, 

and he is said to have gained the Egyptians' admiration as a 
JO . 

man of the highest intelligence. In Josephus' woxde Abraham 

was: 

". • • • • a. man of ready intelligence on a.ll matters, persua.si ve 

with his hearers, a.nd not mistaken in his inferences. 

Hence he began to have a. more lofty conception of virtue 

than the rest of mankind, a.nd determined to reform and 

change the ideas uni versa.lly current concerning God." Jl 

The first and most prominent example of Abraham's power of logical 

deduction cited b,y Josephus is his proof of monotheism: 

"This (that God is one} he inferred from the changes to 

which l.a.nd. and sea. were subject, from the course of the 

32 sun and moon, a.nd from all celestial phenomena." 

This approach helps to a.ttra.ct Greek readers to the figure of 

Abr:a.ha.m, a.nd is also in keeping with Josephus • overall a.im and 

apologetic purpose of defending the r¢ationa.lity and validity, 

a.s well a.s the antiquity of Judaism. 
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When Josephus na.rra.tes Abraham's journey and stay in Egypt, he 

adds to the biblical account, where the sole reason for Abraham's 

journey to Egypt wa.s to escape the famine in ca.na.a.n. Josephus 

does state this, but he also adds that Abraham intended to go to 

hear the Egyptian priests discuss theology, and that he aimed 

, to convert them to his superior doctrine if he finds theirs 

lacking. This explanation seems to be peculiar to Josephus who 

also says that Abraham is open minded and willing to be converted 

to their way of thinking if he considers it to be better than 

his own. 33 

Josephus proceeds to relate the events which happened in Egypt, 

and explains how Abraham became famous as an arguer and de btter. 

The picture presented b,y Josephus of A~m in debate which the 

Egyptians is that of an extremely intelligent, well educated 

hellenistic gentleman particularly gifted in the very areas most 

cultivated b,y the hellenistic Greeks- logic) philosophy, rhetoric 

and science. )4 

It is significant that Genesis chapter 13 is abrldged by Josephus, 

bearing in mind his non-Jewish audience. He leaves out the divine 

promises of the land and also omits the covenant of Genesis 

chapter 1.5. This must surely have been dore so as not to press 

the claims of the nation before a. non-Jewish reader; claims that 
wh:c\... 

could damage the universalistic apologetic argument with Josephus 

is centring on the figure of Abraham. 

In Josephus' presentation of Abraham, the distinctive Jewish 

qualities are diminished; rather Josepbus presents a. picture of 

Abraham as a. highly intellectual sage. This portrayal is designed 
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to appeal to Greek readers, and as such it is a part of Josephus' 

wider aims, to present Judaism as a whole as an essentially 

rational and superior philosophy. As L. H. Feldman says, 

'Josephus, for apologetic reasons, presents Abraham as a typical 

national hero, such as was popular iD hellenistic times, with 

emphasis on his qualities as a. philosopher and scientist and as 

a general and national hero. • 35 

The difference between the picture of A~m in Josepnus and that, 

for example, in Jubilees, may be explained in terms of the different 

readers being addressed. Jubilees aims to encourage Jews to adhere 

faithfully to Judaism, while Josephus • 'Antiquities' is designed 

to present·a.n attractive picture of Judaism to non-Jews; hence 

such legends as Abr.aham's smashing of idols and burning of a. 

heathen temple, would understandably be omitted b,y Josephus if 

he knew them. This sort of difference that can be seen in the 

various portrayals of Abraham illustrates the way that the Old 

Testament could be utilised to support differing conceptions, 

these various conceptions having already been formulated - in 

this way Abraham is used as the 'proof' • This is also the way 

round that is found in Paul; Paul's ideas are already formulated 

and he uses the figure of Abraham to illustrate and prove their 

validity, and this is the legitimate use, in apologetic terms, 

of the Old Testament text. 

In conclusion, both Philo and Josephus, in differing ways, use the 

Old Testament figure of Abraham in working out an apologetic 

through which to commend and e~n the essentials of Judaism 

to the hellenistic world. Abraham, the founding father of the 

Jews, becomes the romantic and national hero, the ideal philosopher 
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sage. 

Such interpretative use of past figures was a powerful apologetic 

technique, and a common one in hellenistic/Jewish propaganda 

literature as we have seen in both Philo and Josephus. From the 

point of view of those who might attack Judaism for its prejudice 

and separatism, the figure of Abr.aham was used to show how the 

very father of the religion and race was the perfect example of 

philosopher and de tater. From another point of view, in claiming 

the antiquity and worth of Judaism, Abraham is pictured as the one 

who predated even the Egyptians with superior intellectual learning 

and wisdom. Again, to those within Judaism, Abraham is a supreme 

example of one who followed the law before it was written down, 

this emPhasising the rationality of the Jewish law and its 

being in agreement with the natural law. 

All this shows that b,y Paul's time it was not only legitimate to 

make such use of the Old Testament characters, expecially Abraham, 

in order to demonstrate propositions, but was in fact a common 

apologetic technique to use such typological argumentation in 

this way. 
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The Figure of A braham in the Wri tinge of Paul 

Paul uses the A~m material for his own apologetic ends. He 

reinterprets the older apologetic motifs of Abraham's obedience 

and faith, and he uses the figure of A braham as a means of 

expounding the Christian message as he perceives it. 

Paul presents AbDaham as the father and prototype of Christian 

believers, and uses the Abraham biblical stories to justify the 

inclusion of the gentiles (Galatians 3), and also to prove the 

contention that man is justified by faith apart from works of 

law (Romans 4). 

The use of Old Testament figures in presenting propaganda has 

already been seen to be an accepted :part of apologetic method. 

G. w. H. Lampe 1 further points out that, 'in the early days of 

the apostolic missions when the gospel was proclaimed to Jews, the 

chief importance of typology, like that of prophecy, consisted in 

its value as a weapon for the apologist. The church teacher then 

had to show conclusively that the truth of his message could be 

proved from the sacred books, recognised ~ his audience as 

possessing authority.' 

In the letters to the Galatians and to the Romans, Paul faces those 

who claimed that physical descent from Abraham, or physical 

incorporation into the children of Abraham through circumcision 

and observance of the law, was necessary for justification before 

God and salvation. 2 In opposition to such claims Paul concentrates 

attention on A~'s role in history as the one who had 

received the divine promise and had responded with faith; in 

this way Abraham becomes a symbol and prototype of faith which 
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leads to the right relationship between God and man. 

There is no essential difference in Paul's argument in Galatians 

chapters 3 and 4, for in both it is Paul's contention that the 

Christian is a. descende.nt of Abraham {Galatians 3:39, Romans 

4: 16-17), and that Abraham is symbolic of faith, a. 'type • of one 

justified b,y faith (Galatians 3:6,9, Romans 4:11•12, 17-22). 

Paul draws the line of election from A~ and his descendents 

to Christ and the church. 

James D. Hester 3 sums this up when he says that, 'Faith might 

be the key to justification, but the historical A~m is the 

key to understanding what justification means and brings ••• for 

Paul, justification means sharing in the promise given to 

Abraham and fulfilled in Christ. ' 

Abraham as presented in the Letter;,to the Romans (4:1-24) 

Chapter 6 argues that Romans is a. deliberative apology which 

states Paul's position with regard to the Christian gospel as 

he understood it. The letter presents Paul's 'gospel' clearly 

and persua.si vely, meeting objections that could be raised as it 

goes along, and giving a reasoned and well argued case to the 

Roman Christians in oxder to enlist acceptance and sttpport 

for the future. 

On this view the aim of the letter to Rome was to persuade the 

Christians of Rome to accept this, the gospel commended by Paul, 

apostle to the Gentiles, and to adhere to it in spite of objections 

raised against it. 
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The rhetorical structure of the letter is seen to have ten 

propositions given in chapter 3:21-31, which correspond to ten 

'proof' sections within Chapters 4:1 - 14:23 (see p:~.ge ). If 

this is so, then the passage concerned with A~m (chapter 4:1-24) 

constitutes the 'pxPof' for the proposition stated in chapter J, 

verse 22. In chapter J, verse 21 Paul introduces the content of 

the apology to follow, that "Now, apart from the law, the 

righteousness of God has been manifested, being attested b,y the 

la.w and the prophets". The propositions that follow will be 

stated then 'proved' b.Y argumentation and the witness of scripture. 

Chapter 3, verse 22 is the first of the propositions. It claims 

that 'the righteousness of God which is through faith in Jesus 

Christ is for all who believe', and it is this statement that 

is to be 'proved' in 4:1-24, b,y making use of the figure of 

Abraham; claiming the latter in support for the Christian 

understanding and interpretation of the divine purpose. Paul 

makes Abr.aham the prototype of the Christian faith. 

For the Jews, Abraham was the unquestioned father of their race 

and founder of their religion, and an important Jewish argument 

against the Christian church, and particularly those gentile 

Christians, would be that they were not descendants of Abr,aham 

and therefore could not number among the chosen people. Such 

Jewish claims are countered b,y Paul elsewhere when dealing with 

lA
the figure of Abr.aham. 

In Romans 4:1-24 P.aul·sets out to prove the proposition that 'the 

righteousness of God, which is through faith in Jesus Christ, is 

for all who believe (3:22). Paul intends to use the figure of 
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Abraham to show that faith is the all importa.nt·>~element in 

obtaining the right relationship with God, and that the faith 

shown by Abraham is paralleled in the Christians' faith. Firat, 

however, he ha.s to demolish Jewish claims rtha.t Abraham was 

justified through works not merely because of his faith. 

Romans 4:2 opens the Jewish case, a.nd Professor Barrett 5 writes 

- 'it is clear that Pa.ul must prove the contrary of this, a.nd 

from scripture. ' This is exactly what Paul does go on to do in 

verses 3ff. The first script~ reference is to Genesis 15:6, 
('/ 

a.nd the argument from this (in verses 3-5) is summed up succinctly 

by Professor Barrett who comments thus: 6 'This verse presupposes 

the conclusion a.lrea.dy arrived at; faith and works are opposites, 

and Abraham is to be found among those who do not perform works 

with a. view to justification but put their trust in God himself. 

This faith is counted as righteousness: that is, God justifies 

the ma.n who has it, pronouncing over him a. favourable verdict.' 

Paul goes on to establish his own interpretation of Genesis 

15:6 with reference to.another scriptural passage. Pa.ul makes 

use of Hillel's second rule of exa.gesis which explains that when 

the same word occurs in two biblical p:tssa.ges, each can be used 

to illuminate the other; 7 in this ease the word 'count' or 

'reckon' is found also in Psalm 32:1. The conclusion drawn from 

the quotation of Psalm 32:1 is that the 'counting of righteousness' 

is the same as the blessing of God when he chooses not to 'count' 

sin. In Romans 4:9, the argument moves forward with the question 

whether this blessing applies to those who are uncircumcised. 

With recourse back to Genesis 15:6, of course the answer must be 

that such a. blessing was in fact given to Abr.aha.m before he was 

8 
circumcised. 
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Paul has now established some firm ground on which to build his 

case to prove the proposition of 3:22, and this is completed in 

verses 11-12 where he maintains that c-brcumcision was a • sign • of 

the faith of Abraham. Commenting on verse 12, Professor :Ba.rrett 

writes, 'Thus, like the whole pa.ra.graph, this parenthesis 

inverts the argument of Paul's Jewish objector. Abr.aham's 

circumcision, rightly understood, cord-irms not justification 

by works of law, but that of justification by faith. • 9 

Having countered Jewish claims concerning Abra.ham, Paul is now 

able to put forward the Christian case for seeing Abr.aham as the 

prototype of those who have faith and as the father of Christians 

who are heirs to the divine promises. 

In chapter 4: 13ff, Paul resumes the conclusion of the previous 

argument that the relationship between God and Abra.ham was not 

on the basis of law - this is expanded further with the contention 

that the promise was this basis. The promise, like the 'counting 

of righteousness' was dependent on man's faith and God's grace -

'only on the basis of faith and grace could the promise be 

~ecure for all who were destined to inherit.' 10 The claim that 

Abraham is the father of all believers, both Jew and gentile, is 

supported by reference to Genesis 17:5 in Romans 4:17. Paul goes 

on to show that this is a position held b.1 Abr.aham because of 

his own faith which is explained with the narrative of Genesis 

17:5ff in mind. 

Paul's 'proof' based on argumentation concerned with the Abra.hamic 

material, is concluded in verses 22-24. The quotation which he 

began with is noted again 11 indicating that the argument has now 

come full cirde, and verses 23 & 24 apply it,oonolusively to the 
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Christian case: · the Christian is justified in the same way as 

A~ - his justification is based on faith and comes through 

God's grace - 'That which the Old Testament foreshadowed has 

become manifest in the death and resurrection of Jesus, in which 

God raised up his own son not from a dead womb but from the 

grave.' 12 

Abraham as presented in Paul's letter to the Galatians 

The passages concerned with the figure of Abr-aham in the letter 

to the Galatians are found in chapters 3 and 4, and these must be 

considered in the light of the purpose and structure of the letter 

as a whole. The letter to the Galatians . presents a forensic 

style defence by Paul on behalf of his apostolic status and his 

presentation of the gospel as he had preached it in Galatia. The 

purpose of the letter is to defend the 'law free' gospel against 

Judaising opponents. 

Following the analysis of the apologetic structure of Galatians 

outlined in chapter 7, the propositions of 2:15-21 are 

correspondingly 'proved' in Jsl-5:15, and much of this 'proof' 

section relies on the presentation of the figure of Abr.aham and 

the implications drawn from the interpretation of this material. 

It will be argued that the Judaising opponents in Galatia had 

advanced their interpretation of the Gospel by claiming that Paul, 

who was subordinate to the apostles in Jerusalem, had preached 

only part of the gospel and that they were now completing it with 

the authority of Jerusalem behind them. Paul countered this approach 

by a clever defence strategy drawing out the 'old' law bound 

implications of circumcision and observance of the Jewish 
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calendar, thereby underlining the 'Gospel of freedom' he had 

preached to the Galatians, and leaving no doubts that the 

Judaising position was opposed to him and in no way a perfection 

or completion of it. 

H. D. :Betz lJ notes that, 'Paul defends primarily, his • gospel 

without law', that is, the inclusion of the gentiles into Gocfs 

salvation on the basis of their 'faith in Jesus Christ', but 

without committing them to the Torah covenant • • • • • This 

assurance must be accompanied by a thorough demolition of the 

theological position of the anti-Paulinist opposition'; and as 

was pointed out in the case of Romans, this necessarily entailed 

adducing proof from scriptural quotation and interpretation. 

The proposition stated in 2:15-16 is cor.respondingly expanded on 

and 'proved' in J:l-14. The proposition is tha.t ma.n is not 

justified through works of law, but through faith .in Jesus Christ. 

Appeal is made fixst (J:l-5) to the personal experience of the 

Galatians. This constitutes indisputable evidence from first 

hand witnesses, for they cannot deny that they first received . 

the spirit (i.e. became Christian believers) through Paul's 

message and not by works of law. 

Paul then appeals (Ja6ff) to the authority of scripture to support 

his case, arguing in a similar way to that of Romans 4:1-24 (see 

pages 2Jl ). In interpreting the Abraham traditions Paul argues 

that 'those of faith are the sons of Abraham' (3:7). This leads 

on to the natural extension of the argument in 3:15-4:11. This 

section was designed to support the proposition put forward in 

chapter 2:17,18. 
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Paul has been accused of departing from the original meaning of 

the text in verse l6ff and twisting it to suit his own design, 

for Paul applies to Christ, the promise made to Abraham and his 

'seed'. The term 'seed' in the Abrahamic promise is a generic 

singular and refers to the posterity of Al:n:'a.ha.m as a whole. The 

Jews prided themselves on being descendants of Abraham and thereby 

recipients of the promises made to their forefather. However, 

Paul's argument begins with the premise that physical descent 

was no guarantee of spiritual relationship. 14 Paul contends that 

Christ is the 'seed' of the Abr.ahamic covenant, and he goes on to 

speak of the believers in Christ as sharing in the promises of 

that covenant, being Abraham's legitimate •seed • (3:29). In 

this way, Paul 'deliberately furnishes them with a deeper 

application of the promises made to Abraham and to his 'seed'. l5 

The 'proof' section of 4:12-31 which takes up the proposition of 

2:19,20 contains one of the most interesting passages of Pauline 

apologetic argument. In 4:21-31 Paul gives the famous allegory 

of Sarah and Hagar. The two women are taken to represent the two 

covenants • Hagar represents the Sinai covenant l:ased on the 

law, and her children are in bondage to the law. Whereas Sarah 

represents the covenant of the promise, and she is the mother of 

the 'free' Christians. 

Two commentators, Bligh 16 and Burton 17 have very different views 

of this allegorical section in Galatians. Bligh suggests that the 

Sarah/Hagar allegory was the climax of Paul's discourse at 

Antioch, and was immediately followed by an exhortation to stand 

firm and defend Christian liberty. He says that verses 21-31 

would have been the final demonstration from scripture that the 
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law of Moses has no place in the gentile churches and must be 

excluded from them. Bligh also makes the interesting observation 

that, 'To the Jud.a.isers Moses was the central figure of the Old 

Testament, and Christ was the new Moses; but for Paul, Abraham 

is the key figure and Christ is the •seed' of Abraham to whom 

is given the Old Testament promises•. 18 

Burton introduces his comments on the allegory thus: 'Before 

leaving the subject of the seed of Abr.aham it occurs to the 

apostle, apparently as an after thought, that he might make his 

thought clearer and more persuasive b.Y an allegorical interpretation 

of the history of Abraham and his two sons • • l9 It is surely not 

the ease that Paul includes the allegory as an 'after thought • 

for it is crucial and an important part of his overall line of 

argumentation. :Bligh is more correct in seeing it as a climax, 

a conclusive vindication from scripture, of Paul's presentation 

of the 'law free' gospel. 

A far more convincing and illuminating way of looking at the 

arguments in Galatians chapters 3 and 4 is given b.Y Professor 

Barrett 20 who suggests that 'Paul's wol.'ds can best be explained 

if we may suppose that he is taking up passages that had been 

used by his opponents, correcting their exegesis, and showing 

that their Old Testament proof texts were on his side rather than 

theirs.' 21 

The Judaisers in Galatia would interpret the Genesis story of 

Sarah and Hagar in the same way as Jubilees (16:17ff), that only 

the descendants of Isaac (i.e. the Jews) are true 'sons of 

Abraham'; but as Professor B:trrett notes, 'The Judaisers had 



134 

given it in its stmightforward, literal meaning. It is over 

against this that Paul asserts that the matters in question are 

~..,.,""'1?SopovMe-~< 4:24). • 
22 

The arguments in Galatians 3 and 4 are ba.sic to the . understanding 

of Pauline theology and his presentation of the 'new', 'law free' 

gospel. Throughout the Letter to the Galatians is the personal 

defensive stand - Paul says that his authority and teaching are 

from God, that he does. not preach circumcision because it is now 

unnecessary for the Christian is already the son!t and heir of 

Abra.ha.m through his faith. The allegory in chapter 4 enhances 

the point that Christians can claim 'spiritual' descent from 

Abra.ha.m - this in reply to a Judaising position that only those 

set aside thro~ the sign of circumcision were sons of A~m 

and heirs of the Old Testament promises. 

Here in Galatians, in Romans chapter 4, a.nd presumably in his 

preaching, Paul argued that Christians were the true sons of 

Abraham, and the allegory serves to drive home this point most 

forcibly. Not only is Abraham the father of believers, but Sarah 

is the mothe~, and the believers are proved legitimate. 

Professor Barrett sums it up, 'Thus the physical descendants of 

Sarah became the spiritual descendants of Hagar, and the physical 

descendants of Hagar (generalised into the gentiles) became the 

spiritual descendants of Sarah, who inherit the divine promise.' 
23 

In conclusion, the allegory of Galatians 4:21-31 must be seen 

against the overall purpose of the letter to the Galatians, with 

the Judaising opponents it undoubtedly means to rebuff. Professor 

Barrett •s argument is convincing that Paul's opponents in Galatia 

had quoted texts as 'proof' for their Jud.aising gospel,so Pa.ul uses 
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their methods and the same texts but to effect different results -

to prove his case of the law free gospel. 
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Chapter 4 

The Apologetic Use of the Figure of MOses 

Moses was a very prominent and important figure for Hellenistic/ 

Jewish apologetic tr,aditions, and was used in the Judaising 

arguments of Paul's opponents in Galatia and Corinth. Paul 

countered Jewish claims and their arguments concerning Moses, b,y 

emphasising the significance of Abr.aham over against the 'fading' 

significance of Moses. 

Like Abraham, Moses had been used extensively for the apologetic 

purposes of commending and defending Judaism in the Greek world. 

The figure of Moses is bound up almost inseparably with the Jewish 

laWJ Moses is presented as the wise lawgiver who established the 

Jewish culture on the foundations of ancient philosophical and 

religious tradition. As well as such positive portrayal of Moses, 

defence of the Old Testament character is necessitated b,y such 

anti-Jewish accounts of the Exodus which circulated in Egypt, 

where Moses is regarded as a renegade Egyptian priest who was 

followed b,y a group of unclean Egyptian exiles. 

Certainly, Moses was b,y far the beat known figure of J ewiah history 

in the :r.:agan world, and first and foremost he was known as the 

lawgiver of the Jews. After surveying :pa,ga.n material concerning 
1 the figure of Moses, John G. Gager comes to the conclusion that 

'the portrayal of Moses in Graeco Roman tradition does not reflect 

knowledge of Jewishscriptures, but the influence of Jewish 

apologetics and the role of Moses as the national hero par 

excellence in this tradition.' 
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Moses is portrayed by both Philo and Josephus. as uniquely important 

for subsequent Jewish history, both in his role as the receiver 

of the law, and as author of the Pentateuch as a whole. Moses 

is also recognised as one open to attack in the Greek world and 

therefore in need of defence and a 'good press•. For Philo, 

Moses is the most important Old Testament figure; the supreme 

leader and philosopher. He is Philo's greatest apologetic and 

missionary tool, and is presented as the unique fulfilment of 

Greek ideals as well as Jewish. 

In Josephus' 'Against Apion', Moses is one who has been maliciously 

abused and must be defended against pagan attacks and misrepresent

ations. In the 'Antiquities of the Jews', a. glaring omission in 

the Jewish history is that of the incident of the golden calf 

in the wilderness, showing further that Josephus wa.s aware and 

sensitive to the objections and criticisms levelled at the stories 

surrounding the Exodus and Moses traditions. 

The prominence of Moses in non-Jewish writers when referring to 

Judaism reflects the prominence of Moses in the Jewish tradition 

itself. Moses had become established in pagan eyes as the rep

resentative figure of Judaism. It is not surprising in view of 

this, and of Moses' close connection with the Jewish law, that Paul 

who wrote on behalf of Christianity and often against Judaising 

opposition, chose to virtually ignore the figure of Moses in 

his works, and instead look to Abra.ham a.s the most significant 

Old Testament personality. 

According to the Pentateuch Moses ~s born in Egypt, escaped 

death at the hands of the Egyptians, . wa.s adopted by the Pharaoh's 
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daughter, but later fled from Egypt and lived as a shephel.'Q.. He 

received a divine commission to return to Egypt and lead the 

Israelites away. After opposition from Pharaoh he finally achieved 

this, becoming the leader of the Isr.aelites as they lived in the 

wilderness country. 

Tradition holds that Moses was responsible for writing the whole 

Pentateuch, but in fact scholars have long recognised a number of 

independent sources interwoven in the present Old Testament 

narrative. 

A full and. proper survey of the Pentateucha.l portrayal( s) of 

Moses would constitute a thesis in itself, so for the purposes 

of this present study it is fair to conclude simply, that the 

historical Moses cannot be reconstructed in any pure form. The 

extant Old Testament material, though it ma.y embody original 

sources, was the product of an already developed tr.adi tion which 

had been variously influenced under differing situations and 

ideas. This conclusion is also true of the patriarchal narra.ti ves, 

and it is in fact this very line of interpretation, polemic, 

apology and reinterpretation,, which made it entirely acceptable 

for later apologists to do the same and make what they could 

from the Old Testament narratives in support of their point 

through interpretation of them. 

The Rabbinic Portra.ya.l of Moses 

For later Juda,ism the Torah had become the all important feature 

of their religion, and therefore Moses, as the one they believed 

responsible for it, was an important and popular figure. A 



141 

familiar and typical verse at the beginning of Pirke Aboth serves 

to illustrate the significance of Moses for the rabbis: 

"Moses received Torah from Sinai and delivered it to J·oshua., 

and Joshua. to the elders, and the elders to the prophets, 

and the prophets delivered it to the men of the Great 

S " 2 yna.gogue ••• 

This quotation takes for granted two points which were well known 

in rabbinic thought. Firstly, that Moses was not the one who 

thought up the law, he merely 'received' it, hence the law was 

of divine origin and pre-existed. Secondly, that the transmission 

of the Torah was unbroken and therefore unaltered. Furthermore, 

a notion which was widespread in rabbinic circles was that all 

halakic tr.aditions, written or oral, were delivered to Moses 

at Sinai. 

The rabbinic midrashim concerning the life of Moses have many 

expansions and embellishments of the biblical narrative. For 

example, the Midrash Ra.bl:ah on Exodus says that the Pharaoh's 

daughter had leprosy and went down to bathe, as soon as she 

touched the basket of Moses she was healed, and for this reason 

she saved Moses. 3 There is also a further embellishment to the 

text at this point for the midrash continues thus: 

"And she opened it, and saw it. It does not say, 'And 

she saw' but 'And she saw it'. This is because, said 

R. Jose b. Hanina, she saw that the Shekina.h was with 

him; i.e. 'it' refers to the shekina.h that was with 

the child." 4 

The decree to kill all Hebrew male l:abies was said to have been 
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fulfilled after Moses had been cast into the water, and it was 

therefore rescinded from tha.t time. Such embellishments to the 

biblical narrative continue and further examples include: 

"Pharaoh sent word for the sword that had no equal, and 

struck him (Moses) ten times upon the neck, but the neck 

of Moses became like ivory and he could not harm him ••• 

• • • When they seized Moses and condemned him to be beheaded 

an angel from heaven descended in the form of Moses, and 

while they seized the angel Moses escaped." 5 

The idea that Moses was Israel's greatest intercessor•,before GOd 

was a common one in la.ter Jewish writings. The model for this was 

Moses' intervention during the golden calf incident. In the 

Exodus midra.sh the la.w court imagery is vivid: 

'~he ~ advocate knows how to present his case clearly 

before the tribunal. Moses is one of the two advocates 

that arose to defend Israel and set themselves as it were, 

against the Holy one. These were Moses and Daniel. (see 

Daniel 9:3)." 6 

Moses as the defender of Israel before God was a widespread notion, 

but the different circles within Judaism were in disagreement as 

to whether Moses was the supreme example of an advocate as shown 

in his capacity as sue~ for the wilderness generation, or 

whether he still continued to plead on Israel's behalf , this 

notion raises the question as to whether Moses died or was 

'translated' to heaven. 

The rabbinic portrayal of Moses, then, is one which expands the 

biblical narrative, emphasising the superior qualities of Moses 

as a leader and •man of God'. Moses was chiefly associated with 
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the giving of the law and its transmission to rabbinic tl.-adition. 

There were many further legends and stories which accumulated 

around the prominent figure of Moses, such as those found in the 

work known as 'The Assumption of Moses • • 

The 'Assumption of Moses' was most prombly written during the 

first half of the first century. It contains a speech of Moses 

to Joshua which purports to prophesy the history of the Israelites. 

R. H. Charles believed that it was the work of a Pharisee who 

disliked the moves towards secularisation in his party, and aimed 

to recall them to the old ideals of the law through this work. 7 

It is especially the account of the beginning and end of Moses' 

life that is interesting in the 'Assumption of Moses•. Moses is 

said to have been prepared before the creation to be the mediator 

of God's covenant (1:14, 3:12), it is claimed that his death was 

no ordinary one (1:15, 3:13, 19:12, 14), and that no single place 

was worthy to mark the place of his burial; the entire world was 

his sepulchre (11:18). 

The death or assumption of Moses was a point on which the Moses 

traditions divided. The statement in Deuteronomy that 'no man 

knows his grave' was most pro'OO.bly an important element in 

spreading the theory that Moses did not die a natural death but 

was translated into heaven. In turn it is this 'assumption 

theory' that led to speculations about Moses' eschatological 

role. 

The eschatological significance of the figure of Moses is the 

aspect of Moses haggadah most frequently discussed in connection 

with New Testament study; the expectation of a second Moses and 
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parallels with wilderness traditions. 

However, Paul probably considered the eschatological and messianic 

speculations about Moses and parallels between Moses and Christ 

as possib~i dangerous when the implications for the question of 

the Jewish law were realised. How quickly Faul's Gentile converts 

would have been won over and subjected to the law by the Judaisers, 

if Paul hadn't taken the precaution to make it clear that the law 

was now abrogated in Christ. In view of this I will not spend 

time surveying the Jewish and Qumran texts which point to an 

eschatological role for Moses, or on the New Testament passages 

which point to messianic implications in the figure of Moses 

and parallels with Christ. Instead I will now go on to consider 

the material concerning Moses in the works of Philo and Josephus 

noting how they both use the figure of Moses in a positive 

apologetic way to commend Judaiem to the Greek world, and also 

point to places where these two apologists for Judaism have to 

counter attacks made on the character of Moses and guard 

against misrepresentation. 

Philo's Portrayal of Moses 

Philo's account of Moses is found in the treatise 'The Life of 

Moses', located in the 'Exposition of the Law'. Moses is portrayed 

as the ideal Jew, and also as the embodiment of the perfect man 

as envisaged in Greek culture. 

In the introduction to Philo's allegorical work Moses is commended 

as • one who excites our admi~tion to the highest degree' • 
8 

In 

the treatise 'the life of MOses' the material is arranged under 

four headings - king, lawgiver, priest and prophet. This leads 
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theophany is omitted, while the crossing of the Red Sea, the 

golden calf story and the giving of the Manna are related more 

than once. Philo's apologetic purpose is thus made clear; his 

intention is to emphasise points that portray Moses in a certain 

way rather than to simply narrate the events in the life of this 

Old Testament figure. It is the characteristics which present 

Moses as the ideal man and leader which are emphasised or even 

repeated, and in so doing Philo means to win for Moses the 

respect of non-Jewish readers. Such a purpose is explicitly 

stated b,y Philo when he writes: 

t" "I propose to write the life of Moses, whom sa~e describe 

as legislator of the Jews, others as interpreter of the 

Holy laws. I hope to bring the story of this greatest 

and most perfect man to the knowledge of such as deserve 

not to remain in ignorance of it: for, while the fame of 

the laws which he left behind him has traveliLed throughout 

the civilised world and reached the ends of the earth, the 

man himself as he really was is known to few. Greek men of 

letters have refused to treat him as worthy of memory, 

possibly through envy • • • • but I will disregard their 

malice, and tell the story of Moses." 9 

The following account of Moses as given qy Philo is an idealised 

portrait of the Old Testament figure, and includes many midrashic 

type embellishments. For example, concerning Moses' adoption by 

the Pharaoh • s daughter, we are told: 

"He (Moses) was noble and goodly to look on, and the 

princess, seeing him so advanced beyond his age, conceived 

for him an even greater fondness than before, took him for 
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her son, having at an earlier time artificially enlarged 

the figure of her womb to make him pass as her real and 
'l.t. 

not supposit,j.ous child." 10 

11 W. A. Meeks argues that Philo's selection of the Virtues of 

Moses; the miraculous progress and educational abilities as a 

child, are delibexately chosen as they are the mark of the semi

divine king of the hellenistic royal ideology. Certainly the 

primary interest of the first book is to portray Moses as a 

great king. There is a. gradual build-up and accumulation of 

Moses' acquisition of knowledge of all kinds of learning and 

disciplines - science, astrology and music. 

The description given b,y Philo of the oppression and the sad 

state of the Jews in Egypt is built up and emphasised so as to 

give emotional appeal and to ensure sympathy from the readers. 

The cruelty of the overseers is emphasised especially so as to 

take any blame away from Moses for the killing of the Egyptian 

guam. The gua.ms are described as 'beasts in human shape' 

and 'venomous and carnivorous animals'. 12 Moses' action in 

killing the guam is justified thils: 

·~oses considered his action in killing him was a righteous 

action. And righteous it was that one who only lived to 

destroy men should himself be destroyed." lJ 

Philo gives as the reason for Moses' going from Egypt the lies 

told to the king qy Moses' enemies, jealous of his ambitions for 

the throne. Moses is then depicted as living in ·the countr,y, 

using the •reason within him' in order to 'fit himself for life 

in its highest forms'. Moses' life as a shepherd is vividly 

described, and Philo makes the comment c 
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''My opinion, b:l.sed not on the opinions of the multitude 

but on my own enquiry after truth is that the only perfect 

king (let him laugh who will) is the one who is skilled 

in the knowledge of shepherding, one who has been trained 

by ma.na.gement of the inferior creatures to manage the 

superior." 14 

Philo proceeds to explain that when Moses was made king of the 

Israelites he showed himself to be the ideal king; he didn •t seek 

wealth or promote his sons. Much of this is stock Stoic 

monarchism but one cannot help wondering if Philo here is not 

waging a polemic against the activities of contemporary rulers, 

and if he is then this would make his point all the stronger -

Moses did none of the things that present rulers do that the 

people do not.like. 

In relating the story of the crossing of the Red Sea, Philo 

mainly plays down the miraculous element, and a rational explanation 

finds its way into the narrative, perhaps for the benefit of Greek 

readers or hellenised Jews. l5 On the other hand the picture 

given is very exciting and vivid, and Philo cannot altogether 

resist including a hint of the miraculous in the part played by 

Moses: 

.. But at sunset a south wind of tremendous violence arose, 

and, as it rushed down, the sea under it was driven b:l.ck, 

and, though regularly tidal, was on this occasion more 

than usually so, and swept as into a chasm or whirlpool, 

when driven against the shore. No star appeared but a 

thick black cloud covered the whole heaven and the murkiness 

of night struck terror into the pursuers. Moses, now, at 
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God's command, smote the sea with his staff, and as he 
. 16 

did so it broke and parted in two." 

This language is sufficiently 'heroic. ' to give the whole story a 

gravity and powerfulness that the Greek epics would not have been 

ashamed of. 

The portrayal of the Israelites in the desert is an equally 

skilful one. It has subtlety in that it does not simply leave 

out an eml:arra.ssing part as does Josephus. The 'grumbling' is 

said quite explicity to be wrong, but good reasons for it are 

described in detail and the implication is that it was only 

human nature to complain in these circumstances. l? By contrast, 

18 the coolness and leadership qualities of Moses a.re brought out. 

Philo also emPhasises the compassion of Moses under difficult 

conditions. l9 

Philo ends the first book of the 'Life of Moses' by saying that 

he has dealt with the actions of Moses in his 'capacity as king' 20 

and he says that he will go on to describe his functions as a 

legislator, priest and prophet. In the second book, Philo 

begins b,y explaining the relationships between these various 

offices held b,y Moses. The relation between kingship and 

legislation is close, and Philo describes his notion of the 

'living law' 21 • That the king should be a priest as well is 
.. 

regarded b,y Philo as natural, for the king must supervise 

'divine matters' as well as 'human matters' • 22 Philo goes on 

to describe Moses' prophetic office. Philo's all-embracing aim 

is to present Moses as the great hero of the past; the one who 

fulfils the ideals of all creeds. 
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In his treatment of the prophetic side of Moses' character, Philo 

flatters him unceasingly, and the highlight is the return of Moses 

after the forty days he spent with bare necessities: 

"Then, after the said forty days had :passed, he descended 

with a countenance far more beautiful than when he 

ascended, so that those who saw him were filled with awe 

and amazement; nor could their eyes continue to stand 

the dazzling brightness that flashed from him like the 

rays of the sun." 23 

Lastly, it should be noted that Philo takes for granted that 

the words of Deuteronomy J4: 6 - 'No man knows his grave' -

means that Moses was •translated' into heaven. The end of 

Moses' life was an ascent, 'abmdoning mortal life to be made 
. 24 

immortal'. 

This brief survey of the way that Moses is portrayed b.Y Philo 

in the two books 'The Life .,.of Moses' is enough for one to appreciate 

the different attitude taken by :Fhilo when we read the 'Hypothetica', 

two fragments of which are preserved by Eusebius. S. Belkin 2.5 

has argued convincingly that behind Philo's 'Hypothetica' there 

is an Alexandrian source. This may be sufficient to explain the 

radically different portrayals of Moses in the 'Hypothetica' 

when compared with Philo's other work. On the other hand, the 

fact that Philo put his name to this work is further evidence 

pointing to its being acceptable to change the image of an Old 

Testament character to suit the case or apology in question. 

In the first fragment of the 'Hypothetica' the impression is that 

Philo wished to meet the hostile· criticism of Gentiles by giving 

a rationalistic version of Israel's history. The Exodus is 
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described as the movement of an increasing population seeking 

fresh land and space. The divine influence is admitted, but 

only when mediated through dreams and visions; and the divine 

mission of Moses is definitely kept in the background. This very 

different portrayal of Moses is intended, perhaps, as a defence 

before a. sceptical audience, rather than the more commendatory 

picture as in the 'Life of Moses' intended to appeal to a more 

sympathetic audience. 

In this first fragment'" of the 'Hypothetioa', commenting that 

'their departure and journey' was made 'under the command of 

one who nothing differed from the ordinar,y run of men', Philo 

defends Moses with a biting sareasm and absolute disdain for 

such unfounded abuse: 

"Well, that was a fine kind of imposture and knavery which 

enabled him to bring the whole people in complete safety 

amid drought and hunger and ignorance on the way and lack 

of everything as well as if they had abundance of 

........ hi " 26 eve ... Jv · ng • • • • 

As Philo continues, the sarcastic strain becomes less pronounced 

and a softer tone is taken. Philo appeals to the understanding 

of his readers in reasonable tones: 

"Whichever you choose, the fact remains that so great 

was their veneration for that man who gave them their 

laws that anything which approved itself to him approved 

itself to them." 27 

A significant point is brought out by Meeks who says that Philo 

employs the figure of l-toses in a broad cultural context, and 

also in a more immediate political struggle. Viewed against the 
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unfavourable position of the Jewish community in Alexandria in 

Philo's time, Meeks makes the cogent point that 'the story of a 

hero who first mastered the lore and rule of Egypt and then led 

the Jews in successful rebellion against the Egyptians and escaped 

from their oppressive rule can hardly be told as casual history •. 28 

Josephus's portraya.l of Moses 

In the 'Antiquities of the Jews•, Josephus not only writes history 

but also aims to show through the history that Hellenism's best 

ideals are fulfilled. in Judaism. In the first half of the book 

Josephus is mainly dependent on scripture and the traditional 

interpretation of that scripture, and as a rule he follows closely 

the order of the biblical nar.ra.tive. On the other hand. he does 

omit, and for apologetic reasons, the incident of the golden calf 

and the breaking of the first tables of the law. As a Jewish 

apologist he has to be careful not to give fuel to current 

slanders about the Jews. 

Josephus claims that he adds nothing to the biblical accounts, but 

in fact he incorporates legendary amplification and interpretation. 

For example, in the story of the early life of Moses, l'hara.oh 's 

daughter is said to have brought the child Moses to the king who 

agreed that he was to succeed to the throne. There is no hint 

of a deception that this was her child as in Ihilo. A crown was 

placed on the child •s head, and he threw it off and trampled on 

it - this, says Josephus, was •an omen of evil import to the 

kingdom.' 29 

The presentation of Moses as a leader and general is a part of 

his character that is quite prominent in Josephus' portrayal of 
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him. 30 This military side to the character of Moses is not 

found in Philo's picture of him. This difference between Philo's 

and Josephus's portrayals of Moses is important for it shows 

that both writers could show their 'hero' in whatever light they 

chose. Although the picture as a military lea.d.er can be shown 

to fit in with the Deuteronomio picture of him, it is also a 

particular interest of Josephus, and an addition to the story of 

Moses which is peculiar to his work comes when Moses returns from 

Sinai 'radiant and high-hearted' and delivers a speech. This 

speech is unparalleled in scripture. 

The -two passages at the beginning and end 'o,f 'Antiquities of the 

Jews' may be quoted as they illustrate the way that Josephus 

presents Moses: 

"I must first speak briefly of him (Moses) lest any of 

rrry readers should ask how it is that so much of my work, 

which professes to be about laws and historical facts, 

is devoted to natural philosophy. Be it known then, that 

that sage deemed it above all necessary, for one who will 

order his life aright and also legislate for others, first 

to study the nature of God, and then, having contemplated 

his works with the eye of reason, to imitate as far as 

possible that best of all knowledge and endeavour to 

follow it." 3l 

This picture of Moses as the perfect sage is similar to Philo's 

presentation of the same; both writers, as Jewish apologists, 

present both Moses and the Jewish law as eminently reasonable 

and good. Josephus sums up the character of Moses thus: 

"He departed ••• having surpassed in understanding all 
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men that ever lived and put to noblest use the fruit of his 

reflections. In speeches and addresses to the crowd he 

found favour in every way, but chiefly through his 

thorough command of his tassions ••••• 

As a general he had few to equal him, as a prophet none 

" 32 • • • • • 

The portrayal of Moses as a man of wisdom and . .great leadership is 

common to both Philo and Josephus. Significantly, Josephus never 

refers to Moses as a king. He must have been aware of the king

ship traditions surrounding Moses, but he doesn't refer to them 

himself. A proOO.ble explanation of this may be his concern to 

'play down • the Jewish nationalist claims. 

Josephus's treatise 'Against Apion' is explicitly apologetic 

from beginning to end. The whole point and aim in writing it was 

to offer a defence against specific allegations that had been 

made against the Jews. Josephus declares: 

"I consider it my duty to devote a treatise to these 

points, in order at once to convict our detractors of 

malignity and deliberate falsehood, to correct the 

ignorance of others and to instruct all who desire 

to know the truth concerning the antiquity of our 

race ... 33 

This is exactly what Josephus goes on to do, and this necessitates 

a defence of the figure of l4oses. He quotes from the work of · 

Apion, and then comments thus: 

"In the third book of his 'History of Egypt' he maKes the 

following>,statement: 'Moses, as I have hea.J:d from old 

people in Egypt, was a native of Heliopolis, who, 

being pledged to the customs of his country, erected 
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prayer houses, open to the air, in the various precincts 

of the city, all facing eastwards; such being the 

orientation of Heliopolis. In place of obelisks 

he set up pillars, beneath which was a model . . . . . 
Such is the grammarian's amazing statement. Its: 

• 

mendacious character needs no comment, it is exposed 

by the facts • " 34 

Later in the treatise Josephus gives an account of the Jewish 

'theocratic' constitution to refute charges that Moses was a 

'charlo.~ton and impostor'; he claims that Moses, 'our 

legislator is the most ancient of all legislators in the records 

of the world'. 35 

To conclude, it is fair to say that the overall picture of Moses 

as given by Josephus, is a fairly moderate one. Josephus is 

well aware of the scepticism of his readers, and this prol:ably 

accounts for the tameness of his portrayal of Moses as it 

explains Josephus's having omitted such an incident as that of 

the golden calf. 

In Hellenistic/Jewish apologetic writing, the figure of Moses 

was used as the supreme example of the ideallawgiver, general, 

prophet and king, in order to commend Judaism to the Greek world. 

:Both Philo and Josephus use Moses extensively to support their 

arguments and substantiate claims they have made on behalf of 

Judaism. Philo even used Moses in two different ways, varying 

the interpretation to suit his purposes. 

The Old Testament character of Moses in Hellenistic/Jewish 

apologetic was basic to the presentation of Judaism, for those 
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apologists Moses was a central and important figure; their most 

useful •apologetic tool'. 
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The Portra.rnl of Moses in Paul 

The quest~on which must be posed here is whether Paul uses the 

figure of Moses as a positive apologetic tool as he used Abr,aham 

(see chapter 3). If he does not, then it must be asked, why not? 

The answer to the first question must surely be negative, for 

Paul's use of Moses as an individual figure or 'type' is virtually 

non-existent; the person of Moses cannot be separated from Paul's 

polemic concerning the Jewish law. Paul does not use Moses in 

a positive apologetic way as he uses Abooaham, and furthermore, 

it may be shown that Paul replaces much of the force of the appeal 

and argumentation associated with Moses in hellenistic-Jewish 

apologetic literature, with that of A~m in his understanding 

and interpretation of Biblical history. 

Paul argues from the Abra.hami.c traditions, that the divine 

promises are now fulfilled in Christ and the church. The Mosaic 

covenant, on the other hand, and the law, are said to have had only 

temporary status which is now superseded. Paul uses the wilderness 

events of Mosaic tradition merely as examples from which Christians 

could learn not to make similar mistakes (see 1 Corinthians 10). 

Paul was probtbly aware of the messianic speculation surrounding 

Moses which is even found within the New Testament, but these are 

motifs from which he deliberately steers clear because of the 

implications they hold in relation to the law. In Paul's time , 

the question of the Jewish law and Christians, was a hotly delated 

one, and Paul must take the credit for separating, in those early 

days, Christianity from the 'old' Pharisaic legalism; he 

probably thereby prevented Christianity from being just another 

Jewish sectarian movement. It was only later when the question 
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of the law and Christianity had been more or less resolved and a 

compromise situation accepted, that the Moses imagery as it is 

found in the Fourth Gospel for example, lost its dangerous 

implications with rega.1'd to the Jewish law. In Paul's letters, 

therefore, the importance of Moses is played down. Where Paul 

does mention Moses in his own right, it is in a very negative 

way. For example, in 2 Corinthians 3, he says that the old glory 

has faded, and throws doubts on Moses' motives for the veiling 

of his face. The point in 2 Corinthians 3 is to contrast the 

old covenant msed on the law, a.nd the new covenant - the 

Christian faith, and the effect is achieved in the playing down 

the significance of the Mosaic traditions in contrast to the 

superiority of the Christian ones. 

For Paul, the figure of Moses is synonymous with the ,!li law, 

the ~ covenant and the ~ ministry. This is consistent in 

Paul, for when a positive reference to Mosaic traditions might be 

expected, it is notable by its absence. For example, in 1 

Corinthians 10:17ff the Jeremiah prophecy of the new 

covenant is used in place of the Mosaic Passover motifs. A 

similar theme is found in Galatians 4:21-31, where the Sinai 

covenant is said to lead only to bondage. 

Paul deliberately avoids using Moses in a. positive way, and 

this may be explained in the light of the implications this 

would raise with regard to the Jewish law, for through the 

efforts of Jewish propaganda and apologetics Moses was regarded 

as the great legislator, and Moses was therefore closely associated 

with the Jewish law. Paul sets out to show the difference between 
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the 'old' and the 'new•, so Moses could be of no positive use to 

Paul in this. 

In Paul's presentation of salvation-history, the law and Mosaic 

covenant were considered as being of only temporary significance, 

lasting until the promises made to Abraham were fulfilled in 

Christ. In such a. scheme of history, Christ viewed a.s a. new 

Moses would be unthinkable, as this would afford Christ only a 

temporary significance also. It follows, therefore, that Paul 

must correct any tendencies to do this in the early church. Such 

a.n aim may be seen behind the argumentation in 2 Corinthians 3 

where Paul points out the contrast leaving no room at all for a 

parallel or typological interpretation of Christ in the light of 

Mosaic traditions. In this respect it is significant that in the 

two places (1 Corinthians 10, and 2 Corinthians 3) where Paul 

does make use of Mosaic traditions, the context is one which sees 

Paul 'correcting • mistaken views concerning the Christian 

sacraments, and the Christian covenant respectively. 

In the letter to the Romans, Paul's references to Moses are 

either in connection with the Jewish scriptures (e.g. 9:15, 

10: 5), or as a point in history (5: 14). Significantly, in Romans 

5:20 Paul merely says 'the law came • • • ' , and there is no 

mention of the figure or importance of Moses in mediating the 

law. 

In Galatians, as in Romans, Paul's attention is devoted to giving 

a positive portrayal of Abra.h.am, and the Mosaic traditions which 

were so important in the apologetic presentation of Judaism in 

the Greek world, are treated only negatively in connection with 
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the Jewish law. This is not really surprisine;c..as. in Galatians 

Paul is defending his interpretation of a law-free Christian 

Gospel against a Judaising position which urged circumcision 

and observance of the Jewish law, and prol:a.bly appealed to 

Mosaic traditions in support of their position. In Galatians 

3: 15ff Paul argues that the Mosaic covenant and its legal 

obligations, 'does not annul so as to make the promise of no 

effect'; rather, that as the promise is now fulfilled in Christ, 

the law is superseded. 

In Romans and Galatians, Paul does not make any apologetic use 

of the figure of Moses; the positive portrayal of an Old Testament 

character is reserved for Abraham. The reason for this is found 

in Paul's negative view of the Jewish law in relation to the 

Christian faith. Moses was so tightly associated with the 

Jewish law as Israel's law giver, that it would have been 

impossible to use Moses in any positive way and at the same time 

play down the significance of the law. This does not mean that 

Paul cannot make use of the Exodus imagery and the Biblical 

account of Israel's sojourn in the wilderness, in fact to omit 

any reference to these major Jewish traditions would be to play 

into the hands of Judaising opponents who appealed to them. In 

1 and 2 Corinthians, therefore, we see Paul using Mosaic 

traditions and motifs but in a thoroughly negative way; effectively 

countering positive appeal that could be made to the figure of 

Moses in support of a Judaising position. 

1 Corinthians 

In 1 Corinthians Paul wri tea to a church which is upset by 
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s 
quarrels and di~ension within it. Paul's letter is a deliberation 

on certain questions and problems that have arisen there. He 

aims to unite the Corinthian community in their approach to 

hotly debated questions such as the attitude they should take 

concerning certain marriage customs and immorality, civil law 

proceedings, and the eating of idol meat. He also directs the 

proper and equal evaluation of the different 'gifts • within the 

community and the correct understanding of the Christian 

sacraments. 

It is in connection with establishing the proper understanding of 

the LoDd's supper and the related question of what the Christian 

attitude to 'meat sacrificed to idols • should be, that Paul makes 

use of Mosaic traditions concerning the wandering in the 

wilderness: 1 Corinthians 10:1-13. 

1 Corinthians 10:1-13 

Before considering this :passage itself, j.t is important to set it 

in its context in 1 Corinthians, chapters 1-10, for this section 

has been subject to literary criticism leading ultimately to 

partition theories with respect to 1 Corinthians. Chapter 8 

deals with the question of 'meat sacrificed to idols'; chapter 9 

with the 'rights' of an apostle; chapter lOsl-22 gives a scriptural 

illustration of the dangers of falling into adultery; and chapter 

10:23-11:1 links up with the topic of chapter 8. Two theories 

are interwoven by' Paul; that of the idea of Christian freedom 

and its place in the community, and that of the sacrament and 

its meaning. In this section (Chapters 8-10) Paul defends his 

own authority and qualifications in giving advice and direction 
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on these questions, and he also commends and argues his own 

understanding of the implications involved, adding a cogent 

warning in 1 Corinthians lO:lff of possible results if his 

direction is not heeded b,y the Corinthians. 

Paul deals with the Corinthians • • enthusiastic • understanding of 

their Christian position. In these chapters, Paul's advice and 

direction in this respect are argued and defended, wider implications 

are drawn out, and support is supplied by way of warning against 

possible consequences; then Paul reasserts his advice and exhorts 

the Corinthians to follow it. 

In the section which begins at 8:1, the question raised b,y the 

problem of idol meat is shown by Paul to have wider implications 

which the Corinthians must realise; consequently the discussion 

of Christian freedom and obligations, and the proper understanding 

of the sacraments is entailed. It is in this context in 1 

Corinthian 10:1-13 that Paul uses Old Testament wilderness 

traditions in a midrashic way to warn the Corinthians against 

falling into idolatry through their misunderstanding and misuse 

of the Lo:rd. • s supper. 

Andrew J. :Ba.ndstra in his article 'Interpretation in 1 Corin·thians 

10:1-11', points out that he does not propose 'to attempt to 

interpret the passage as much as to call attention to the 

interpretation present in the passage' • He begins by placing 

1 Cor. 10:1-11 in its context which he calls an 'ethical' one 

because of its attachment to the exhortation to exercise self

control (9:24-27), and its leading into the admonition expressed 

in 10:12. :Ba.ndstra states that 'Paul apparently is contending 
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against a hellenistic-magical view of the sacraments present 

in Corinth, according to which participation in the sacraments 

was seen as a guarantee of eternal salvation. In contrast to 

this false sacramental concept, Paul proclaims his view that the 

gift of God is never to be separated from man's response of 

faith • • • • • To make this point, Paul draws a comparison between 

certain events of Israel's history and the current situation of 

the Corinthians." 2 

Although Paul actually used the term 1-t'~"'o>' in this passage, 

this cannot be understood in a technical sense. Paul does not 

say the Corinthians will perish like the Israelites, the 'types' 

here indicate the possibility if the Corinthians do not mend their 

ways. The Old Testament imagery is employed as a warning and 

Paul's use of '"f'~~os' would heighten the effect of the warning. 

H. Conzelmann calls 10:1-10 'a self contained, scribal discourse 

on passages from the Biblical Exodus narrative', and he adds, 'the 

style of Paul's 'typological' exposition shows that the biblical 

material is assumed to be known: 'the cloud' etc. The new 

element which Paul has. to offer is the interpre)tion introduced 

byo~e>G.~w~O.S ~~-~o~" -I would not have you ignorant' (v.l)', 3 

and as Professor Barrett comments, Paul 'is in fact reminding 

them of what theyshould have known and were in danger of 

4 
forgetting'. 

There are elements within 1 Cor. 10:1-10 that have led some 

commentators to argue that there lies behind the passage some 

Jewish Midrashic Material. This is particularly so in the case 

of verses 3 and 4, but also with regard to verse 1 - ' •• • our 



fathers were all under the cloud and.all passed through the sea'. 

Professor Earrett notes a possible relation with rabbinic traditions. 

He cites passages where the rabbis had the Israelites completely 

surrounded b,y cloud b,y postulating the existence of more than one 

cloud, hence they could be said to be 'under' a cloud. He also 

gives an account of a rabbinic parallel to Paul's statement that 

the Israelites passed 'through' the sea, for he notes that the 

rabbis give a picture of a tunnel 'through • which the Israelites 

crossed the sea. Such rabbinic parallels lead Professor Earrett 

to the conclusion that some parts of the midrashic material in 

1 Oor. 10:1-10 have a 'Jewish origin'. 5 

The reference to the 'cloud' and 'sea' in 1 Oor. 10:2 are 

explained by Eandstra as being expressions of the two elemental 

ordeals, fire and water. He explains that the cloud is identified 

in the Old Testament with fire and served to shelter, guide and 

protect Israel, 6 and the sea was the means where by Israel went 

through the water ordeal. Bandstra concludes that 'Paul means 

that in their passage under the cloud and through the sea, God 

brought them into an ordeal by these elements, through which he 

declared them accepted as the chosen people'.? 

The question whether Paul is presenting Jewish midrashic material 

and adding Christian interpretation is raised again in verse 2 

when Paul says, "All were baptised into Moses •••• ", as it has been 

suggested that Paul is referring to a Jewish tradition of under• 

standing the Exodus as a OO.ptism. 
8 

R. Longnecker argues that judging from Paul's rather abrupt 
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introduction of this episode into the argument as though it were 

self-evident, 'Paul is developing in Christian fashion, a Jewish 

tradition that the legitimacy of proselyte baptism is defensible 

in terms of understanding the Exodus as involving a baptism'. 9 

Whether or not there is. such a Jewish txadition in Paul's mind, 

Paul was most p~r'tably responsible for the phrase 'into Moses' 

which cannot be explained from Jewish sources. The phrase may 

be accounted for by the Christian l:aptismal formula 'into Christ •. 

Ba.ndstra notes that 'Paul interprets the Exodus event in the 

light of what has happened in Christ • • • Behind this interpret

ation lies the conviction that in the historical Christ event, 

the pattern of God's historical dealings with Israel in the 

Exodus is brought to fulfilment and finds its focal point' • 10 

The reference to baptism in 1 Cor. 10:2 should not be taken to 

hold any profound understanding of Christian baptism, for as 

Conzelmann comments, 'His thought moves back to the Old Testament 

fram the present datum, baptism, and certainly d.oes not vice 

versa derive and interpret baptism from the Old Testament•. 
11 

The reference made to baptism by Paul is a parallel that he 

contrives to draw in order to strengthen his warning illustration 

to the Corinthians not to rely too heavily on the power of the 

sacraments by referring them to the example of the wilderness 

events. 

The allusion to Israel's !Spiritual food and drink, and the mention 

of the rock identified with Christ in verses 3-4, have led 

scholars to seek a possible Jewish midrashic background for 

Paul's words. It is generally agreed that in verse 3 where he 
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uses the expression 'spiritual food and drink • Paul is making a 

co· vert reference to the Lord's Supper, and that this phrase 

would have been thus understood by the Corinthians. The manna 

and water are distinguished from ordinaxy food and drink in that 

they are gifts of God. Conzelmann concludes that 'Paul is 

thinking not of a real Old Testament sacrament, but of a 

prefiguration. The form of expression, 'spiritual food • and 

'spiritual drink' is apparently assumed to be familiar. It 

expresses a realistic concept of the sacrament•. 12 

The allusive correspondence proposed between what happened.to 

Israel in the desert and the Lord's supper is made more explicit 

in verse 4 where Paul adds, ·~or they were drinking from the 

spiritual rock which followed them and the rock was Christ". 

This reference to the rock 'that followed • the Israelites in the 

desert led E. E. Ellis and others to postulate that Paul has in 

mind here, a rabbinic legend b.tsed on Numbers 21: 17. Ellis points 

to what he calls •a cumulative legend in rabbinic literature to 

which the Pauline phrase has been related in one degree or 

another', and he reconstructs a full account of this legend from 

various disparate elements of different strata of the tradition. l3 

According to this tradition, the rock (either a rock-shaped well, 

or a stream from the rock) accompanied the Israelites through the 

desert. Ellis himself admits that it is difficult to determine 

the precise character of the legend in the time of Paul, but he 

says that the abundance of rabbinic references to it, points to 

the early existence of the legend in some form, and suggests that 

at least the outline of the later complex strands of the tradition 

were known to Paul. 
14 
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Bandstra offers an alternative background to Paul's reference 

to the rock. He argues that 1 Cor. 10: Jff does not rest on 

Numbers 21:17, and the legend built on that passage as expounded 

by E. E. Ellis, Rather, he suggests its background is to be 

sought in Deuteronomy J2 with its references to the Lord being 

'the rock', the Lord providing for His people in the wilderness 

by means of a 'flinty rock' • Commenting on 1 Cor. 10: Jff, 

Bandstra asks how the fact that the Israelites were drinking 

from the spiritual rock that accompanied them could supply the 

ground for calling the Israelites' food spiritual as well as 

their drink. :Ba.ndstra then quotes passages from Philo, where 

Philo's exegesis arrives at the conclusion that the rock was 

Israel's source of both food and drink. 16 It is :Ba.ndstra •s 

contention that Paul's expression in 1 Cor. 10:3-4 can best be 

accounted for if it is seen against a tradition similar to that 

of Philo's. l7 

This explanation of the background to 1 Cor. 10:3-4 seems 

plausible, but it is not without drawbacks. For example, where 

does the notion of the 'following' rock, which is not mentioned 

~ Philo, come from? The legend of the following rock or stream 

constructed ~ E. E. Ellis cannot be discounted altogether. The 

'best of both worlds' is achieved by Longnecker who writes, 

'perhaps some conflation of Numbers 21:17 and Deuteronomy 32:lff' 

had already oocured in early Pharisaic circles' • 
18 

The identification of the rook with Christ extends the correspondance 

between the events in the wilderness and the Lord's Supper. An 

explanation of how Paul arrives at this identification refers 



to Philo's identification of the rock with wisdeom, 'B,y adapting 

these identifications Paul interprets Christ in terms of the 

wisdom of Hellenistic Judaism.• 19 

Such Hellenistic-Jewish traditions may certainly have helped Paul 

to 1nake the identification without raising doubts about the 

exegesis. It may be significant that in Romans 9:33 Paul 

identifies Christ and rock, there the 'rock of offence'; and it 

may simply be that some Christian use of a rock motif may lie 

behind Paul's statement in 1 Cor. 10:4. 

Whatever the mckground to 1 Cor. 10:4b, the identification of 

the rock with Christ has the desired effect of completing the 

correspondence Paul draws between the situation of the Israelites 

and that of the Corinthians with regard to their understanding of 

the Lord's Supper - ''The identification of the rock with Christ 

is a Christian adaptation of the midrash • • • Christ is as much 

the source of the spiritUal food and drink of the Israelites, 

as he is the one present in the Lord's Supper at Corinth". 20 

1 Cor. 10:1-4 has drawn the parallel between the wilderness events 

and the situation in Corinth. Verses 1-4 contend that the 

Israelites received, in effect, baptism and spiritual food and 

drink. Professor Barrett sums up the position Paul has presented 

so far, thus: "Israel, then, in past ages was supplied by God with 

visible agencies which conveyed to them the benefits of Christ and 

the spirit, just as the church had its visible water, bread and 

21 wine, and its analogous sacraments." 

1 Cor. 10, verse 5ff P-aul proceeds to make the point that all 

this has built up to. He points out that 'Israel's privilege did 
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not guarantee Israel's moral or religious securl ty', 22 and the 

fate of many of them should act as a warning to the Corinthians 

not to rely merely on the partaking of the sacraments to ensure 

their salvation, while still 'lusting after evil things' (v.6). 

As Com~elmann notes, 'The application to the •strong' and their 

combination of pneumatism and sacramentalism is obvious'. 23 

The correspondence between the situation in the wilderness and 

that in Corinth is intended by Paul to be taken further in his 

description of the sort of sins the Israelites fell into (v.7ff); 

these are paralleled by the disorders and mistaken tendencies he 

was countering in his directions to the Corinthian community. 

The allusions to themes (in v.7-10) taken from the wilderness 

traditions concern mistakes made by the Israelites, and the 

subsequent warnings to the Corinthians build up the correspondences 

between the two situations further. 

Warning against idolatry, immorality, testing the Lord, and 

'grumbling', 24 Paul effectively inveighs against the faults he 

sees the Corinthians falling into. All this serves to heighten 

the effectiveness of the message delivered by Paul in v.ll-13. 

He explains that the correspondences he has drawn were not 

arbitrary or accidental, but that this, 'was written down as a 

warning to us' , and in this way he effectively uses a part of 

biblical history tradition as an illustration in support of his 

deliberations concerning the Corinthian community. 

In chapter 10 v .14ff Paul underlines what. he has argued so far 

concerning the Corinthians' mistaken view of the sacraments. He 

advises them to avoid falling into the sin of idolatry by having 

a proper understanding of the Lord's Supper and its exclusiveness 
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(see v.19-20). 

In presenting the Lord's Supper Paul refers to the prophecy of 

Jeremiah (31:31-4), and this is significant in this context; 

also in 11:25 Paul quotes: "This cup is new covenant in my blood". 

The wording is different from that in Matthew and Mark 25, where 

the background Old Testament passages are Exodus 24:8 as well as 

Jeremiah 31:31-4. Paul has the Jeremii:Lh prophecy in mind when 

speaking of the Lord's Supper, and he explicitly states that the 

supper is symbolic of the new covenant. This is consistent with 

Paul's ideas concerning the Mosaic covenant (Galatians 3: 21ff), 

and also with the use Paul makes of the prophecy from Jeremiah 

in 2 Cor. 3 

In 1 Corinthians, Paul does not use Moses as an apologetic tool, 

nor does he even see him as an individual of potential apologetic 

use. Rather, Paul uses the wilderness traditions in a very 

negative way; those conditions and ideas were to be avoided, not 

copied. The whole tendency is to play down the significance 

of Moses, even though at first sight the anology of baptism 

'into' Moses and Christian baptism seem to place Moses and Christ 

on the same plane. This is not Paul's intention, however, he 

merely wished to show some point of contact between the situation 

in Corinth and that in the wilderness stories so that he can 

then go on and make an effective warning using the Israelite 

abuse of the position as an example. 

2 Corinthians 

The use of Moses and wilderness imagery in 2 Corinthians shows 

the same 'playing down • of these traditions by Paul. In 2 

Corinthians, Chapter 3 Paul takes the Judaising opponents' use 
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of Moses and turns their arguments around; he is using the basis 

of their arguments to prove the opposite conclusion. 

2 Corinthians, Chapters 1-9 form the narrative section of the 

defence, stating the 'facts' of the case as Paul sees them, 

relating the circumstances which have led up to the position which 

is reflected in Chapters 10-13. These past circumstances include 
C" 

an incident which occ~d while Paul was visiting Corinth for the 

second time, and which he took as a personal affront, and which 

he also saw as a danger to the church; so he wrote a letter to 

Corinth after this visit. The letter opposed,the teaching of 

the one who had been against him while he was there; it acclaimed 

the superiority of the Gospel he preached and thereby also, the 

superiority of his apostolic authority. This letter, wh:kh is 

restated in Chapters 2:14 - 7:4, seemed to have achieved its 

object at first, the opponent being punished and the church 

reunited behind Paul. But the warnings against Judaising 

tendencies and false prophets from outside were not heeded b,y the 

Corinthians for long, and the problem flared up again to become 

a very serious threat to Paul's apostolic status and especially 

his authority as 'father' of the Corinthian church. 

The use made of Mosaic traditions in chapter 3 should be considered 

in the context of opposition to Judaising claims following a 

dispute with an opponent in Corinth; a dispute which had led 

to the questioning of Paul's authority and integrity. Paul is 

faced with a rival apostolic claim in Corinth, opponents who had 

produced written authent ication of their claim (3: lff). In 

2:17ff Paul described his own preaching in contrast to that of 

the rivals in Corinth, and in chapter 3 he continues to deal with 

the rival claims to apostleship. 
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2 Corinthians ) 

The technical designation of letters of recommendation in v.l 

shows that Paul is referring to the epistolary form which was 

common in the ancient world and is evidenced within the New 

Testament itself. 26 Use must have been made of such letters 

by his rivals in Corinth. In contrast to this, Paul claims that 

the Corinthians themselves are his recommendation to the world. 

He denies the value of letters • of men • as presented by his 

rivals (c.f. Gal.l). He has the figurative letter of the 

Corinthian church, written by Christ, and recommending him 

to all men as an authorised minister of the Gospel of God. In 

v.36ff the figure is extended, hinting at the theme to come, 

the contrast between the old and th~ew - the Jeremiah prophecy 

fulfilled in Cbl:ist and the abf!>~tion of the Jewish law. As 

Baird 27 comments, 'Paul attempted to expand his metaphor through 

a contrast of the letter of recommendation with ordinary epistles 

in regard to writing materials, but then Old Testament 

reminiscences and anticipation of material which he was to 

write later in the chapter led him to an entirely new figure -

the new covenant.• 

The prophecy of the new covenant (Jeremiah 31) lies behind verse 

6, and Paul explicitly states the contrast he draws between old 

and new; the 'old' represented by the 'letter' leads to death, 

while the new is 'represented by the 'spirit' leads to life. 

In verses 7-12 Paul expounds the distinction further by contrasting 

his iidnistry with that of Moses. The contrast is illustrated in 

a midrashio interpretation of the Old Testament passage Exodus 

34:28-35· Professor Barrett writes that, 'it seems that Paul's 

exegesis is not based on traditional Jewish themes (apart from 
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the Old Testament account of Moses's shining face), but is a new 

Christian interpretation; there is no reason to think of it as 

anything but his own work, produced with polemical intent against 

a Judaising threat' • 28 

In his treatment of the Mosaic traditions and giving of the Law, 

Paul does not deny their importance, but claims that they belong 

to the past and that their significance for the present time is 

diminished b,y the very much greater significance of the new 

covenant. 

Through a series of antitheses Paul draws out the implications of 

his claim to have mediated a new and better covenant. Dominating 

all the antitheses is the one between the two ministries of which 

they are the respective characteristics. Hickling makes the point: 

"Together with a clear inclination (especially manifest in 

Galatians) to condemn the old dispensation out of hand goes the 

awareness that God Himself had been acting through it. Thus, 

just as in Romans 7 the law is both the 'agent provocateur' leading 

men to sin, and yet in principle, 'holy and just and good', so 

the Mosaic mediation through which it was given, as described in 

2 Cor. 3, is a ministry of condemnation and death, and yet one 

which did after all once enjoy the bestowal of divine glory". 29 

In chapter 3 verses 10-18 Paul takes up the narrative to Exodus 

34:29-35 in particular relation to the sequence of events 

associated with the 'glory' of Moses. Paul points to the veil 

worn b,y Moses to cover the reflected radiance of his face, a 

covering which Judaism took to be a symbol of the greatness of 

Moses and the glory of the Mosaic legislation (Exodus 34:33). 

Paul ironically acknowledges that such a veil is still Israel's 
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possession, serving now as a blindfold of the eyes and heart to 

the greater glory of Christ. 

Exodus gives no reason why Moses veils himself, but Paul's 

interpretation of this action of Moses is twofold. Firstly, it 

is a gesture of diffidence, in contrast to Paul's own '7\o..ff"ld'\~ 

To explain the jump in thought in verse 12 Van Unnik points to an 

Aramaic idiom as possibly lying behind it. He notes that a 

typical expression •to uncover the face or head' is synonymous 

with ~O.ff'?<f'IC.. "To 'cover the face • is a sign of shame and 

mourning', to 'uncover the head' means conf~nce and freedom ••• 

The unveiling of the head or face' comprises openness, confidence 

and boldness. How different was the behaviour of Moses, what he 

did was in the symbolic language of Paul's time a sign of shame 

and bondage" • 30 

The thought contained in verse 12 is explained b,y Professor Barrett 

thus: '~oses did not act towards the children of Israel with the 

same complete frankness that Paul employedt~s the Corinthians 

(for P.aul's insistence on this cf. 1:18ff; VI.llff). In order 

to make this point Paul reads into the Exodus narrative more than 

is explicitly stated there". 3l 

The second reason Paul gives for Moses' veiling his face was that 

the'children of Israel might not gaze on the end of that which 

was being abolished • • At first sight this seems to mean that 

the veil concealed the fading glory of Moses so that he would not 

be considered as of only temporary significance. But as Professor 

Barrett points out; "Paul is not concerned with (and almost 

certainly did not intend) a moral indictment of Moses. 'That 

which was being abolished '('\o\> \c;.~-r~fts'()Vt"'~"ov - neuter - conceivably 
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masculine, but it would be hard to make sense of this) is not the 

glory (o6to.. , feminine) of Moses's face; we must go OO.ck to the 

neuter participles of verses 10,11 and see here a reference to 

the old covenant, or dispensation as a whole, the religious 

framework of law under which Israel was constituted as a people. 

It was out of this that Moses's behaviour sprang, just as Paul's 

different behaviour was rooted in the different religious 

framework of the new covenant, which is lased on the Gospel, not 

law (c.f. 1:19)". 32 

This explanation of verse 12 fits in well with what follows 

immediately in the continuing use made of the veil imagery for 

Paul goes on to say that the veil is still present hiding from the 

Jews, the fact that the old covenant has been superseded by 

Christ. 

Paul's interpretation of the motives of Moses in veiling his face, 

do however, show a lack of concern on Paul's part to uphold the 

greatness and integrity of this Old Testament figure. His use of 

the veil imagery as applied to the reading of the Old Testament 

and Jewish use and interpretation of the law is an ingenious 

device to make the step in his argument from the past to the 

present, whereby the 'types' in the past are reproduced in the 

present, and the effective indictment is made against contemporary 

Judaism which had not recognised the significance of Christ. 

In his indictment of the present, continuing Jewlsh unbelief, Paul 

in verse 14, refers to the 'old covenant' -the Sinai covenant 

and the law. He explains (verse 15) that when the law is read, 
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the 'veil' still remains for the Jews. The law contains the truth, 

but they do not perceive it; but the veil is removed before the 

Lord (v.l6- cf. Ex. 34:34) Qy the spirit (verse 17). Paul's 

arg~ent has now come full circle; the spirit contrasted with the 

ink (3:3) and letter (3:6, 7, 8), replaces the written law and. 

fulfils the Jeremiah prophecy of the new covenant of the law 

written in men's hearts. 

In 2 Corinthians 3 Paul is countering the Judaisers • use of the 

figure of Moses in presenting their case. Paul deflates the 

significance and position of Moses b.y arguing that Moses was 

Minister to the 'old' covenant which is now superseded b,y the 

'new• covenant of which he is Minister. Paul does not hesitate 

either to attribute somewhat questionable motives for Moses• 

veling his face in comparison with his own pure, sincere motives 

in his 'boldness • towards the Corinthians. 

Certainly Paul veers away from the way Philo and the rabbis 

exalted the position and glory of Moses. Paul minimises Moses's 

significance, and thereb,y modifies current Jewish and Hellenistic/ 

Jewish (and perhaps also Christian/messianic) interpretation of 

the figure of Moses. He also introduces the very negative 

idea that the old covenant ministered to b,y Moses, was fading even 

at the time of Sinai. 
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Chapter .5 

The Form and Structure of the Pauline Letters 

In chapter 1, I surveyed the classical rhetorical systems outlining 

the structure of the defence or deliberative discourse. In the 

following chapters I aim to show how Paul's letters can be 

analysed, exhibiting their underlying structure following the 

rhetorical guidelines of the 'Art of Persuasion'. 

Paul's apologies were cast in the form of letters sent to the 

Christian communities, so it is important to understand the formal 

structure of the letter in the first century, to see how Paul 

uses the 'epistolory framework' in the composition of 'apologia'. 

The form of the letter remained much the same through several 

centuries of the ancient world's civilization. There is no 

radical difference between the conventions exhibited by letters 

dated in the third century B.C., and those found in the third 

century A.D. letters. The important role which letter writing 

played as a developed and widely-practised technique of communication 

and literary expression is clearly reflected in the fact that 

epistolography was a common subject in the curriculum of formal 

education in the rhetorical schools. Letter-writing was not only 

taught for practical purposes of communication, but the form was 

also used as an exercise in composition. Paul Schubert 
1 

writes: 

"In the Hellenistic world letter writing in many varieties of 

form and function was a widely employed, highly developed, and 

indispensable means of actual communication and of literary 

expression, engaging and embracing all social classes and 



181 

institutions". 

2 F. X. Exler , in his work on epistolography in the ancient world, 

describes the letter as a 'written conversation', for in its 

simplest form it is essentially intimate, individual and personal, 

and as such, unrestricted by the conventions of other forms of 

literature. Exler argues that because of this, the letter form 

found favour with the Sophists for it offered them the opportunity 

for displaying learning, and it was through this that epistolography 

became a branch of literature. The 'literary letter', then, is 

defined by Exler, as an essay in the form of a real letter and 

destined for the world at large. 

Exler identifies three types of 'literary letter': a real letter, 

in which the possibility of its becoming public has influenced 

the writing; a fictitious letter, in every respect of form a 
e 

real letter, except that the address~s are the public; and a 

treatise, which has some external forms of a letter such as a 

salutation and signature, but as to content is in reality a. 

didactic composition. 3 

Ad;f Deissma.nn 4 pressed a distinction between the 'letter' and 

the • epistle' ; the letter being artless and unpremed~ted, while 

the epistle was literary and artistic. William G. Doty in his 

article 'The Classification of epistolary literature' .5, says that 

this diametrical opposition is too strict and may be misleading, 

but he goes on to explain why Deissmann had stressed it. 

The first position which Deissma.nn had reacted against was that 

of dogmatism; he felt that Paul had been wrongly interpreted as 

a'system-proud dogma.tician'. Deissmann thought of Paul as 

writing 'religion' rather than 'theology' and he stressed the 
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occasional nature of Paul's letters as private and spontaneous. 

Secondly, Deissmann disagreed with the classical view that the New 

Testament language was poor Greek, so against this, Deissma.nn 

emphasised the artlessness, vitality and immediacy of the New 

Testament language. Thirdly, Deissmann combated the idea that the 

New Testament Canon should be treated as an entity and as formal 

literature. Again, therefore, he was led to emphasise the 

occasional nature of the Pauline letters, arguing that they were 

not intended for the public or for posterity; so that if these 

letters were treated as literary or theological material they were 

interpreted incorrectly. 

W. Doty concludes that Deissmann's distinction between 'letter' 

and 'epistle' allowed the Pauline letters to speak with their 

original voice, and a positive outcome of it was the consideration 

given to each letter individually with attention directed toward 

the specific situation and relationship obtaining between writer 
. ~ 6 a · 

and address~. Deiss~n's treatment of the letters did guard 

against the dogmatic reading of Paul which aimed at a unified and 

rigid Pauline theology; but, on the other hand, it resulted in 

a too rigid distinction between 'letter' and 'epistle'. Doty 

maintains that the absolute distinction between letter and epistle 

should be dropped, and 'instead we should give specific letters 

a relative position somewhere in the spectrum of private, 

intimate letters, and open, public letters, taking their formal 

conventions and their content fully into account.' 7 

Paul used and adapted the Graeco-Roman letter form for his 

Christian purposes - apologetic and didactic - and his work 
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became a model for early Christian literature. Despite the 

seemingly private nature of Paul's letters, there are many scholars 

who would argue that in fact these letters were not just 

occasional, intimate communications; but that rather they were 

written for wide use in the Christian communities, and written Q1 

Paul in his conscious capacity as an official representative of 

the early church - as an apostle. A re.lance must of course be 

reached between treating Paul's letters as purely occasional, 

contextual writings; and as attempts to express his Christian 

understanding of life. Insofar as Paul was writing with the 

conscious authority of being Christ's representative, and to 

congregations as a whole, then his letters take on the form of 

official pronouncements; but on the other hand, the situation to 

which they are addressed should be kept firmly in the foreground 

if their content is to be understood. 

Paul Schubert 8 says that it cannot be denied that much of the 

Pauline scholarship of the past was shackled b,y the chains of 

tradition, for, he goes on: 'there is basically very little 

difference of bias or objective between the work of Marcion, 

Augustine or Luther down to Barth or Loisy • • • • • they all share 

the basic but unwarranted assumption that Paul was essentially or 

primarily a theologian; that his system of theology was a marvel 

of logical consistency'. 9 Schubert continues saying that a 

correlate of this assumption is that a study of the form of the 

Pauline letters is a waste of time as far as understanding the 

letters is concerned. Certainly there is no ground for denying 

that Paul was the first great theologian of Christianity; but the 
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point is that Paul's theology emerges as the result of the study 

of his letters, that it cannot be made the basic assumption of that 

study. 

Studying Paul, with a view to presenting him as an apologist for 

Christianity, combines both of the extreme approaches to Bauline 

study. The study of the form and function of the letter itself 

may serve to show Paul's letters have some characteristics of 

formally apologetic works, while the theology of Paul may be seen 

developing out of the need to expound and. explain the Gospel in 

those situations which call either for a negative defensive stand 

or for a positive deliberative exposition of the Gospel. 

Schubert points to 2 Corinthians 10:10 where the opponents of Paul 

have called his letters 'impressive and forceful', and he notes 

that these critics would gladly have derided Paul as a letter 

writer if they could have found grounds for doing so; therefore 

their favourable appraisal of the letters of Paul is all the more 

striking. Schubert therefore notes tha. t 'we may value the 

quotation as the first qualitative judgement on the Pauline letters 

10 in recozded history.' 

The letter form, then, b,y the time Paul used it, was a well 

established and accepted means of private communication, and also 

exercised the wider function of a vehicle of teaching and persuasion. 

Paul made use of the letter form to communicate his teaching and 

views to his churches; and b,y letter, also, he was able to defend 

himself and his gospel against opponents. 

John L. White 11 notes that form critical studies have enabled us 
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opening thanksgiving, salutation and closing; and other traditional 

material (e.g hymns, kerygmatic formula.e, confessions, doxologies 

and benedictions. He goes on to say that study of other aspects 

of Paul's writing (e.g. on style, theology, argumentation), showe=~ 

conclusively that Paul was not an 'undisciplined letter writer'. 12 

This is certainly true; Paul's letters are very tightly structured 

as the following chapters will show, and they adhere to the 

formalised conventions of letter writing as follows: 

Structure of the Pauline Letter 

Opening (sender, addressee, greeting) 

Tbanksgi ving 

Body 

Paraenesis - Christian directions 

Closing (formulaic benediction and greetings) 

The Letter Qpening 

The standard Greek letter opening 'x to x, Greetings!' followed 

by a formulaic expression.of concern for the well being of the 

addressee, is elaborated and expanded by P.aul to include self 

description and often mention of his co-workers. The description 

of the addressees is extended ••••• to mention their special status 

as recipients of the gospel; and the designation of his own status 

as apostle serves to establish his authority at the head of the 

letter. 

It has been said that the Pauline formula 'Grace and Peace ••• ' 

arose through a combination of the Jewish greeting '~ ... ff-Jv'l t,t'\.J 

with the greeting '~'f6'" ' customary in Greek Letters which the 
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Christians changed to '-xO::f'S '. Alternatively, L. G. Champion l3 

has suggested that in fact the whole phrase was formulated in the 

Christian worship and taken over b,y Paul from there. 

The Thanksgi vi!l£i 

When Paul includes the thanksgiving section at the beginning of 

his letters, he modifies the Hellenistic form b,y giving it a 

distinctive Christian flavouring, and using it as a lead into the 

subsequent composition. 

The Body of the Letter 

The body of the letter contains the main message, and it is this 

part which is structured along the lines of apologetic composition 

(see the following chapters). 

Possible openings of the body section have been noted b,y J. T. 

Sanders 14, who pointed to the 'request • or 'appeal' formula as 

often opening the main part of the letter; or the. 'disclosure' 

opening which counsels the address~ or informs them of something. 

A discussion of the body section of the Pauline letter has been 

undertaken b,y John L. White l5. Much of what he says is common 

sense, for example, when he identifies three ~sic parts of the 

common Greek Letter - body opening, middle, and closing. However, 

he does pin-point the transitional devices used b,y Paul, which he 

ennumerates. 16 

Robert W. Funk 17 points to the sections of Paul's letters which 

he terms the 'travelogue' where the ~postle writes of his intention 
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or hope to pay the congre~ation he addresses a personal visit. 

Three media -the letter, the emissary, and Paul's personal 

presence, all convey his apostolic authority; as a section in the 

letter, the travelogue is one element by which Paul presents his 

apostolic pwer to the congregation to add authority a.nd dynamism 

to his words- the 'apostolic parousia.' Funk identifies certain 

passages which are specifically concerned with this 'apostolic 

parousia', and he takes Romans 15:14-33 as a model, it being the 

most elaborate and formally structured of the passages. 18 

Funk's argument is that Paul uses the letter as a substitute for 

his presence in the congregation he writes to, and this section 

of the letter clearly shows how through the letter and the emissory, 

his presence is carried and his authority made effective. 

Paraenesis 

Paul uses this section to give Christian ethical direction in 

general and summary terms; it may contain some pre-Pauline elements 

but Paul uses it to give ethical and moral direction in more general 

terms than found otherwise in a letter which deals with specific 

problems. David G. Bradley l9 says that pa.raenesis may be defined 

as 'exhortation to seek virtue and shun vice, and the giving of 

rules or directions for proper thought and action i~daily living 

in a form which permits a wide applicability of the teachings.' 

Letter Closing 

Conventional closing formulae include a wish for the good health 

of the rec ipient, then a word of farewell. Paul is not bound to 
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these closing conventions, and he ends with a benediction or . 
doxology; he may also include the method of witing, signature and 

closing greetings. 20 

The Pauline letters follow the rules of epistolography current at 

the time (opening, thanksgiving, closing etc); they are 'real' 

letters in the sense that they were written b,y Paul to specific 

communities. This does not mean that they could not also contain 

material and formal char.acteristics of other forms of literature 

such as aplogetic features and structures such as those expanded 

in the rhetorical teaching of the time, especially where the 

situation which occasioned the letter requires a defensive stand 

on Paul's part. 

Paul follows the epistolory convention in the composition of his 

letters, but where he does, on occasion, deviate from it, this 

deviation may be seen to be in line with the purpose of the 

particular letter. For example, the letter to the Galatians 

contains a forensic defence and a thanksgiving at the start would 

be inappropriate; similarly, the omission of a specific paraenetic 

section in 1 Corinthians is understandable, because the body and 

content of the letter as a whole serves this function. It is the 

main body section of the letters which presents the apologetic 

content, and this is f~tted into the structure of the letter 

form. In the chapters that follow, it is argued that Paul, 

within the letter format, presents an apologetic for Christianity 

as he proclaimed it, and for his own apostolic status and authority. 
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Romans 15: 14-33. This section Paul begins by stating why he 
writes (15:14-lja), then adds an elaboration of the basis of 
his apostolic relation to the rec~ipients (15:15b-21), 
followed by the implementation of what Funk terms the 'apostolic 
parousia' • In this Paul says he has been hindered from coming 
(v.22), that he has longed to come (v.23), and he hopes that 
he will now see them soon (v.24b). In 15:25-9 he announces 
the definite prospect of a visit, and finally Paul anticipates 
that his presence among them will bring some benefit to him 
(v.32b). 

19. David Bl:adley - The Topos as a form in the Pauline Paraenesis 
J. B. L. 72 - 1958 
and: James E. Crouch - The origin and Intention of the 

Colossian Haustafel 
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Paul's Letter to The Romans 

The letter to the Romans was written at the close of Paul's 

'Ephesian ministry' of 'collection period', just before he was 

due to travel to Rome to deliver the collection. The authenticity 

and homegeneity of Romans 1-15 are not open to serious doubt, 

attempts such as that of R. M. Hawkins 1 to see many interpolations 

in the text of Romans has found little support, and Kinoshita's 2 

thesis of two works combined in Romans really lacks any sound basis. 

On the other hand, of some serious doubts is whether our chapter 

16 of Romans was originally part of the letter sent by Paul to 

Rome, and also whether the doxology of 16:25ff is even of Pauline 

authorship. There are striking variations in the manuscript 

traditions concerning the ending of Romans 3, a puzzle of the 

location of the people addressed in Chapter 16, and suspicions of 

some Marcionite influence in the final doxology. 

Marcion's text of Romans lacked chapters 15 and 16, having the 

doxology of 16:25ff following 14:23; and in other textual traditions 

the doxology comes in varying positions, at the end of Chapter 15 

or the end of chapter 16. The most likely explanation, and one 

that is supported by many 4 is that 16:25-27 is a non-Pauline 

conclusion for the shorter text which originated from Marcion 5; 

as Cranfield sums up 6: 

"The doxology, whatever its origin, was probably added 

in the first place to the text of Romans which ended with 

14:23, because it was felt to need some sort of conclusion 
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to round it off." (p.8). 

T. W. Manson argued 7 that Paul sent out what we know as Romans 

in two forms; our chapter 1-15 to Rome and a copy of these chapters 

together with chapter 16 to Ephesus. Professor Manson points to 

the textual evidence which omits the references to Rome in 

1:1-17; he postulates that the problems of address in both Romans 

and Ephesians stem·from the fact that it was in these two centres 

that Marcion received two great and humiliating rebuffs, and so 

in his canon Marcion saw to it that the Romans and Ephesians lost 

status as req ipients of a letter from the apostle. Manson 

himself realises that this is no more than conjecture, but he adds 

that in view of the fact that so many clues lead back to Marcion, 

it may be worthwhile keeping this conjecture in mind~ 

In discussing the final doxology Professor Manson notes that it 

is widely held that this doxology originated in Marcionite circles. 

He discussed fully the textual variations concerning the position 

of the doxology, and concludes that in the second half of the 

second century the document was circulating in three forms: the 

Marcionite one that had no reference to Rome and which ended at 

14: 23; the Roman one which ended at 15: 33; and the full text of 

sixteen chapters which was in circulation in Egypt and known to 

Clement of Alexandria. Manson postulates that Marcion knew the 

Roman text which he shortened, while the full text of Roma~ 1-16 

was a letter to Ephesus. A further reason for seeing Romansl6 

as sent to Ephesus is the large number of greetings to Paul's 

friends, since it is unlikely that he knew so many in Rome, a 

church he had neither founded nor visited. Furthermore, some in 

the list are otherwise associated with Asia and Ephesus. Manson 
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also says that the exhortation in Chapter 16:17-20 reads oddly 

if it is taken as addressed to a church to which Paul was a stranger, 

but suits a community in which he had lived and worked for some time. 

It is Professor Manson's conclusion that we must suppose that Paul 

prepared a letter (fiemans 1.15) and sent it to Rome. At the same 

time a copy was prepared to be sent to Ephesus, and Chapter 16 

was added as an introduction of Ph~~be, who may be regarded as the 

bearer of the letter to Ephesus. 

These arguments of Manson's have been widely discussed and in 

many instances accepted at least in part. But as C. E. B. 

Cranfield 8 notes (page 9), 'these arguments are not as strong as 

on first sight they appear to be' , and he points out that Paul in 

fact seems to have refrained from sending greetings to individuals 

in churches which he Imew (non in 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, 

Philippians, and 1 and 2 Thessalonians), but he does include them 

in Romans, probably because this seemed a good way of establishing 

contact, one of the explicit aims of the letter to Rome. 

Similarly, Manson's arguments can be contested when he claims Paul 

would not have so many friends in Rome, for the greetings do not 

presuppose friendship in all the cases. Kilinmel 9 notes that in 

fact only nine out of the twenty six named need to be assumed to 

have migrated from the East to ROme. Furthermore, the allusion 

to Epaenetus as the first convert in Asia would be far more 

understandable in a letter to Rome, tha~ in one to Ephesus where 

this would already be well known. The likelihood that some of 
1'\cwt.cl 

those named b.y Paul would havehto the capital from the Eastern 

part of the Empire is quite good, es~ecially in the case of Prisca 



and Aquila who came from Rome to start with (cf. Acts 18, Cor. 16:19); 

anQ KrUmmel sugges~that the lifting of Claudius' ban on Jews living 

in Rome after his death in AD54, as a reason for a return to the 

capital (see below), should not be dismissed out of hand. 

E. J. Goodspeed 10 accepts the hypothesis of Manson's that Romans 

Chapter 16 was originally addressed to Ephesus, but he suggests 

that it was a separate letter altogether which only later became 

attached to the rest of Romans, Goodspeed accepts that the character 

and content point towards Ephesus as the destination of our Romans 

Chapter 16, especially noting Paul's large acquaintance with those 

in the church to which Phoebe is going. He postulates that what we 

know as Chapter 16 of the letter to Rome was in fact originally a 

letter of introduction for one Phoebe and addressed to the church 

at Ephesus which Paul knew well. 

Goodspeed shows that as ancient letters of introduction go, 

Romans 16 is quite a long one, and that the long list of names is 

an essential part of any such communication. He argues that the 

loss of its opening salutation is natural enough in the light of 

the treatment that the Corinthian letters seem to have received 

where more than one have been combined. Goodspeed's further 

explanation of how this short letter of introduction for Phoebe 

which was addressed to Ephesus came to be attached to the Roman 

letter rests on his own thesis which pin-pointed Ephesus as the 

first centre of a collection of the Pauline letters, our letter 

to the Ephesians being encyclical and an introduction to the 

Pauline collection. Goodspeed says that the letter of introduction 

for Phoebe was kept at ~~hesus but it was not sufficient to 

represent Paul's communication with Ephesus, so when the letters 

of Paul were collected the editor of them wrote our Ephesian 

letter, but preserved the short introductory note b.Y joining it 
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to the Roman letter. 

This is the weakness of Goodspeed's argument, for such reasons as 

he gives for the joining of Chapter 16 to the rest of Romans when 

it was originally sent to Ephesus, are pure conjecture, and are 

found.ed on grounds that are not altogether proven, namely that 

Paul's letters were first collected at Ephesus. On the other hand, 

the notion that Chapter 16 could stand independently and contains 

the characteristics of an ancient letter of introduction is 

most interesting, and is in fact taken up by J. I. H. MacDonald 

in his article 'Was Romans 16 a separate Letter? • 11 

Mac Donald begins by citing ( p. 369) the now famous comment of Hans 

Lietzmann ('an die Romer'. 1906 p.76) that 'A letter consisting 

almost entirely of greetings, as Chapter 16:1-23 would be if it 

were an independent letter, may be intelligible in the age of the 

picture postcard; for any earlier period it is a monstrosity.' 

MacDonald challenges this by referring to literary evidence from 

the Graeoo-Roman world which he claims parallels Romans Chapter 

16. He quotes two examples from Deissmann's Light from the 

Ancient East• as illustrations of letters in which a list of 

greetings form a significant pa.rl: 
12 and he then adds an example 

of his own, a third century letter of Dius to his Father. 13 

MacDonald points out that in this short letter, the greetings 

occupy almost 63% of the entire letter; by com:pa.rison in Romans 

16 a longer letter, the greetings occupy about ~ of the total 

content, and therefore MacDonald concludes (p.371) that 'Even 

shorter letters in the Graeco-Roman world could contain greetings 
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that to regard Romans 16 as merely a list of greetings is to mis

represent it, and that in fact Romans 16: l-23, taken as an 

independent unit, is primarily a letter of recommendation 

( ... ... / ) 14 
E:~u:JT~-1 c.1"~CI"'-r(ll,.'f\~ • MacDonald concludes that letters of 

recommendation represented a current practice in Paul's time 

(2 Cor. 3:1, cf. 1 Cor. 16:3) and also among later generations of 

Christians (e.g. Oxyr. Pap. no. 1162 - fourth century letter of 

Leon), and that 'The resemblance of Romans 16:1-23 to a short letter 

of Graeco-Roman times is sufficiently strong to refute those 

commentators who would rule out the possibility of its independent 

existence on 'a priori grounds' (p.372). 

That Romans 16 may ftinction as a letter of introduction seems 

convincing, although attempts to separate it from Romans 1-15 

break down on the question why Chapter 16 should have been joined 

to a letter to Rome i·f- ie. had originally been an independent 

letter addressed to Ephesus (Goodspeed); while to reduce Romans 

to being a circular is to destroy its distinctive character and 

purpose (see below), which is the net effect of T. W ~ Manson's 

thesis. Furthermore, as we have seen the arguments for seeing 

Ephesus as the destination of Romans 16 are not finally convincing. 

It seems more likely that Romans 1-16 should be considered as a 

unity addressed to Rome, l5 and the lengthy list of greetings in 

Chapter 16 explained as Paul's exploitation of any personal contact 

he could find with the Roman community, or knowledge of its 

members, l6 both to serve his aim of establishing a connection 

with Rome, and as an essential part of the introductory letter 
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type which he has used to commend Phoebe. 

It will be suggested (see below) that Romans Chapter 16:1-16 is 

a digression included in the section of the letter which functions 

as the epistolary ending or postscript to the structured deliberation 

sent b,y Paul to Rome. It is a note of introduction for Phoebe as 

MacDonald has said, and Paul sends his greetings to those he 

either knows or knows of, in Rome, following the custom of 

introductory letters. 

one of Manson's reasons for seeing Chapter 16 as directed to 

Ephesus was the sharpness of the warning in 16:17-20, for he claims 

that it would be out of place in a letter to a church that Paul 

does not know personally. However, if one takes Manson's own 

notion that in writing Romans Paul has the recent controversy in 

Corinth very much in mind, and add to this what we know from the 

Corinthian letters of the use, or rather misuse, made there of 

'letters of recommendation' (2 Cor. 3:1, 11:5), then it is only 

a further logical step to postulate that having just supplied 

Phoebe with a similar sort of letter of introduction, Paul's 

vehement warning in 16:17-20 is perfectly understandable. In 

Corinth Paul's apostolic position and his teaching had been 

threatened b,y those he calls 'false apostles' who, it seems, 

carried authentic introductory letters probably originating from 

some faction of the Jerusalem church hierarchy (2 Cor. 11:5). 

These • Judaisers • used these letters in.·ord.er to establish their 

authoritative backing, gain a foothold and a hearing to preach 

'another gospel' in the Pauline churches. In view of the approaching 

difficulties which Baul envisages for his forthcoming visit to 



Jerusalem (Romans 15:30-33), a similar situation could well recur; 

the rejection of the collection ey the Jerusalem church and 

disagreement there could spark a fresh attempt to disparage Faul 

and his gospel. Paul therefore delivers an uncompromising warning 

against such an eventuality, and exhorts his readers not to 

listen to anyone who preached~lifferent doctrines from those they 

already subscribed to. The doctrines he warns against that cause 

division and disharmony are those he has encountered before, as 

taught by 'false apostles' whom he had known to carry letters of 

recommendatior1;. 

Romans 16:17-20 echoes earlier disputes met by Paul, and especially 

the bitter words of 2 Corinthians 10-lJ. In Corinth his opponents 

had created division ey preaching a 'different gospel' (2 Cor. ll:L~ -

compare Rom. 16:17), they had preached 'another Jesus' and a 

'different spirit' (2 Cor. 11:4a - compare Rom. 16:18 'for such 

do not serve our Lord Jesus Christ•), their intention was to 

deceive (2 Cor. ll:l4ff,(n.b. Galatians 6:12ff) - compare Rom. 

16:18 'qy praise and speaking kindly they deceive ••• '). The 

whole tone of Rom. 16:17-20 reflects that of 2 Cor. 10-13 

(e.g. the idea of the guile and craftiness of the false teachers 

envisaged, the notion of obedience as a ca{h-word (2 Cor. 10:5b, 

6; cf. Rom. 16:19), and the use of the concepts of deception, 

simplicity, satan (2 Cor. ll:Jff; ll:lJff of. Rom. 16:20)). 

Accordingly the warning which reflects on this :past and bitter 

controversy is sharp and vehement; it was prompted b.Y the context, 

the~ use of an introductory letter, a device that had been used 

to advantage ey unscrupulous opponents of Paul's on a previous 

occasion, and might be used again if agreement was not reached in 
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Jerusalem and the legitimacy of the inclusion of Gentiles to the 

people of God not finally established (i.e. without the legalistic 

and na,tionalistic trappings of the judaising version of the gospel). 

The immediate aim of the letter to the Romans is stated. by Paul 

:ln Chapter 1:8-16a and Chapter 15:14-33; he had completed his 

missionary work in the east, and after travelling to Jerusalem 

with the collection, he proposes to visit Rome, and from there to 

extend his work in the west to Spain. This is not an adequate 

explanation for such a letter as Romans, and in the history of 

scholarship concerning the epistle very many interpretations have 

been offered of the aim and purpose of Romans. The question that 

must be considered in this respect, is whether Paul simply felt 

that to give a balanced and carefully reasoned account of the 

Gospel he preached was the best way to introduce himself to a 

church he didn't found and where he was not known personally; or 

whether there were ulterior concerns behind the writing of the 

letter to Rome, perhaps to dispel misunderstanding or mis

representation of his gospel or of himself, or perhaps to mediate 

in a controversy within the Roman church itself between Jewish and 

Gentile Christians? 

It is a view adhered to now by most scholars, although widely 

differing views are offered in further explanation, that is 

sunuTharised by KUmmel l7 (p.312) when he says that 'only the external 

occasion and immediate aim of the letter are accounted for by 

the announcement of his visit, by the clarification of his 

objectives, and by the enlisting of the understanding and help of 

the Christians in Rome for the missionary goals in the west. 

The broad theological discussion and debate within Judaism that 

pervades the letter must have other, deeper grounds.' 
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In the introduction to their commentary on Romans, Sanday and 
18 Headlam blend together the main streams of thought up to their 

time concerning the underlying purpose in the composition of Romans. 

They combine what they term the 'historical' argument with the 

'doctrinal' one through a third element, the personal experience 

of the apostle. They point to the early theory of F. C. B:tur which 

was 'historical' when he argued from analogy of the other Pauline 

epistles that Romans was written with deliberate reference to the 

circumstances of the Roman church. Sand.ay and Headlam added that 

Paul's knowledge of the situation in the Roman church came from 

his contact with Aq'!lila and Prisca; and that if the argument was 

addressed now to Gentiles, now to Jews, if there are glimpses 

of the parties in the church, of the strong and weak, and if there 

is a hint of threatening unsettlement (16:17-20), then it is from 

his friends in Ro~that Paul draws his knowledge. 

Sanday and Headlam then point to the other way of looking at Romans 

as a treatise of Christian doctrine. To this they add that Paul 

has reached a turning point in his career, that he is going up to 

Jerusalem with no confidence that he will escape with his life, 

and that this gives an 'added solemnity to his utterance'; for 

they say that 'it is natural that he should cast back his glance 

over the years since he became a Christian, and sum up the result 

as he felt it himself'. The conclusion they reach concerning the 

letter to the Romans is that: 

"The epistle is the ripened fruit of the thought and 

struggles of the eventful years by which it had been 

preceded. It is no merely abstract disquisition but a 

letter full of direct human interest in the persons 
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to whom it is written • • • • • but the main theme of the 

letter is the gathering in of the harvest, at once of 

the church's history since the departure of its master, 

and of the individual history of a single soul, that one 

soul which under God had had the most active share in making 

the course of external events what it was." (p.xliii - iv). 

In this concluding note sanday and Headlam have some hints as to 

interpretations of Romans that have since been put forward; for 

example, that the circumstances of the Roman church as being 

disrupted and divided were known to Paul (Minear, Marxsen etc.), 

or that Paul's previous experiences of controversy and debate have 

influenced much of the content of Romans (e.g. T. 1v. Manson), or 

that Paul's personal vocation as apostle to the nations was the 

motivation for the letter and the stated intention to continue 

with his work in the west (Fridrichsen, J. Knox). Given a great 

variation in detail, the main views concerning the purpose of 

Romans still revolve around two poles, the historical or the 

doctrinal, and the many theses concerning the aim of the letter 

can be broadly characterised as one or other of these interpretations. 

I will consider a selection of the various ideas that have been 

forwarded to try to explain the motive for, and purpose of, the 

letter to Rome, and then attempt to draw some conclusions in the 

light of these. 

B. Noack in his article 'Current and Backwater in the Epistle to 

the Romans • 19 views the main purpose of the letter as informing 

the Roman Christians of Paul's future plans, and then defending 

them, in particular his trip to Jerusalem before going to Rome, 
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an explanation of why the apostle to the Gentiles must go to 'the 

Jew first•. other discussions concerning a historical background 

for the letter to Rome, rely to a greater or lesser degree on the 

identification of factions in the Roman church and specific 

problems there, these are inferred from internal evidence in the 

letter, especially chapter ll.Jtrf. Noack argues that in order to 

understand the function of Romans we must try to look forther than 

what we usually see as the chief concern of the epistle, i.e. 

justification b,y faith alone. Noack agrees that it is beyond 

d.oubt that there is a proclamation of the Gospel, but he asks if 

this is the real message Paul wants to convey to the Roman 

Christians. Noack's answer is that in fact Chapter 3-8 are 'not 

the current in Romans, but only a backwater' (p.l59). Noack 

holds that the framework of the epistle contains the real purpose 

of the letter- to inform the Romans Christians of Paul's future 

plans. To the Roman Christians it was not self-evident why Paul 

the apostle to the Gentiles, should be delayed bw a visit to 

Jerusalem. Therefore Paul is compelled to defend himself, to 

take his starting point in the gospel itself and defend his journey 

t·o Jerusalem. This entails defence of the preaching of the Gospel 

to the Jews and Paul's obligation to them. Noack concludes that 

chapters 4-8 are a side issue compared with Chapters 9-11, that 

the 'current' in Romans is the information regarding Paul's 

plans and defence of preaching the Gospel first to the Jews -

the point of the letter being to establish the priority of the Jews 

and the demand of Jerusalem on Paul. Thus Noack is able to find 

a historical situation behand Romans in Chapter 1:9-13 and 15:23-9; 

v1ith an inner theological treatise in 1:14-8:39 - 'current' and 
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'backwater' respectively. 

20 H. W. Bartsch also notes that Paul's anticipated visit to Rome 

which is mentioned in the introduction and the conclusion of the 

letter, offers the definite possibility of understanding it as a 

doctrinal letter in the sense of a very personal presentation of 

Pauline theology. On the other hand, Bartsch contends that it is 

also possible to infer from Romans, not only the situation from 

which Paul wrote, but also the situation of Roman Christianity 

t,o which his letter was addressed. 

Bartsch points out that Paul justified his detailed writing with 

the claim to enlighten the Roman Christians, stressing throughout 

that he, as apostle the Gentiles, would lead the Roman Gentile 

Christians into 'obedience', since Christ works through him 

(15:15-18). That which he announces in the letter is the 

beginning of his work in Rome 'by word and deed' (15:18). From 

this premise Bartsch assumes that the letterrefers directly to 

certain circumstances in Roman Christendom, and that something can 

be learned of these circumstances from the letter. 

The first point that Bartsch makes in recovering the circumstances 

in Rome, is that Paul, in contrast to his other letters, does not 

address the Christians in Rome as a congregation; and he suggests 
) ; 

that Paul avoided the word 'e.~~").f]dw..' throughout the letter because 

he knew that the Christians in Rome did not constitute a united 

congregation. This observation leads Bartsch to po:stulate the 

fundamental thesis of the letter as that of uniting the two 

factions - that Paul calls himself a 'debtor to Greek and 

Barbarian, wise and foolish' denotes all men from the standpoint 



of educated Greeks; then in contrast to the Greek division of mankind 

seen in 1:14 stands the present Jewish distinction betwen Jews and 

Gentiles, and the Idea of 'to each who believes' abolishes this 

distinction also. 

Bartsch contends that Paul's letter is directed against the 

'beginnings of a Christian anti-Semitism' in Rome (p.331), for the 

devaluation of Jewish Christians which had grown to a climax by 

the time of the edict of Claudius, now, because of the preponderance 

of Gentile Christians, was almost complete. Hence the purpose of 

Romans is directed towards achieving harmony between Jewish and 

Gentile Christians in Rome, and it does this by emphasising 

throughout their essential unity as Christians. 

A similar approach is taken by Paul S. Minear 21 for he attempts to 

explain Romans against a l:Rckground of factions in the Roman church, 

a background. that he holds is relected in Romans 14:1 - 16:27. He 

contends that we can detect the existence of seve~~l groups of 

Christians at Rome separated from each other by sharp, mutual 

suspicions. Minear's thesis rests on the notion that Paul, having 

heard of certain urgent needs in the congregations at Rome, ~ote 

to them in order to 'bring about the obedience of faith' (p.l) 

- 'Paul saw the basic occasion of the letter as the need of the 

Roman churches for a stonger, more obedient faith. His intention was 

to contribute, in so far as he could, to meeting that need'. 

Minear io.entifies the following groups in Rome on the OO.sis of 

Chapter 14- the 'weak in faith who condemned the strong in faith', 

'the strong in faith who scorned the we~k in faith', 'the doubters•, 
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'the weak in faith who did not condemn the strong in faith' and 

'the strong in faith who did not despise the weak in faith'. 

Minear further suggests that in Paul's efforts at reconciliation 

of these groups in 14:1 - 15:13 he employs twelve axioms 22 and 

that the purpose of the rest of Romans had been to explain, support, 

and. defend .these axioms (p.20), as in thepourse of the letter Paul 

addresses one or other of the congregations. 

The reconstruction of Romans as put forward b,y Faul Minear on the 
or 

basis~his thesis concerning divergent groups in Rome, really 

stretches the small amount of evidence he presents in support of 

his idea~s, and in fact simply goes beyond the facts presented Qy 

Romans 14. The beginnings and early structure of the Christian 

church at Rome are almost totally unknown to us, and certainly it is 

highly questionable whether the contrast between the weak and strong 

in one chapter of Romans can indicate such a complex situation as 

is depicted b,y Minear. As K~el points out 23 the equation of the 

strong and the weak with Gentile and Jewish Christians over the 

question of eating meat is doubtful, for Judaism knows no basic 

vegetarianism; since there is no law commanding Jews to abstain from 

meat or wine the identification of the 'weak' with Jewish Christians 

is not convincing. Also unconvincing is Minear's contention that the 

structure of Romans is geared to justifying the twelve axioms he 

finds in 14:1 - 15:13; and the overall difficulty of the 

reconstruction is the lack of specific details in Romans if it is 

to be seen as directed to specific, concrete groups at Rome. 

The questions raised b,y Romans 14:1 - 15-13 are answered in far 
24 

more convincing fashion in the solution offered b.Y R. J. Karris. 
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He says that s.cholars must examine Romans llh 1 - 15: 1:3 more closely 

before they use its so-called community strife b3twean strong and 

weak to justify their views of the situation in the Roman community. 

Karris argues that Romans 14:1 - 15:·13 is general Pauline para.enesis 

without special reference to any situation he knows of in Rome; it 

is :part of a letter which serves to sum up Paul's missionary 

theology and teaching. Kar.ris further postulates that this section 

is in fact a generalised adaptation of a position Paul had earlier 

worked out respecting actual known situations, especially at Corinth; 

and Kar.ris then compares (p. 163ff) Romans 14:1 - 15:1:3 with l 

Corinthians 8 - 10. From this detailed comparison Karris concludes 

that in his treatment in Romans Paul has exluded such personal 

references as are found in 1 Corinthians, eliminated the circumstantial 

'if' clauses which apply his general principles to particular 

concrete instances within the community (p.l67), and omitted the 

Corinthian catch-words 25 and references to the concrete situation 

reflected in that letter of the debate concerning food that had been 

sacrificed to idols. Kar.ris notes that in the Romans passages this 

teaching is expanded b,y the use of quotations from the Old Testament 

scriptures to support and confirm the principles (e.g. 14:11; 15:3, 

9-12); the weighty support of the Old Testament is therefore added 

to Paul's lines of argumentation which had originally, in Corinth, 

been formulated to deal with an actual situation, but which in Romans 

are used as the basis of more general paraenesis. 

Karris's conclusion is that xaul's imperatives and arguments, 

addressed as they are to the entire community in Rome, indicate 

not that he is trying to create a community out of the disarray of 

the •strong' and •weak' congregations, but rather that he is concerned 
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to show how an established community can through faith and love 

maintain its unity despite differences. (p.l72) 

This thesis of Karris is b.Y far the most sensible and convincing 

concerning the content of Romans 14:1 - 15:13, but there still remains 

a further example of a 'historical' explanation of Romans which 

relies on an interpretation of Rom. 14ff. This takes as its 

starting point the view that the 'strong' are Gentile Christians 

and the 'weak' Jewish Christians. W. Marxsen 26 believes that in 

Romans 12ff Paul is dealing with practical problems arising from 

Jewish/Gentile confrontation, having dealt in chapters 1-8 with the 

question of Jew and Gentile, then in chapters 9-11 specifically with 

Gentiles who consider themselves to be 'strong'. Marxsen says that 

'the circumstantial approach arises from the fact that Paul is not 

acquainted with the church and therefore has to set out his argument 

very cautiously' (p.97)~ 

Marxsen goes on to point to what he terms a 'significant piece of 

evidence' , .namely, the Edict of Claudius issued in 49/50 AD expelling . 

Jews from Rome after some violent rioting. According to Suetonius 

('life of Claudius' v.25,4) the Jews were expelled following 

disturbances caused at the instigation of one 'Chrestus'. Marxsen 

identifies the latter with Christ, pointing to Acts 18:1-2 as 

supporting such a view; although Marxsen himself notes that there 

is some doubt about such an identification, and a problem is raised 

b,y the question whether Aquila and Prisca were Christians already 

before they left Rome. However, in spite of such doubts Marxsen 

goes on to expound his thesis from this point qy maintaining that the 

edict had meant that Gentile Christians had taken over and run the 
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Christian church in Rome in the absence of Jewish Christians. ~fhen 

Claudius died in 54AD the edict was relaxed, and Jews were able to 

return to Rome. It is Marxsen's contention that the returning 

Jewish Christians and those Gentile Christians who had been in charge 

of the church were now confronting and opposing one another. He 

concludes that this explains the situation for which Romans was 

written, and also the difficult passage of Romans lJ:lff, for the 

purpose of the demand for loyal conduct would then be to avoid 

another similar edict. Marxsen holds therefore, that P.aul's aim in 

the letter to the Romans is to place Jews and Gentiles side qy side 

as Christian believers, and thereey bring about peace in the church, 

in wht'c:h there is tension between the •strong' and the 'weak' 

because they have divided views over the Jew/Gentile question. 

To return for the moment to the doubts expressed a.s the legitimacy 

of the use of the edict of Claudius in gaining knowledge of the 

situation in the Roman Church: Stephen Benko 27 discusses this 

edict of Claudius and Suetonius's reference to the 'Chrestus'. He 

notes the theory which identifies this name 'Chrestus' with that of 

'Christus', and the further view that the theological debate over 

Christianity in Jewish circles had reached violent proportions which 

resulted in the expulsion order. But he· then points out that in fact 

Suetonius simply says that in AD49 the Jews of Rome were incited to 

riotous actions ey someone called 'Chrestus•. Benko then poses the 

question that if Suetonius did just mis-spell the name, did he then 

believe that Christus was still alive in AD49? Benko admits that 

Chrestus was a common name of the time and therefore possibly 

easily confused with a similar but more unusual name, but he then 

objects to this explanation on the ground tha.t there is no hint that 
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Suetonius is trying to put down a name of which he was not quite 

sure. Furthermore, the supposition that Suetonius mistook the name 

would imply that he was ignoro.nt of the existence of the new religion, 

adherents to which were called Christians, and this Benko says was 

not so, and he points to 'Nero' VI.l6,2 where Suetonius uses the very 

term 'Christians'. Benko therefore concludes that 'if he (suetonius) 

thought that Claudius' edict had anything to do with this 'new and 

mischievous superstition' he certainly wouldhave known how to spell 

Christian'. 

Benko goes on to add that the years leading up to the Jewish revolt 

of AD66 - 70 were filled with Jewish/Gentile clashes, and various 

measures were taken against Jewish excesses; these had nothing to 

do with Christianity, and it was only because of the occurrence of 

the name Chrestus that the expulsion of the Jews from Rome in AD49 

could be connected with the Christian movement (n.b. there were 

precedents for expelling Jews from Rome in 1J9BC and AD19 b.y 

Tiberius). Benko's conclusion is that 'we do not have sufficient 

reason to doubt that Chrestus was a real person who lived in Rome 

during Claudius' reign; rather we must assume that Suetonius has 

made no error in his statement. Chrestus was more likely some sort 

of zealot- a Jewish activist and violently anti-Roman'. 

This article b.y Benko throws a great deal of doubt on the premise 

that the edict of Claudius had anything to do with Christians in 

Rome. Although it is still possible to conjecture that some Jewish 

Christians in Rome at this time would be affected by the edict 

whatever its cause, this is probably not a sufficient ground on 

which to base the definite and specific conclusions regarding the 
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Christian church in Rome that Marxsen's thesis envisages. However, 

the argument put down by Marxsen has much to commend it, and to 

accept it even in part is to see a historical situation in Rome in 

which a Jewish/Gentile problem existed, or at least a situation in 

h
• ~ 

w 1ch such a controversy as Paul had encoun\ed elsewhere could arise. 

Merely a vague knowledge of the existence of such tension could 

create enough concern on the part of Paul to write as he does to 

R~9. on the other hand, the desire to establish such a background 

should not take priority over merely reaching conclusions based on 

the evaluation of the evidence available. Marxsen begins with the 

(questionable) presupposition that there was division in the Roman 

church 'ba.sed on the evidence of the •strong' and the 'weak' referred 

to in Romans chapter 14, and looks for any possible external 

evidence to support this. The evidence that he finds does lend 

some support to his thesis, but as :Benko's work shows, this evidence 

is not without its own difficulties. There are too many doubts 

surrounding each stage of Marxsen's argument to accept it whole-

heartedly; but on the other hand there is too much coincidence 

involved to reject it out of hand. At best it should be borne 

in mind as a plausible historical background, but it must remain 

doubtful whether this can be used to explain and interpret the 

epistle to the Romans. 

The following views of Romans are mQre in line with the traditional 

view that Romans was some form of doctrinal treatise, in the sense 

that it was a. summing up of Paul's teaching a·li the time of writing. 

However, the modern views of Romans which may be classed as essentially 

doctrinal in their interpretation of Romans do not in fact dismiss 

the possibility of ascertaining some understanding of a historical 
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situation altogetherJ rather, they give credibility to it by envisaging 

the letter to ROme as reflecting past controversy, and as written 

with a view to.preventing future flare-ups concerning similar 

questions. 

An article by J. P. Martin entitled 'The Kerygma of Romans • 

(Interpretation. 25, 1971 p.303-328) does, however, follow the 

traditional doctrinal way of viewing Romans. Martin maintains that 

we must read Romans·as though it were addressed to the world and not 

to a particular church, and that the Kerygma of Romans is not 

restricted, but directed to the total human problem. 

In his 'Notes on the text of Romans •, J. Knox 29 cites Fridrichsen 's 

suggestion that, on the basis of Galatians 2:7-8, Paul may be seen 

to recognise two important apostleships, Peter's to the Jews and 

his own to the Gentiles, and that 'the main motive of Romans is to 

assert in a discreet way, the apostolic authority and teaching of 

Paul in the church of Rome•. Furthermore, that 'the epistle to the 

Romans is probably one line of an extensive correspondence of Paul's 

with the non-Pauline churches.• This idea that Romans may be one of 

many such circulars is taken up by J. Knox to the extent that 'it 

would then be seen as a letter which was originally composed for a 

type of Gentile church with which Paul wants to establish contact'J 

and the preoccupation with the Jewish issue might then be explained 

by Paul's desire to validate and interpret his role as the apostle 

to the Gentiles for •some statement of his position on this issue, 

particularly as it had been a matter of so much controversy and 

misunderstanding, might seem to be required if he was to establish 

himself as an accredited apostle to the Gentiles as Peter was to 

the Jews' (p. 192-3). 
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Although J. Knox himself says that he is not convenced of the truth 

of this suggestion, raising the objection that it would not be likely 

that the Gentile churches generally would be interested in the 

Jewish issue, he does return to a similar theme in a later article, 29 

where he sees Paul's vocation as apostle to the Gentiles as the 

leading feature and motivation in his missionary work which in 

turn motivated the writing of Romans. 

In this later article Knox holds that the importance of the letter 

to the Romans lies chiefly in the statement it contains of Paul's 

gospel, but that the letter is also significant for the light it 

throws on the apostle's personal situation at the time, or more 

especially, on his way of understanding that position. One gathers 

that he regards the first long chapter of his work as an apostle as 

about to end, and another as about to begin', Knox notes that this 

is clear from Chapter 15:14-JJ, but that 'a letter of such length, 

written at so crucial a moment, must actually reflect Paul's 

situation far more fully and subtly than we are likely at first 

glance to discern - where so much is clearly said, much more must be 

implied' (p.2). Knox says that Paul reveals himself here as being 

primarily concerned with the gospel, interpreting his own call as 

apostle as the vocation to preach the gospel to the nations. Knox 

concludes that Paul's will to fulfil this calling was the overwhelming 

motive for his writing and preaching and the ·continuance of the 

missionary activity - (p.6) 'Paul may well have believed that on 

him particularly God had laid the responsibility of defending the 

preaching to the Gentiles, of establishing and protecting the right 

of the Gentiles to the Gospel.' 

It is in the l'ight of his conclusions, that Romans Chapter 16 was 
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a covering note added to a copy of Romans Chapters 1-15 and sent to 

Ephesus, that R. W. Manson 30 discusses the purpose of the letter. 

He suggests that it was written as the considered judgement of Paul 

on issues he had debated in controversies he had faced earlier in 

his work; he notes that Paul continually appears to answer¢ objections 

and meet criticisms of his position in Romans, and these, Manson 

argues, are a record · of real discussions from previous debates (p.239). 

Manson goes on to say that this impression is confirmed b,y the sections 

dealing with Christian practice in Chapter 12:1-15:13. He argues the.t 

Chapter 12 takes up the question of unity in the church and stresses 

afresh the organic conception of the Christian community, an idea that 

had been formulated to deal with the situation in Corinth where the 

congregation was split; then Chapter 13:1-10 deals with the relation 

of the church to civil power ( cf. 1 Cor 6), Chapter 13: 11-ll} touches 

on matters dealt with in 1 Cor 15; and lastly the,t Chapter 14:1-15:13 

rediscusses the problems which were considered in 1 Cor 8-10. 

Manson's conclusion is as follows: "These facts seem to me to lead 

to the conclusion that we should think of our document primarily as 

the summing up of positions reached b,y Paul and his friends at the 

end of a long controversy whose beginnings appear in 1 Corinthians ••• 

looked at in this l'lay Romans ceases to be just a letter of self

introduction from Paul to the Roman church, and becomes a manifesto 

setting forth his deepest convictions on central issues." (p.240) 

Professor G. Bornkamm 3l presents a viel'l of the letter to the Romans 

along lines similar to those suggested by Manson; he characterises 

Romans as the 'Testament of Paul' , and. shows how, in Romans, the 

motifs of earlier letters are brought together, but without their 

previous reference to concrete circumstances. 



Professor Bornkamm (Aust.R.p.5) notes that in Romans Paul never 

mentions anything about information whih he had received from Rome, 

and nowhere does he name informants as he does in other letters. 

Paul had some general knowledge about the Roma,n church without 

details or individual features, for the personal references and 

allusions to the conditions in this congregation, otherwise so 

characteristic of Pauline letters, are lacking here. Bornkamm 

believes therefore that it is not correct to settle on the presence 

of Judaistic or libertine opponents wher;ever Paul speaks polemically 

or in dialogue; rather that this belongs to his customary maimer and 

method of argumentation which we also recognise in the so-called 

hellenistic diatribe 32; Bornkamm says (p.6) that 'Paul handles his 

hearers and listeners as partners in a conversation and allows 

himself to be presented with objections and counter-questj.ons from 

them ••• but these objections always arise out of the subject, or 

even better said, out of a misunderstanding of the subject. In no 

way do 'they demand an appeal to particular groups or opponents in 

Rome'. 

Bornkamm, then, first establishes that we are on the wrong track 

with questions about the actual conditions of the church at Rome, 

and then looks for an alternative explanation of the exceptional 

content of the letter to the Romans. He points out that most of 

the themes and motifs of the letter are found already to a great 

extent in Paul's earlier letters, especially in Galatians, the 

Corinthian letters and Philippians, and he notes (p.7) that 'the 

letter to the Romans clearly reflects previous questions and perceptions 

arising out of stirring conflicts in the years directly preceding its 
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composition'; it follows, therefore, that it is not a 'textbook of 

Pauline dogmatics' which accidentally happened to be clothed in the 

form of a letter, but it does reflect the histor.y which lay behind 

Paul and the ch'U.'J::'ches he had established. On this point Bornkamm is 

in agreement with T. W. Manson; both believe that Romans was written 

from the standpoint of the controversies Paul had encountered during 

his missionary endeavours in the East. 

On the other hand, Bornkamm goes on to say that it seems inadequate 

to understand Romans as a mere report and record of former 

controversies, for in Romans (p.9) 'as never before, great themes 

of Paul's message and theology are coherently discussed in depth 

and breadth in a carefully considered outline' • Bornkanun then finds 

examples to demonstrate the close degree in which Romans is related 

to the earlier letters. 33 

In comparing the treatment in Romans of some of the themes which 

are to be found in the earlier letters, Bornkamm notes that there 

are important distinctions to be made. For example, in the earlier 

letters the thought is characterised by a definite polemical 

character and context, but in Roman these fronts can no longer be 

perceived; the concrete references have disappeared, and the 

occasional dress removed - (p.l2) 'Instead, all of these idea~s are 

nou carefully reconsidered, more profoun.dly substantia·ted, and 

usually placed in a larger context. Above e,ll, they have now 

received a strongly universal meaning, a.nd they bear a sense that 

is no longer valid just for these or just for those, but for 

all'. Bornkamm's conclusion is that the letter to the Romans, 

(p.14) 'even if unintended, has in fact become the historical 
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testament of the apostle'. 

Bornkamm is surely correct in challenging the propriety of efforts 

to understand the content of Romans on the assumption that it reflects 

a special situation of conflict within the Roman church; and, on~ the 

other hand, right in holding that it is no dogmatic treatise but is 

grounded in Paul's previous experiences and struggles during the 

course of his missionary work and his organising of a collection for 

Jerusalem. In considering Bornkamm's thesis, one cannot deny that 

in fact Romans did become Paul's 'last will and Testament', but this 

is not really an explanation of why Paul should write such a letter 

at that particular time and send it to Rome. 

M. J. Suggs in his article 'The Word is near you ••• '34, says that 

Bornkamm's solution, though eminently attractive, is not finally 

persuasive; for if, as Bornkamm holds, the old problems surrounding 

the issues of Jew/Gentile, law/gospel, were still so acute that 

there was some question as to whether the collection would be 

accepted in Jerusalem, then, asks Suggs, 'how did Paul escape to 

the heights of serenity from which such a universalisation of the 

old but still persistent themes could be issued'? Furthermore, 

Suggs objects to Bornkamm's explanation of the character of Romans 

on the grounds that he does not explain why the ROman church should 

be an appropriate recipient for the 'testament •, for here Bornkamm 

has to return to the understanding of ROmans as a letter of self

introduction. 

It is Sugg's suggestion that the 'letter is a brief drawn up b.Y Paul 

in anticipation of the renewed necessity of defending his Gospel in 
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Jerusalem' (p.295). Suggs agrees that the period of the collection 

had been one of great controversy characterised Qy such antitheses 

as Gospel/law, Christian/ Jew, Church/ Judaism etc., and that these 

so far unsettled issues had yet to be finally resolved, as Suggs 

sees the situation (p.296) - "The question boils down to this: 

whether the apostle to the Gentiles, who will in no wise place 

himself under his own anathema by preaching 'another Gospel' can 

nevertheless cope with attacks on his attitude toward Israel and the 

law. With that in view he advances both the objections to his 

position and his reasoned, strangely passionless (in comparison with 

Galatians) answers. He develops a brief. It necessarily goes back 

over the ground which the controversies of the collection period 

have occupied." 

Suggs goes on to point out that the brief is not prepared as a mere 

summary of the controversies· now ended, but also in anticipation 

of a situation in which they may break out afresh. 

This far Sugg's article is most perceptive and stimulating, and an 

aid in the formulation of my notion that Romans is an apologetic 

work (see below); but I cannot agree with his further contention 

that Romans was merely a.circular stating the Pauline 'party-line' 

to churches that Paul had neither founded nor visited (p.297). Suggs 

believes it likely that several such churches received this 'circular 

brief • , and he accepts R. W. Manson's view that a copy of Romans 

1-15 plus Chapter 16 was the form which was sent to Ephesus. 

The conclusion that Suggs reaches concerning Romans is that it is 

'a pre-Jerusalem brief prepared 'for others- and Rome' •••• it is 

his aim to make his positions as palatable as possible, both because 
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of the Jews whose ltnowledge of his reputation would make them 

dangerously supicious of him, and because of his determination to 

make it possible for the collection to serve as an efficacious 

symbol of the oneness of the church' (p.297). 

When Suggs calls Romans a 'brief','a defence of the gospel' (p.297) 

he is, in my view, using the most productive approach for gaining a 

good understanding of the letter to Rome; but when he says further 

that it is a circular to various churches, then he falls short of 

answering his mm ma,in question - why should this letter be addressed 

to Rome? For to treat Romans merely as a circular letter, albeit a 

defensive brief, is to take away the distinctive character of the 

letter as addressed to the capital of the Empire; after all, Paul 

does not say that he writes to several churches, bu·t he does say that 

he writes to Rome which has to be the strategic centre for the 

furtherance of his missionary goals. 

There are many theories concerning the purpose of the letter to the 

Romans as this survey has shown; I will now use the good points and 

suggestions they make in supporting the thesis that the letter to 

the Romans is a deliberative apology. 

Deliberative speaking follows the same rules as for forensic defence 

regarding stx~cture, but its aim is more positively to exhort and 

persuade the hearer to adhere to a certain course of ~~lief or action, 

than merely to defend against specific objections, charges or 

accusations. The deliberative work is apologetic in the sense that 

it both defends and at the same time commends one way of thinking 

against another. This being so, then one of the main features of 

deliberative composition must be the technique of anticipation -

the meeting and forestalling of possible objections in the course 
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of a positive exposition of that being commended. 

In Romans 15:24-28 Paul l~ites that he intends to visit Rome and from 

there to travel 1-rest to Spain, but that first he must go to 

Jerusalem with the collection. Concern for the outcome of this 

journey to Jerusalem leads Paul to ask the Roman Christians for 

their prayers (15:30). Paul speaks of the trip with a sense of 

great uneasiness, stating that he fears pe~~ecution at the hands of 

the Jews, and further that he is not even certain that the Jerusalem 

church is going to accept the proceeds of the collection of the 

Gentile Christian communities. The possibility of such a rejection 

by the Jerusalem church means that Paul, as apostle to, and champion 

of, Gentile Christians, cannot withdraw from the dangers he fo/sees 

in Judaea. Rather, he must face the Jerusalem hierarchy personally 

to champion the cause of Gentile Christianity and make sure the 

collection is accepted there, establishing it as a symbol of the 

unity of the whole church thereby legitimising, once and for all, 

the mission to the Gentiles as well as that to the Jews. K. F. 

Nickle ('The Collection' 1966) describes the collection as: "The 

first venture which was consciously inaugurated for the purpose of 

restoring the disrupted unity of the church •••• With this expression 

of solidarity P.aul was simultaneously insisting on the authenticity 

of his apostleship to the Gentiles and the validity of their 

election into the fellowship of Christ" (P.•9-10). 

It is Nickle's contention that Paul's announcement in Romans 15:25ff 

of his _impending trip to Jerusalem to deliver the collection was 

not an abrupt shift from lofty to mundane matters. Rather, that it 

is directly connected to the preceding 'theological' material of the 
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whole ,,epistle, and in particular refers 'tack to the discussion of 

the role of the Gentile mission for the eventual conversion of 

Israel in Chapters 9-11. The conveying of the collection and 

representatives of the Gentile churches to Jerusalem was the 

irrefutable evidence to the Jews that the 'Gentiles who did not 

pursue righteousness have attained it, that it, righteousness 

through faith' (p.lJ4-5. Romans 9:31; 10:12). 

Certainly the forthcoming visit of Paul to Jerusalem with the 

collection is a mile-stone in his work as apostle; at best the 

outcome could be the acceptance of the collection as the seal of 

unity between Jewish and Gentile Christianity. At worst the 

Jerusalem visit could result in a further breach and split between 

Jewish and Gentile Christians; or possible only a further tentative 

and shaky agreement followed by a further period of dispute and 

. controversy concerning l'Thether Gentiles might be includ.ed and, if 

5o, on what terms, and the relationship between Jewish and Gentile 

Christians. 

Paul certainly had grave forebodings concerning his forthcoming 

visit to Jerusalem, for even apart from his specific statements in 

Romans Chapter 15 showing that he was aware that the situation was 

dangerous, and of the possibility of rejection in Jerusalem, there 

is also the note in 1 Corinthians 16:1-9 where Paul discusses his 

future plans with reference to the collection. He says here that 

he will transport the collect.ion wit.h the delegates of the churcll~s 

if he must (1 Corinthians 16:4), the pro'table implication being that 

he will only travel with them to Jerusalem if there be some 

likelihood that the collection and all it stands for is in some 
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jeopardy; that is, if he must be present in order to plead the cause 

of the unity of the r..entile and. Jewish Christian churches aml the 

unrestricted acceptance of Gentile believers into the church; this 

would therefore necessarily entail a defence yet again of the whole 

position he had maintained as apostle to the Gentiles, and of his 

gospel of freedom in Christ and justification qy faith. 

If this be so, then the circumstances are strikingly similar to those 

reflected. in Galatians 2, and could therefore have had the same out

come, in continued opposition to Paul and all he stood for. Rome 

would be a likely target for furthering a viewpoint opposite to Paul's, 

for as capital of the Empire it could wield increasing influence, and 

opposition to Paul there could damage the mission to the west that 

Paul envisaged. Such an eventuality is ant.icipated qy Paul when he 

writes to Rome. His position is clearly stated in persuasive terms, 

stating a reasoned case to the Roman Christians in order to enlist 

their support and friendship for the future. 

Throughout his Christian career, Paul as 'apostle to the Gentiles', 

fought to resolve the problems facing the expanding church concerning 

the relationship between Judaism and Christianity. Paul was an 

apologist for the Christian gospel as he understood it and foresaw 

its future; he defended and commended this understanding on two 

fronts - to Jew and Greek. He realised well enough that to move 

away from Judaism altogether could mean that Christianity might 

become a syncretistic 'gnostic' sect losing the authoritative base 

of the Old Testament scriptures; while to retain the legalistic side 

of contemporary Judaism might mean losing the uniqueness of the 

Christian revelation and becoming a Jewish apocalyptic sectarian 
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movement. So Paul steered a delicate middle course, retaining what 

he considered to be the good points of the old religion (e.g. 

scriptures), while rejecting the restrictive ones (e.g. legalism, 

nationalism), and aiming at a unified Christian church made up of 

the believing Jew and Gentile alike - the new, spiritual Israel, 

heir to the Old Testament promises through faith in Christ. 

The letter to the Romans serves as a climax to Paul's controversial 

career as an apologist; it expoUnds his interpretation of the 

Christian message as he preached it, justifying its application to 

Jew and Gentile alike, the deciding criterion for the Christian being 

faith alone. Viewed in retrospect in:this way, Romans does act as 

a 'testament' of Paul (Bornkamm), a summary statement of his 

conclusions ( T. W. Manson). Paul writes to Christians in Rome to 

explain his gospel of which he 'is not ashamed' (Grayston- see below 

p. 225), thereby establishing his position as apostle to the Gentiles 

(Fridrichsen, J. Knox), and offering a defence of his attitude 

concerning Jewish/Gentile relations in anticipation of further debate 

on this subject (Suggs, Jervell 35). It would be useful to be able 

to maintain that Rome was experiencing its own Jewish/Gentile internal 

tensions and that Paul knew of them (Marxsen), and hence explain 

Paul's immediate concern to write to Rome; but there is too little 

evidence b,y which to gauge a concrete situation in Rome or even 

Paul's knowledge of it were it possible (Paul Minear/Kar.ris). It 

remains only a possibility that there was tension bet1'l'een Jewish 

and Gentile Christians in Rome, but if such were the case, or would 

possibly be the case in the future, then Paul's name could \'Tell be 

bandied about and abused, necessitating a defence of his beliefs 

and actions (Noack) and teaching (o. Michel 3
6

). 
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My ot-m suggestion is that the letter to the Romans is a deliberative 

apology, thought out and structured in accordance with rhetorical 

guide lines. It aims to persuade the Christians of Rome to accept 

this, the gospel commended by Paul the 'called' apostle to the nation!31, 

and adhere to it despite objections which may be raised against j_t, 

for such objections as shown to be groundless. 

The implications are, that if all goes well in Je:ruaalem then he, 

Paul, will continue his work in the west with ·che support of ROme; 

if controversy and disunity result from the discussions in Jerusalem, 

then the Roma,n Christians are forearmed against the possible ensuing 

propaganda of 'judaists' and their denigration of Paul and his 

gospel. 

Boman~~ 4 Deliberative Apology 

Paul's letter to the Romans contains a deliberation t'lhich aims both 

to commend and to defend the gospel as he preaches it. Romans 

1:1-7 and 16: l-2L~ make up the epistolary framet-rork for the well 

reasoned and formally structured deliberation contained in Romans 

1:8 - 15:33· An analysis of the structure of the letter would be 

as follows: 

1:1-7 

1:8-18 

1:18-3:20 

3:21-31 

4:1-14:23 

(15:1-13 

expanded epistolary prescript. 

Introduction to the deliberative con·tent. 

(1 v.l6-18 -transitus.) 

Narrative, the statement of facts 

(3:1-20 - summary of the narrative section) 

Proposition 

Proof section. 

Paraenesis.) Mixed up with final proposition. 



1.5:14-33 

16:1-end 

Conclusion of the Deliberation 

Epistolary Postscript 

(16:1-16 - digression to furnish a letter of introduction 
for Phoebe.) 

Romans 1:1-7 - Epistolary Prescript 

The opening of the letter states Paul's name as the sender, and this 

is expanded in a characteristic Pauline fashion by further calling 

him 'servant of Jesus Christ, called as an apostle •••• separated for 

the gospel of God'. Here, at the very beginning of the letter, Paul's 
(' 

sta·!',us is explicitly stated and conf:ii_med, and his gospel is characterised 

as that which had been promised b.Y the scriptures (v.2). The letter 

opening is further expanded to give what looks to be a traditional 

Christian Christological formula ( v .3-4). This· is followed by a 

further reference to Paul's position as apostle to the Gentiles, then 

the addressees are named as 'those who are beloved of God in Rome, 

called saints•, and the greeting 'grace and peace from God our Father 

and Lord Jesus Christ•. 

Romans 1:8-18 - Introduction 

These verses function as the introduction or exordium of the · 

deliberation that is contained in this letter. A thanks-giving 

offered to God is a characteristic opening gambit on the part of 

Paul, who then reminds the reader that he is a servant of the Gospel 

which establishes his right to be heard; the calling of God to 

witness adds authority to what he is to say, and is also a rhetorical 

device to engage the attention of the audience. Paul's mention of 

his prayers on behalf of those he·now addresses, and of his wish to 

visit them gives the effect of a conciliatory note, creating a 
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favourable impression here at the start of the discourse. 

The formal disclosure formula 'I do not wish you to be ignorant .... 
introduces the motive for writing the letter; it is to serve as a 

substitute for a personal appearance by Paul which has had to be 

delayed. 

A parallel and more extended 'travelogue • passage comes at the end 

of the Deliberation (chapter 15:14-33); Paul's authoritative 

statement of the gospel may be conveyed by this letter subst·itute, 

for it possesses the 'apostolic parousia' (See article by R. Funk -

see below p. 232 ) which adds authority to its message. 

l:v.lo-18 form the •transitus• from the introduction to the 

statement of facts or narrative section which is to follow. The 

¢transitus states the cause of the case in question - i.e. the 

reason for writing this letter to Rome, providing an end for the 

introduction which is distinguishable as such and in harmony with 

the content of the narrative section. Paul states his reason for 

writing; negatively, because he is 'not ashamed of the Gospel of 

Christ he preaches in spite of criticism and objections; for, 

positively, as he will explain, it is 'the power of God for s~tion 

t.o everyone who believes •, for in the Gospel the 'righteousness of 

God is revealed'. The defensive note indicated by the words 'I am 

not ashamed ••• •, is coupled with the promise of the positive 

exposition of the Gospel. These two aspects of defence and positive 

exposition are contained throughout the deliberation that is to 

follow. 

That Paul strikes such a defensive note in v.l6 is also suggested in 

an article by K. Grayston 37 in which he says that Paul states that 
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he is not ashamed of the Gospel because someone had told him that 

he ought to be. Grayston holds that Romans is designed to refute 

charges against the gospel which claimed it ·was immoral (because 

it relied exclusively on grace) and anti-semitic (because it drew 

Gentiles into the people of God); Paul states tha·t he is not ashamed 

of the gospel in spite of such criticism. 

This suggestion is a useful one for the thesis that Romans is an 

apologia, as it lends a defensive slant early in the letter. However, 

Grayston's subsequent exegesis of Romans in the light of his belief 

that Paul is answering specific opponents is not convincing. 3S 

There is no real evidence to support the view that Paul is replying 

to some concrete historical opposition here in Romans; it is far 

more likely that Paul, in the style of the Diatribe, raises the 

objections himself on behalf of an imaginary opponent in order to 

dismiss them; such a degree of anticipation is common in deliberative 

pleading. This need not detract from the initial suggestion that 

Paul's words in lv.l6 contain a defensive element, and the stage is 

set for further apologetic elements throughotlt the discourse. 

That the claim by Paul 'I am not ashamed of the Gospel' reflects the 

psychological response to the thought of preaching in the splendid 

capital of Rome, is contested. by Professor C. K. Barrett. 39 

Professor Barrett points to the construction of Paul's sentence, 

noting that in 1:15 Paul has ju.zt said that he is ready to preach the 

Gospel in Rome, and in v.l6 the ground on which this readiness rests -

'o'b 'll~f ~o.\,d")C.~.Jot'o.L- ..,..'c, b~{~~,o'lf'. Professor Barrett makes the 

comment - 'That is to say, the not being ashamed of the Gospel is an 

antecedent condition which is not in itself necessarily connected 

with the particular circumstances Paul has in mind' (p.ll?). 
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Professor Barrett then turns to consider the use of the verb • 
, ; 

o..U:S'xv'lle.6eo..'-'' elsewhere in Paul. It appears in Phil. 1:20, and 

taking the context to be that of Paul awaiting trial, the meaning is 

that whatever happens he will not be put to shame - 'Such a ground 

of confidence is in itself a clear indication that not being ashamed 

is an antecedent, Christian, rather than social condition; its cause 

lies not in P.aul's relation to his environment but in the nature of 

the Gospel' (p.ll7). Similarly, the use of the same verb in 2 

Corinthians 10:8 is in the context of Paul's apostleship and gospel 

being put to the test, and Paul says that he is not ashamed for he 

is confident that his gospel can stand any trial. 

In 1:16, when Paul states the cause of his writing the present letter 

to the Romans, he indicates that his gos~el can stand the test of 

criticism and objection, and that b,y an exposition of it combined 

with the refutation of any such objection to its doctrines he will 

persuade the ROman Christians of the truth of what he preaches. 

Romans 1:18 - 3:20 - Narrative, Statment of facts 

In deliberative oratory this section, l'lhich narrates 'facts' which 

are now past, is used as a means of winning belief, and setting the 

stage for the proposition that is to follow. In the case of Romans 

this section narrates the fate of man as he existed under the 'wrath' 

of God - a situation, which for the Christian believer, is now past. 

In the pagan world the 'facts' which represented man under the 

'wrath' of God were the phenomena such as promiscuity, crime, wa~ 

etc. (1:24-32), and this depravity is explained as a result of not 

having due reverence for God - of reverencing the creature and not 

the creator. More hopeful notes are struck in 2 v. 10-16 which hint 

at the propositions of the Christian gospel which Paul will expound 
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as the remedy and alternative to this way of life. The Jews are also 

said to be equally guilty of this wrong attitude to God. They 

misunderstood their position for they 'boasted' and put confidence 

in their human ability to a·ttain to righteousness, ·they relied on 

their own efforts rather than submitting to God. Following this 

statement of the state of the Jew under the 'wrath' of God, 2 v. 28-29 

gives another hint of the positive message of salvation that can 

establish the reconciliation between man and God and so change the 

whole situation. 

3:1-20 sums up this narrative section, the conclusion reached is that 

all men - Jew and Gentile alike - were guilty of a wrong approach 

to God - 'There is not a righteous one, not even one' (v.lO) -

and that there was a need of a reconciliation to be accomplished 

between ma,n and God. 

Romans 3:21-31 - Proposition 

The 'facts' just na:r.:-rated of man under the 'l'rrath' of God are past 

for the Christian as the emphatic 'now' of 3 v. 21 establishes. The 

facts had been the cause of the need for the Christian message, and 

offer of a way of reconciliation between man and his creator. The 

proposition section sets out the basic tenets of the Christian 

message as proclaimed by Paul, and. it is these propositional 
~ ~~ 

statements f~ which Paul will go t6 support in the proof section of 

the deliberation which follows (Romans 4:1 - 14:23) by a system of 

well organised and structured arguments and illustrations. 

The positive side of any deliberation with the aim of persuading its 

audience to accepting one way of thinking and acting rather than 

another, must necessarily be balanced with the negative refuta,tion 
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of alternatives, the anticipation and removal of objections and 

depreciatory points of view. In the course of the argument in 

Romans such refutative elements are mingled with the positive exposition 

of the Christian Gospel as Paul understands and preaches it. 

Positively, the new situation proposed in this section is that the 

righteousness of God has been manifest.ed in the Gospel and that 

salvation is attained through the blood of Christ by all who have 

faith. Believers are justified b,y the gift of God which is redemption 

through Christ; this salvation is available to all men, both Jew and 

Gentile, because the criterion is faith. 

Negatively, this new situation is 'apart from the Law', therefore 

boasting in human achievement is excluded, for salvation is a gift 

of God in spite of the sin of man. Salvation is through faith, 

works of law cannot achieve this end. 

Combining these two elements Paul claims that the Gospel does not 

negatively deny value to the old law, but rather presents the 

proper understanding of it in the light of the total revelation of 

God as manifested in the Christian message. 

Romans 3:21-31 sets out ten propositions which Paul will go on to 
;s 

illustrate and expand in the 'proof' section. The basic propo~tional 

statment of J v.21 is contained in all the proofs and arguments which 

Paul presents: that the Gospel is the manifestation of the 

righteousness of God, that it is apart from law i.e. Jewish legalism, 

and ·that the Old Testament scriptures witness the truth of the Gospel 

in the sense that Christianity fulfils the prophecies etc. 

The ten propositions that will be seen to correspond to ten divisions 
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of the proof section are as follows: 

1. v.22 - Righteousness of God is attained through faith in 

Jesus Christ b,y all who believe. 

2. v.2) - All have sinned and come short of the glory of God. 

3. v.24 - Justification is a gift of God. 

4. v.25 - Jesus Christ is the means of reconciliation. 

5. v. 26 - Sin in the past has been overlooked, through God. • s 

forbearance - At the present time God justifies men 

through faith in Christ. 

6. v.27 - Boasting excluded. 

Law of works replaced by law of faith. 

7. v .28 - Man is justified now b,y faith a :part from works of law. 

8. v.29 - God is God of both Jews and Gentiles. 

9. v.30 - God will justify both Jews and Gentiles b,y faith. 

10. v.31 - Law then of no value? - No the law is established. 

The basic assertion is that 3:21-31 is taken up in the following 

Chapters in more detail, and it seems that 3:21-31 can be broken down 

into ten points. There is some artificiality about such a pattern 
,'f 

anyway, so it may not fit exactly, but~it does fit in a significant 

number of places, then, it is a reasonable proposition. 

Romans 4:1 - 14:23 - Proof 

The premise set out in 3:21 is Paul's starting point in presenting 

the Gospel - it is the offer of redemption through faith in Christ 

quite apart from any human achievement (i-.e. works of law), and the 

Old Testament scriptures support this contention. In view of this 

the confirmation offered in the 'proofs' contains either an Old 

Testament text or a Christian authoritative tradition to support it, 
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together with some polemic against the legalistic or Jewish 

nationalistic misinterpretation of the scriptures. 

The ten propositions of 3:21-31 are expanded, explained, and 

confirmed by rational argumentation or hterpretations of relevant 

texts which are adduced in support. 

1. (v.22 faith for all) •••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••• 4:1-24 

2. (v.23 all come short of the glory of God) ••• 5:1-11 

J. (v.24 Justified now~ gift of God) ••••••••• 5:12-21 

4. (v.25 Christ - ·the means of reconciliation) • 6:1-10 

5. (v.26 sin past/faith now justifies) ••••••••• 6:11-23 

6. (v.27 Boasting excluded) •••••••••••••••••••• 7:1-24 

(law of works replaced by faith - cf. 7:6) 

7. (v.28 man justified by faith apart from law) 8:1-30 

8. (v.29 God is of both Jews and Gentiles) ••••• 8:31- 9:29 

9· (v.JO God will justify both Jews and Gentiles)9:30 - 11:24 

(11:16-24 - an illustrative digression) 11:25-36 sums up 

10. (v.Jllaw established) •••••••••••••••••••••• 12:1- lLJ-:23 

Romans 15:1-13 - Paraenesis 

This exhortatory section was particularly employed in the 

philosophical treatises, especially the Di~tribe. It is regularly 

employed by Paul in his letters, summing up the position for which 

· he has argued in terms of practical application. This pa.raenetic 

section in Romans follows on from and sums up the conclusions 

reached in the establishing of the Christian ethical principles of 

12:1 - 14:2). 
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Romans 15:14~32 - Conclusion 

In conclusion a deliberation should make a final appeal to the 

reader to accept the propositions that have been put forward. The 

claim by Paul to have written 'boldly' (v.15), and the reaffirmation 

of his authority as apostle to the nations, are typical of the 

reminders that made up the concluding section. The 'apostolic 

parousia' (see 186-7 ) is contained in v.19-29 and corresponds to 

the parallel. opening statement in 1: 8ff. R. Funk 4o isolates the 

section which he terms the 'apostolic parousia' as a structural 

element in the Pauline letter. This section serves to establish 

the authority which underpins the statements expounded in the course 

of the letter~, that authority being apostolic. The written 

communication serves as a substitute for the personal presence 

of the apostle, but nevertheless carries the same weight of 

authority. 

The final exhortation and prayer contained in 15:30-33 brings the 

deliberative composition to its climax and its close. Paul here 

follows the advice of those orators who held that an effective 

conclusion is not only concise and impressive, but that it should 

also evoke pity and sympathy, for v.31,32 serve this purpose 

admirably. 

Romans 16 - Epistolary Postscript 

This final section conforms to the epistolary convention in closing 

the letter, the final salutations given in 16:21 ff. A note of 

introduction is supplied for Phoebe in a digression which takes up 

16:1-17. This is followed by a strong warning against being deceived 
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by false teaching. This is prompted by the use of the introductory 

letter form by Paul l·rhich leads him to issue a t-raming against the 

possible recurrence of a similar situation as that reflected in 2 

Corinthians which had involved the unscrupulous use of such letters 

of introduction. 
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Pointing to 2 Pet • 3: 16, Hawkins starts with the assumption tha-t. 
the difficulties encountered in the study of Paul do not arise 
from what the apostle 1r.rote, but from the fact that his letters 
have been modified b,y those who sought to bring them into 
harmony with a later orthodoxy. Havrkins holds tha·t. 'by one 
hand or another our canonical epistle Has very early modified' 
for 'the origianl letter was written to Roman Christians in 
a church intensely Jeldsh in sympa:thy:, if not actual make-up, 
to commend to them Paul's mm characteristicaJ_ly hellenistic 
interpretation of the Christian gospel', a,nd that orthodox 
views vrere imposed on the original material; Haw-Idns goes on to 
pin-point these interpolations which he finds throughout the 
epistle. 

2. J. J. Kinoshita - 'Romans - Two Writings Combined'. 
(Nov. Test. 7 1964/5 p, 258 ff.) 

3. For a summary discussion of these varying manuscript traditions 
see C. E. B. Cranfield's commentary on Ron~ns ICC p.6. 

L!-. C. K. B3.rrett, O. Michel, W. t1arxsen, T. \'1, Manson, H. v1. Bartsch, 
K • Donfrie:l, 1v • G. Kummel. 

5. Against Pauline authorship - unusual s·tyle and odd expressions; 
the idea that the Gospel has been 'a secret hidden since eternal 
ages ••• now revealed through prophetic writings'. 

6. c. E. B. Cranfield - 'Romans' I.c.c. Vol.J. p.8. 

7. T. W. r.1anson - 'St Paul's Letter to the ROmans - and other.§..' 
(B. J. R. L. 31 1948 p.224ff.) 

8. 

9· 

Cranfield. p.9. 

W. G. Kfunmel - 'lntroduction to the Nevr Testament' 
Revised edition 1975. p. 318 

10. E. J. Goodspeed_ - 'Ehoebe's Letter of Introd.uction'. 
(H. T. R. 44 1951 p.55ff) 

11. J. I. H. MacDonald- 'Was Romans XVI a
7

separate letter?' 
(N. T. S. 16 1969 70 p. 369 ff) 

12. Tasucharion's letter to her brother Nilus -Fayum (2nd AD, and 
letter of Ammonius to his sister Teachnumi - Imperial period, 
Egypt - see Deissmann 'Light from the Ancient East' p.234ff 

13. Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 1962 in OXyrhynchus Papyri X - ed. B. P. 
Grenfell and A. S. Hunt. 1914 



235 

14. Deissmann- 'Light ••• • p.235 

15. B. N. Kaye - 'To the R0 mans ... and others' -revisited' 
(Nov. Test. XVIII 1976 p.37ff) 

Kaye discusses the internal arguments for an Ephesian destination 
for Romans 16 and finds them uneonvincing. 

16. C. K. Barrett - 'the Epistl~ to the Romans' 
(A & C Black 19) p.281-282 

17. W. G. Ktlmmel- op.cit. p.312 

18. sanday and Headlam - 'The Epistle to the Romans • 
I. C. C. 1900 

19. B. Noack- 'Current and Backwater in the EPistle to the Romans'. 
(st. Theol. 19 1968 p. 155 ff) 

20. H. W. B!trtsch - 'The Historical Situation of Romans' 
(Encounter 33 1972 p. 329-339) 

21. Paul S. Minear - 'The Obed;i.ence of Fa:i,th' • S. B. T. 1971 

22. Exa,mples of thse axioms -'God has welcomed him', 'If your 
brother is being injured b,y what you eat, you are not longer 
walking in love•. 

23. W. G. Kfunmel - op.cit. p.310 - 311 

24. R. J. Karris- 'Romans 14:1- 15:13 and the occasion of Romans' 
(c. B. Q. 35 1973 p. 155-178) 

25. Karris gives these catchwords as 1 Corinthians 8:1, 10:23; 8:9; 
10:29b; 8:7, 10, 12; 10:25, 27, 28, 29. 

26. W. Marxsen - 'Introduction to the New Testament• 1968 

27. Stephen Benko - 'The Edict of Claudius of AD49 and the instigetor 
Chrestus• 
(Theologische Zeintscrift 25 1969 p.406 ff) 

28. J. P. Martin - 'The Kerygma of ROmans' 
(Interpretation 25 1971 p.303-328) 

29. J. Knox- 'A Note on the Text of Romans' 
(h. T. s. 2 195576 p,191 rr~ 

See also Anton Fridrichsen - 'Ihe A~ostle an~ h:i.s Messag~' 
1947 p. 7-8 

J, Knox- ·~oroans 15:14-JJ and Paul's Conception of his Apostolic 
IT!ission 
(J, B. L. 83 1964 p. 1 ff) 

30. T. W t1anson - BJRL 31 148 p. 239ff 



236 

31. G. Bornkanun - 'The letter to the Romans as Paul's last t'lill and estament ,- -- ----- - - c 

Australian Biblical Review 1963 p.2-14) 
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3:21 - 5:21 - salvation is to both Jew and Gentile 

6:1 - 8:39 - Defence of the gospel of grace. 

ch. 9 - 11 - answer to the objection tha·t God has broken the 
promise to Israel, therefore this cannot be divine 
righteousness. 
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to write by an accusation that his gospel was a shamefuf-hing, 
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Chapter 7 

Paul's Letter to the Galatians 

The aim of this chapter is to show that the letter to the Galatians 

presents Paul's forensic defence of his apostolic status a,nd of the 

Gospel of Christ as he proclaimed it in Galatia. I hope to show that 

the letter is careful=!Y constructed. along the rhetorical guidelines 

for presenting a defence in court. Far from being an agitated and 

emotional reply in the heat of a controversy with no overall design, 

the letter to the Galatians is a carefully thoughtout composition for 

the defence, involving detailed argumentation, 'proofs', and the 

countering of polemic forwarded b.Y th~ccusers. 

The consideration of the overall structure and aim of Galatians is 

not a new approach, for Professor H. D. Betz 1 has written a well

considered and comprehensive guide in understanding the letter in 

this way, and I am indebted to his lead and the suggestions he has 

made in this respect. Professor Betz writes, 'In the process of rny 

studies I found that the letter to the Galatians can be analysed 

according to the Graeco-Roman rhetoric and epistemology. Apparently 

this has never been realised before, with the possible exception of 

Joseph Barber Lightfoot. In his still valuable commentary he has 

an outline in which he uses the term 'narrative' for the first two 

chapters, 'argumentative' for chapter iii and iv, and 'hortatory' for 

vl - vl.lO. These are indeed the proper terms if we analyse the 

letter according to Graeco-Roman rhetoric, but Lightfoot never betrays 

2 
whether or not he was aware of this fact.' 

Certainly, in his commentary, J. B. Lightfoot 3 is aware of the 

essential unity of the structure of Galatians, he writes: 
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"The epistle to the Galatians is especially distinguished among 

St. Paul's letters by its unity of purpose. The Galatian 

apostasy in its double aspect, as a denial of his own 

authority and a repudiation of the doctrine of grace, is 

never lost sight of from beginning to end. The opening 

salutation broaches this twofold subject •••• The long 

historical explanation t-rhich succeeds is instinct with this 

motive in all its details. The body of the letter, the doctrinal 

argument, is wholly occupied with it. The practical 

exhortations which follow all or nearly all flow from it, 

either as cautions against a rebound to the opposite extreme, 

or as suggesting the true rule of Hfe of which the Galatians 

were following the counterfei·c. 

Lastly in the postscript he again brings it prominently 

forward." 3 

This summary of J. B. Lightfoot's takes in much of the atmosphere of 

the Galatian epistle; its cohesiveness and its sense of purpose in 

winning back the Galatians from their misund.erstanding pervades the 

whole letter, and its structure is geared to this end. 

John Bligh also shares the view that Galatians was written with c&re 

and skill rather than dashed off in the heat of the moment of 

controversy whilst 'quivering with indignation'. 4 Bligh believes 

that Paul wrote the epistle slowly and laboriously, incorporating 

into it arguments which he had first formulated some yea,rs earlier 

at Antioch. He holds that the 'Galatian crisis was only one of a 

long series of incidents in which the protrac·ted debate l·rith the 

Judaisers was fought out'. 5 It is Bligh's contention that the 

theological arguments proposed in 2:15 - 5:13 were nearly all 
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fonnulated at the time of the Antioch incident, and that was the 

real crisis. 

The difficulty with Bligh's argument, as he himself notes, is that 

the epistle to the Galatians as we have it would represent an advanced 

stage in the controversy, the earlier phases of which we have 

difficulty in constructing. As Bligh points out, we do not know 

exactly what arguments were advanced against .Paul's position in 

Galatia; or why, in spite of Paul's warnings, the Galatians so quickly 

succumbed to the Judaisers' arguments. However, we can suggest a 

prol:able situation in Galatia, and why Paul wrote to the church 

there. 

An interesting suggestion is made by R. Jewett 6 that the agitators 

came from outside to Galatia; that they showed cunning in the way 

they attempted to undermine Paul's authority and teaching there, 

for they did not merely oppose his teaching directly, but rather 

claimed to 'perfect' or 'complete' it. 7 

It seems credible that the Judaising opponents in Galatia had cunningly 

advanced their interpretation of the Gospel Q1 claiming that Paul, who 

was subordinate to the apostles in Jerusalem, had preached only part 

of the Gospel, and that this they were nm-r completing, and with the 

authority of Jerusalem behind them. Paul countered this approach 

with a reasoned apology of his personal and divine commission as 

an apostle; he discredited the teaching of his opponents with a 

clever defence strategy drawing out the 'old' law-bound implications 

of circumcision and observance of the Jewish calendar, thereb,y 

underlining the meaning of the 'Gospel of Freedom' he preached to 

the Galatians; and leaving no doubts that the Judaising position was 
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opposed to his and in no way a perfection or completion of it. 

For Paul, a Judaising position, however it was presented, was a 

fundamental distortion of the Gospel, resting on a misunderstanding 

of the efficacy of Christ's death, and on a misinterpretation of 

the Old Testament scriptures. As J. Bligh comments, 'the whole 

destiny of the church was at stake in this controversy between St. 

Paul and the Judaisers•. 8 

The problem that Paul faced in Galatia was that his converts there 

were prepared to oh~erve the Jewish Law and its injunctions believing 

that this supplied some security. Because of this Paul wrote to 

the Galatian Christians defending his presentation of the Gospel, 

and attacking that of his Judaising .opponents, drawing out some of 

the implications of both sides: negatively, subservience to law 

and 'elements'; positively, the freedom offered by the cross of. Christ. 

The purpose of the letter to the Galatians was to d.efend all that 

Paul stood for on his understanding of being an 'apostle of Christ', 

and how he conceived of his commission, and to provide an 

authoritative and persuasive apologia for his case. Thi~ entailed 

polemic against those he opposed and a defence of the Gospel as he 

had preached it, supplemented by argument and 'proof' to support it. 

All thiR is found in ·the le·tter ·to the Galat.ians, together i'l'ith the 

warning against going to the opposite extreme to 'bondage under the 

law', that of anti-nomism and misuse of Christian freedom for 

licentiousness. 

In a forensic apology, the main emphasis is on the negating of 

what ha.s been put. forward. by the opposing faction. As 1'1. Scheidermeyer 
9 

is quick to note in his discussion of 'Galatians as Litexature', a 
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first reading of Galatians reveals a militant and angry tone with 

bitter words (1:6; 3:1; 4:11.) and curses (1:8; 5:12.). The epistle 

is permeated with negative reactions and refutation, the overall 

impression being one of violent denunciation - 'To read it is to 

endure a sustained scolding'. 10 

On the other hand, this impression of emotional outburst and angry 

indignation must be mlanced by the fact that Galatians is '\'Tell-

ord.ered and carefully constructed to produce a reasoned apologia in 

the face of opposition. Professor H. D. Betz describes the letter 

to Galatia as Paul's 'reaction cast in the form of an apology by 

letter, carefully composed according to the rules and conventions 

of Hellenistic epistolography and rhetoric'. 11 In a further 

article 'In Defence of the Spirit', 12 Professor Betz writes: 

"Paul's letter contains a defence of his version of the Gospel 

add.ressed to his churches in Galatia. To this d.egree it is an 

inner-Ch~istian 'apology', or an apology within the Fauline cluster 

of churches. However, since Paul's Jewish-Christian opponents have 

almost succeeded in winning the Galatians over to their side, which 

is also the side of Judaism, the apostle's defence amounts to a 
.t 

defence of his theology before the forum of J~ism. On the other 

hand, since the Galatians were pagans before becoming Christians, 

Paul's defence is at the same time a defence beforethe forum of 

paganism. In this sense his letter is apologetic. He must show the 

Christian Galatians why they should: remain within the Pauline form 

of Christianity. This means that he must answer two questions, 

why they should not become Jewish Christians (= Jews), and, b.Y 

implication, why they should not revert:. to paganism. He must 

demonstrate that it is more reasonable to become and remain a 

Chris·t:.ian of the Pauline variety •••• such a situation necessitates 
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In surveying the strategy adopted by Paul in his defence, Professor 

Betz maintains that the first main part of the letter (narratio) 

demonstrates that Paul's mission to the Gentiles was part of the 

consistent evolution of the church, beginning with his o'l'm call and 

conversion b.Y Christ himself (1:12 - 2:14). BY contrast, the opposition 

is pictured as 'sectarian', 'extremist•, 'inconsistent', and 'dishonest' 

(cf. 2:4, ll;lL~). The main thrust of the 'argument' seotion (2:15-

4:31) is to destroy the hope the Galatians had placed in the opponents' 

theology. Then in chapters 5 and 6 Paul sets out his own recom-

mendations as to what the Galatians should do - to follow l'l'hat Paul 

had taught, remaining 'free' yet under protection from ' 

Given that the letter to the Galatians has this specific purpose, 

and an overall design in presenting Paul's case and disposing of 

that of his opponents, the letter may be seen to be carefully 

constructed accordingly so as to ensure its effectiveness. 

The structure of Galatians has been variously discussed in the past. 

J. Bligh mal{eS use of •structural analysis' in his discussion of the 

letter and the complicated arrangement he finds within it based on 

the literary figure of 'Chiasmus'. 14 Bligh's analysis is too 

complex and laboured, but it does have the merit of retaining the 

unity and all-pervasive purpose of the letter, and also the notion 

that it is a carefully constructed composition. 

In complete contrast to such an analysis, but eg_ually complex, is 

the approach of J. C. O'Neill. l5 It is O'Neill's contention that 

Paul's original letter to the Gala:tians has been glossed and 

interpolated. He holds that Galatians as it now stands could not 

have been written by Paul as it is full of obscurities, contradictions, 
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and improbable remarks, but on the other hand he admits that the 

letter is too vital and compelling ·t.o have been written by a compiler. 

His a.nswer: therefo:r.:e, is tha·t 'Nobody but Paul could. have ~IJ"rH:t.en 

Galatians, yet the Galatians we possess is not entirely Paul's.' 16 

O'Neill himself says 'I cannot hope to have been completely right at 

every point in assigning this verse to :Paul, and that to a glossator, 

and the other to an interpolator'; and indeed this is the prime dif-

f'iculty for any such attempt to break down the epistle to find glosses 

and. aclditions to the text. The opposite approach, that of looking 

for a comprehensive st~ucture and purpose for the epistle as a 

Hhole, explaining the text in the light of its intent and background, 

seems a far more constructive and productive approach in gaining 

some understanding of Paul's writing. 

O'Neill admits that his analysis of Galatians is tentative and 

hypothetical but he defends it by arguing that 'The consistency of 

the picture of Paul's theology that emerges will be one test of the 

likelihood of the thesis'. 17 To this, one must object that Paul's 

thought and writing cannot be trimmed to produce the consistency or 

system that a commentator might wish to see; rather the Pauline 

letters show the complexities and difficulties which were encountered 

by Paul; he dealt with explosive situations 1dth argumentation and 

discussion, debate from all angles, the mee·ting of objections, 

and forwarding of his own concepts in the process. Such a back

ground to the letters carmot be denied, and given this then one 

cannot expect his letters to present a coherent, organised and 

systemaM.c theology.· The only ~ray to understand Paul's writing is 
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to puzzle over the text, set it against what can be gleaned of its 

backgTound and purpose, and look for explanation of its meaning -

it is no ansl'rer simply to 'cut' out difficulties and seeming 

discrepancies. This type of approach is not helpful and cannot be 

proved at the present time, so what O'Neill himself suggests is 

surely the case: 'The exegete is tempted to wield the scalpel before 

he has exhausted less dramatic means of understanding the apparent 

d . • 18 J.sease • 

It is Professor H. D. Betz's reconstruction of Galatians along 

rhetorical and epistolographic guidelines which comes nearest both 

to understanding the structure of the letter, and also does justice 

to the aim and intention of Paul in writing the letter to the 

Galatians. l9 Betz sees Galatians as an example of the 'apologetic 

letter genre' and he writes: 

"The 'Apologetic Letter' presupposes the real or fictitious 

situation of the court of law, with the jury, the accuser and 

the defendant. In the case of Galatians, the addressees are 

identical with the jury, with Paul being the defendant, and 

his opponents the accusers. This situation makes Paul's 

letter a self-apology. The form of the letter is necessary, 

because the defendant himself is prevented from appearing in 

person before the jury, Therefore, the letter must serve to 

represent its author. Serving as a substitute, the letter 

carries the defence speech to the jury." 
20 

Professor Betz begins his analysis of the composition of the let·l.ier 

by noting how easily the epistolary framework can be separated from 

the 'Body'; he comments that 'in fact, it separates so easily ·that 

it appears almost as a kind of extertutl bracket for the body of the 



letter' (1:1-.5,· 6:11-18). Betz then goes on to analyse the structure 

of the body of the letter in terms of rhetorical traditions for the 

presentation of an apology. 21 

Professor Betz identifies Galatians 1:6-11 as the introductory 

section. It includes the statement of the cause of the case, the 

discrediting of adversaries, and also expresses Paul's disappointment 

and disapproval of the Galatians for 'changing sides'. 22 Chapter 

1, verses 10-11, are the transition to the narrative section. They 

deny that Paul is a rhetorical 'flatterer', persuading and pleasing 

men; and verse 11 then introduces Paul's own line of argument. 23 

Betz takes 1:12 - 2:14 as the narrative section; the 'facts' of the 

case are presented with a partisan bias in a 'lively and dramatic 

narrative, but there is no superfluous embellishment or ornament. 

The information given has no other purpose than to support the 

d . 1' 2Lr enJ.a • 

Professor Betz, noting that the narrative should end where the issue 

to be determined begins, says that 'it cannot be accidental that at 

the end of the narratio in Galatians 2:14, when Paul formulates the 

dilemma Cephas has got himself into, this dilemma is identical with 

This is an interesting suggestion, and the questioning form of 2:1.5 

provides an effective transUion to the proposition section of 

2:1.5 - 21. 

The proposition sums up the essential content of the narrative section, 

and sets up the arguments that are to be discussed in the 'proof' 

section of the defence which is to come. 



The most important and decisive part of the defence is the 'proof' 

section (the 'probatio' or 'confirmat:i.o') which Betz identifies as 

chapter 3:1 - 4:31. This section must establish credibility for the 

d.efence by a system of arguments. Betz makes the comment that 

'vimdng Galatians from. a rhetorical perspective suggests at once that 

chapters 3 and 4 must contain the 'pro ratio' section'. He goes on to 

say that 'an analysis of these chapters in terms of rhetoric is 

extremely difficult. One might say that Paul has been very successful, 

as a skilled rhetorician would be expected. to be, in disguising his 

argumentative strategy ••••• what mal{eS these chapters look so 

confusing is the frequent interu:ption of the argumentative sections 

by dialogue, examples, proverbs, quotations etc. • 26 Professor 

Betz says that this is in fact in line with the requirements of 

hellenistic rhetoric, for it is the presentation of the arguments in 

a 'lively' way. 

In opening the 'proof' section Paul is said to make full use of the 

fact that the addressees of the letter were also the eye-wUnesses 

of the evidence, for in 3:1-5 the 'inductive method' of argumentation 

is applied - the interrogation of witnesses which produces the 
27 

strongest of all possible defence arguments - undeniable evidence. 

l!;urthermore, the evidence is the gift of the spirit, so U is of 

supernatural origin and character which is evidence of the highest 

order. 

Professor Betz goes on to note that the 'interrogatio' (3:1-5) 

prepares the ground for the next major argument - that from scripture 

(3:6ff). This type of argumentation is derived from Jewish apologetic 

traditions, but would be equal to the 'inartificial' proof of the 



28 rhetorical systems. Moreover, the passage Galatians 3:6 - 18 is 

not merely scriptural proof, but according to Professor Betz, Paul 

concludes the 'Proof' section with the allegory of Sarah and Hagar 

(4:21 - 31). His explanation for the position and intention of this 

allegorical passage is that, 'kaul had concluded the previous section 

· 4 20 • th f · f · · t ( c' ~ '"' ' < "" ) • J.n : WJ. a con· essJ.on o. perplexJ. y - ••. 0 -r..._ ciJ'(tofe...,t'o." •v "'t-'~~ 

Such a confession was a rhetorical device, seemingly admitting that 

all previous arguments have failed to convince. Then, in 4:21 he 

starts again by asking the Galatians to tell the answer themselves: 
".-' I' ' / ) ., 

1\'-!t.'"f&. t'\O\.o1 ••• "1"c:hJ '1/o~ov OV"- o.-.:.ouQ;""fe.. ; in other words, the 

allegory allows Paul to return to the 'interrogatio' method used in 

3:1-5 ••• Through the allegory he lets the Galatians find the 'truth' 

for themselves, thus convincing themselves " 29 . . . . 
This analysis of Galatians along rhetorical guidelines is convincing 

and fits well with the aim of Paul's letter to the Galatians. Paul is 

defending his Gospel and his position as an apostle. The need for 

this defence is summed up by Professor Betz 3l thus:- "Paul's 

defence was his- reaction to severe criM.cism •••• Paul defends 

primarily his 'gospel without law'; that is the inclusion of the 

Gentiles • • • • without committing them to the Torah covenant • Such 

a defence must, of course, include Paul's self defence, because he 

is the one who claims to have been appointed by Christ himself to 

preach thls Gospel and ·to convert the Gentiles. The defence must 

also assure the Galatians that~ being Paulinists, they lack nothing, 

that they are full partakers of the divine salvation, and that 

their status outside the Torah is sufficierrt. This assurance must 

be accompanied by the thorough demolition of the theologj.cal position 

• • • t "L" n 32 of the antJ.-PaulJ.nJ.s oppoSJ."uJ.on • 

Professor .Betz's structural analysis of the Letter to the Galatians, 



and his explanation of Paul's need to vrr:Ue a forensic apology to 

Galatia are clear and convincing. My ovm analysis of the letter 

follows the same lines, but I have added some further suggestions 

to aiel understanding of the composition of the letter. 

The structure of the Letter to the Galatians i:3 as follows: 

1:1-5 

1:6-10 

- Epistolary Opening 

= Introduction 

1:11 - 2.:15 - Na:r:rative, statement of facts. 

2:1.5 = 21 - Proposition 

J:l - .5:15 - Proof section 

.5:16 - 6:10 - Paraenesis 

6: 11 - end. - Conclusion and postscript. 

This analysis agrees substantially with that of Professor Betz; but 

I 'l'l'OUld suggest further that the 'proposition' (2: 15-21) plays a 

greater part in the formulation of the proof section, and may be 

seen to correspond thus: 

Propositions 

2:15, 16 

2:17 , 18 

2:19, 20 

2:21 

Proofs 

J:l - 14 

3:1.5 - 4:11 

4:12 - Jl 

5:1 - 1.5 

If these can be seen to correspond, then the follmr:i.ng proposi"tlons 

are backed up in the 'proof' sections. The proposition of 2:1.5, 16 

is substantiated by the passage J:l - J.L~, where the arg;ument turns 

on the spirit/flesh antithesis. The tecbniq_ue of questioning 

produces the desired effect of compelling the readers to agree with 



the :premise that they first received the s:piri-1:, through faith, 

thereby su:pportj_ng the suggestion that they have been 'bevritched' 

in that they are turning away. This lh1e of argumentation is l:acked 

up with the further argument from scripture; the example of Abraham. 

A key verse is .3: 7 - "knm'f then that those of faith are the sons of 

Abraham - that is, that they are the true Jews. .3:10 - 12 then argues 

against any presentation of the law and its injunctions as being of 

any effect for salvation to Christians, returning to the main argument 

that faith is all important. The summary of ·this proof section, 

.3:14, includes all the key concepts into the one verse: "that the 

blessin~ of Abrah~m might come in Christ Jesus to the nations, 

that we might receive the promise of the spirit through faith". 

It can be seen clearly how the passage .3:1-1~· supports the proposition 

laid down in 2:15, 16 that 'no flesh is justified by works of law'; 

positively explaining that Jews and Gentiles may be justified through 

faith in Christ, that all may thus be sons of Abraham'. 

The proposition of 2:17, 18 is 'proved' b,1 the arguments in the 

passage .3:15 - 4:11 where Paul argues that if a man makes an agreement 

then noone can break or add to it, and so it is with God and his 

dealings with men. God made the promise to Abraham and 'his seed 

which is Christ'; so this promise is not annulled by the Law - the 

Law was merely an intermediate measure, and has no effect now that 

the promise is fulfilled in Christ. The all-important element is now 

faith, 'for all are sons of God through faith in Christ Jesus'. 

In 1+: lff, the analogy :of heir and slave is given to illustrate the 

notion of lt:J, that man w~s a slave in the world, but now he is saved 

through Christ. This reinforces the argument that nmnism is no longer 
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applicable, and a positive proclamation of the Christian gospel is 

contalned ln '+:I+ - 8 • 

The following verses re.buke the Galatians and combine with a 

refutation of those who persuaded them to go back to their old ways 

of slavery. Paul rounds off the argument with the emotional 

statement of verse 11. 

These first two of the propositions combine to show that Jew and 

Gentile alike are justified by faith in Christ, and that faith is 

the criterion that co~s - to go back to legalism and distinctions 

such as Jew and Gentile, is to misrepresent the true Gospel of Christ. 

The proposition of 2:19, 20 is taken up in 4:12 - 31. This 'proof' 

section is the most defensive and the most persuasive in terms of 

personal appeal and self-explanation. It expounds the Pauline 

version of the relation between sin - flesh and Law, and it also 

contains a specific refutation of the opponents in Galatia; Paul 

presenting his personal claims to be believed as against ·theirs 

(4:14ff). The emotion of verses 19 and 20 is intended to provoke 

the Galatians to self rebuke, and to listen now again to Paul. 

The approach taken in this 'proof' section corresponds to the 

personal tone of the proposition in 2:19, 20; it serves to make the 

C~latians reach the conclusions that Paul desires of them, and leads 

on to the 'proof' of the final proposition (2:21) which is found 

in 5:1 - 15. 

5:1-15 : This section repeats all that ha.s been argued in no 

uncertain terms. It repud.iates any positive claims for circumcision, 

pointing out only its 'old' implications of legalism and separation, 

and that it is of no use to the Christian who has received the 

spi.'t'it • 
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'l'he confident statement of .5:10 underlines the argumentation wHh 

its note tha·t the right- way '!'rill be chosen; yet it is further 

'tacked up by ve:r.se:-1 11-15, in which Paul dispels any poss:l.bility 

of remaining doubts with a :positive exposition o:f his Gospel of 

Christian freedom. This leads on to the more general :pa~'aenetic 

section Hhich follows. 

Professor Betz designated 5:1 - 6:10 as the pa.raenetic section of 

the letter to the Galatians. He sulxli Vti.des this into three :parts, 

each one giving a restatement of what he calls the 'indicative' 

of salvation. 32 

In my own analysis of the letter, the :paraenetic section orl;y' 

begins at 5:16; as the last :proposition of 2:21 is well :paralleled 

by 4:21 - 5:15 ':proof' section. Moreover, the 'proof' passage 

(5:11 - 15) :provides a bridge to the :paraenetic section to follow, 

for from verse 13 Paul builds up a warning against misusing freedom 

as he presented in his Gospel, and thereby effectively exclud.es 

objections of the kind which claims that the concept of freedom 

leads only to licentiousness. This is reinforced by the practical 

ad.vice then offered, and the exhorta.tion to the Galatian Christians, 

revolving around the proposition 'by love serve one another'. 

The paraenetic section, therefore, presents the positive Christian 

notion of what it means •to walk by the spirit, and you will in 

no way fulfil the desires of the flesh' (5:16). The two opposing 

ways are described in 5:17 - 26, and then well illustrated with 

practical examples. This paraenesis is the d.idadic part of the 

letter, and it includes some traditional paraenetic content - for 

example, lists of vices and virtues (5:19 - 25), and the more 

specifically Christian directives ( 6: lff), l'l'hich make use of the 
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phrases, 'lat-1 of Christ• (6:2), 'household of faith' (6:10). 

The paraenetic section beginning at 5:16 sets out two themes: 

positive andnegative, on which the section builds and serves to 

round off the defence with an appeal to accept what has been 

argued there and to act on it. That is, to accept that the spirit 

~ms given through faith in Christ, making the law and the 'old' 

~rays obsolete; that to live by the spirit is the 'new' way, and ·the 

key notion of this new life is 'love' (5:13ff, 5:22). 

The conclusion of the letter as a whole and the epistolary closing 

are contained in 6:11 to the end. A last 'ethical' appeal for sym

pathy is found in verse 17 leaving a lasting impression of concern 

and sincerity. 
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Chapter 8 

Paul's Corinthian CorresEondence 

1 Corinthians 

1 Corinthians is a difficult letter for which to find a concise, structural 

frameNork, and. any attempt to find one is hampered by the fact that the 

integrity of the letter has been seriously questioned. 1 Corinthians 

is :primarily deliberative in nature, in that Paul 1-1ants to :persuade the 

Corinthians~ to falloN his advice on Christian living and doctrine. He 

answers questions :posed by the Corinthians, ironing out doubts and 

explaining his reasons for what he is advocating to them. 

Robertson and Plummer 1 rightly :point out that 'the first epistle to 

the Corinthians is not, like Romans, a doctrinal treatise, nor 1.s U, 

like Galatians, t.hq. document of a c:r.isis involving far reaching doctrinal 

consequences. It deals with the :practical questions affecting ·the life 

of a church founded by the writer'. Professor Ba.rrett 2 notes that 'the 

:practical advice, however, is consciously grounded in theological 

:principles which can usually be detected; and more important, the 

:problems Nith which Paul deals seem to have reacted upon his theologlcal 

views, or at least to have had a catalytic,·effect in pushing forward 

developments that might otherwise have taken place more slowly'. 

In deliberative discourse the authority of the speaker, the 'ethical 

appeal' is .e>f supreme importance. Paul shows that, he is Hell am:tre 

of this in 1 Corinthians, where he establishes his apostolic authority 

in a :positive way throughout., for in 1 Corinthians Paul takes adyantage 

of the authority he claims to add weight to his directions and arguments 



(see Chapter 9). In 1 Corinthians, Paul :i.s generally able to take for 

granted his position as an 'apostle of Christ'. 

In Paul's vim-¥ the Corinthians are at fault j_n moving toward.s what he 

considers to be a 1-rrong view of Christianity and. its meaning; thus he 

constantly 'corrects' them in the course of the letter, as well as 

persuading them that his position is the right one. Robertson and 

PlQmmer say that 'in ·our epistle the apostle, in asserting and defending 

his apostolic status and mission, never for a moment ¥acates his position 

of unquestionable authority, nor betrays a doubt as to his readers' 

acceptance of it'. 3 

In 1 Corinthians, then, we see Paul exerting the ethical form of appeal 

by upholding his apostolic authority, and using it positively to support 

his aclvice and 'deliberation' to the Corinthian church. 

In deliberative speaking the aim is to convince the audience that what 

is being commended is right, and this can best be achieved by shovd.ng 

that it is in accord with the audience 's own :i.deas ; so 1-re see Paul 

appealing to the Corinthians' own understanding and 'wisdom' • "Judge 

for yourselves", (10:15; 11:13) he says; and in persuading them to 

his way of thinking, the audience feel they have reached the conclusion 

through their own reasoning. 

The integrity of 1 Corinthians has been questioned, and commentators have 

pointed. out breaks in the flow of the thought in the letter, and 
4 

differences in the situation presupposed by the letter. 

I 

The contradictions within 1 Corinthians that J. Hering finds, hav!!...led 

him to divide it into two clistinct letters, 5 1-rhich he contends make 

'coherent letters'. Indeed they do, but then so do other, different 
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attempts at dividing 1 Corinthians. 

H. Conzelmann, 6 after reviewing several attempts at reconstructing 

the 'Corinthian correspond.ence', comes ·to the conclusion that, 'there 

is no conclusive proof of d.ifferent situations within 1 Corinthians. 

The existing breaks can be explained. from the circumstances of Hs 

composition. Even the complex that gives the strongest offence, 

chapters 8 - 10, can be understand as a unity. 

An attractive discussion of the 'Corinthian correspondence', and one 

1-1hich retains the essential unity of 1 Corinthians, is that of J. C. 

Hurd Jr. 7 The presupposition that lies behind Hurd's study is his 

belief that exchanges behind our 1 Corinthj.ans can be reconstructed 

'l'Tith some clarity. Hurd argues that certain :passages in 1 Corinthians 

are clirect ans'!'rers to specific questions put to Pa.ul in a letter from 

Corinth; and it is from these supposec.l ans'l'rers that Hurd believes he 

is able to construct the Corinthians' questions. 

Hurd postulates the following stages of communication between Paul 

and Corinth: 

- Paul vis:i.ts Corinth and found.s the Church 

- 'Previous' let·ter by Paul 

- Letter from Corinth received by Paul plus oral information 

- Our 1 Corinthians in ansvrer to quest:i.om=> posed and information 

received, modifying the position of the prevj.ous letter. 

Hurd argues that the Corinthians had Iwpt to Paul's origilw.J. preaching, 

so they vrere puzzled vrhen they received the 'previous' letter l-Jhieh 

ma,ritecl a radical change. Hurd. postulates tha.t th1.s 'previous' lettel.'lll 

vras v1:dtten to commend the Apostolic Decree, and espectally the 

provisj.ons on immorality and idolatry. The Co:r.intM.ans questioned 

Paul, in their own letter, a1Jout changes betvreen Paul's origin.-1.1 
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p::r..·eaching and that of the 'previous' letter, and ln ans'l'mr Paul l!f.r:0te 

1 Corinthians, stating a posj_tion of com:prorrdse. 

Hurd's study is a comprehensive and in many 1-rays, reasonable argument; 

but there are many detailed conclusions laid on doubtful foundations. 

For example, Paul's supposed use of the Apostolic Decree is pure 

supposition, and though it may fit well with the sections Hurd :picks 

out from 1 Co:r:inthians, it does not fit in well with Pa,ul's non-usage 

of it anywhere else in his letters • If, a,s Hurd suggests, Paul ha.d 

sent the 'previous' letter to uphold the Apostolic Decree of Acts 15, 

then why doesn't he explain this in the 'compromise' letter, for this 

would be an obvious 'way out' for Paul to be able to say this had not 

been his own directive but that of the Je~1salem council. 

Hurd. 's study does shm'l' that the letter as we have it can be talten as 

a whole and tlnderstood without breaking it down into several different 

letters. 1 Corinthians can and should be read as a unity in the 

absence of any sound evidence to substantiate an opposite view. 

Professor Parrett says that '·the essential question that must be asked 

and answered is whether 1 Corinthians makes sense in its present form, 

or is so manifestly inconsistent with itself that its illogical movement 

and internal contl:adictions can be remedied only by separa:ting the 
8 

discordant parts into different letters wri·tten on different occasions •. 

Professor Barrett goes on to say that it 'seems more probable ••• that 

Paul simply wrote the letter through, beginning with Chapter 1 and. 

finishing 1-rith Chapter 16'. 9 Accepting the unity of 1 Corinthians, 

it is nou possible to move on to some consideration of the purpose 

and structure of the Letter. Much discussion about 1 Corinthians 

has/;en±:ed on the identification of the various groups mentioned. in 

1 Corinthians 1:12, and the situation in Corinth as may be gleaned 
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from the letter. 

An example of an attempt to identify the individual groups is that, on 

the basis of Gal. 2: llff, supporters of Peter 1-1ere the representatives 

of Jewish Christianity that made appeal to the original a:postles; 10 

and on the basis of Acts 18:24 and 1 Corinthians 1:18, that 1-rhich views 

Apollos as the representative of a kind of Christianity that developed. 

rhetoric and demanded wisdom - a sort of Alexandrian, gnostic-type 

Christian interpretation. 

There have been various theories put for~vard concerning the 'SO called 

'Christ Group' in Corinth. Different interpretations view this group 

as a radical Jewish Christian group (F. c. Baur), libertine gnostics 

(W. Schmithals), or a gvo.up of those in op:position to the Petrine group 

(c. K. Barrett). 

A recent interpretation of the situation behind 1 Corinthians, has 

been suggested by Professor K. Grayston. According to Gk~yston the 

leaders, Paul, Apollos, Cephas and Christ, are named as the supposed 

originators and. promoters of two divergent positions: Paul as the 

originator and Apollos as promoter of 'gnosis'; Christ as the author 

and Peter the preserver of the 'logos' -the tradition of his instructions. 

Paul does not accept this viet-r as it would mai{e him a rival of Christ, 

•t .. d. • 11 and he argues for un1 y, no·v 1ssens1on. 

Some commentators have disputed the basic notion behind the various 

attempts at identifyj.ng the groups in Corinth, that there was any 

distinct factionalism in Corinth at all. J. rllunck holds that there 

were neither 'parties' nor 'Jud.aisers' at Cor:i.nth. The trouble was 

caused by the Corinthians' misunderstanding Christianity as wisdom; 

they took the Christian teachers to be teachers of wisdom, and them-

selves as wise, and this made a cuase for 'boasting' which Paul has to 
contest. 
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Hils A. Dahl l3 maintains that ·~here were some persons whom Paul regards 

as arrogant in Corinth, and he is aware of some opposition to him, 1-1hlch 

1'+ was caused by the Corinthians' assumption that Paul would not return. 

Dahl says that Paul's 'one aim' was to 'reestablish his authority as an 

apostle and spiritual father of the church at Corinth.' l5 I cannot 

agree that th:ls vras the 'one' aim of 1 Corinthians, but varied though 

the Dk1.ny commentartes on 1 Corinthians are, they hr::t ve in common the 

notion that Paul must establtsh and hold his authority as apof3tle U 

his inst:r.uetioYls a:r.e ·to carry the necessary weight and be accepted 

by the ~'fhole Corinthian community. 

Paul conveys this through the letter which is written along the lines 

of a 'deliberative discourse' which may be analysed. thus: 

1 Corinthians 1:1-3 

1:4-9 

- Letter opening 

- Thanksgiving 

1:10-4:21 - Introduction 

5:1-15:57 - Deliberation 

15:58 - Conclusion 

16:1-12 - Information 

16:13-24 - Final Greetings 

1:1-3 - Letter Opening 

1: Lr-9 - Thank.sgi ving 

1:10-4:21 - li'uncM.ons as the 'Introduction' and 'Narrative'. 

This section sets the scene for the deliberation, states the case, 

establishing the basis of ethical appeal - the authority and worthiness 

of the speaker, counters alterl1::'"ttive v:i.e1-1S tlk1.t may be for1-1arded: in 

all respects, prepares the way for the deliberative content that 

follows, ensuring its favourable reception. 
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The introductory phrase, "I exhort you", is a key one in understand.ing 

the purpose of 1 Corinthians. Paul :i.s not here giving a forensic 

defence of a particular vievr in the face of specific allegations as in 

Galatians; nor is he presenting a deliberative exposition of his own 

understanding of the Gospel as in Romans; rather, here in 1 Corinthians, 

Pa,ul aims to correct mistaken interpretations of the Christian message, 

to persuade the corinthians to accept his direction and advice on 

particular problems, and to explain t.o them further M.s interpretation 

and understanding of the Christlan Gospel and the practical implications 

of this in the everyday llfe of the Christian. 

In the Introduction, Paul sets the scene, all the time conscious of 

expanding the etM.cal appeal by enhancing his mrn position in the eyes 

of his readers (2:1-.5); countering mistaken views of the situation 

(1:17-30), rebuid.ng them for mistaken actions (3:1.-Lr), and correcting 

their understanding (3:4-22). 

In 4:1-16, Paul expounds his understc:mding of apostleship and all that 

it entails, countering the false views held by some 'enthusiastic' 

Corinthians, and ending in verse 16 Hith the appeal for them to be 

imitators of him; that is, to follow and adhere to the presentation 

of Christian Life he expounds. 

In 4:17-21, we see Paul defending his actions in the face of some 

criticism levelled at him in Corinth. TM.s section serves to enhance 

Paul's authoritative position in the deliberative content which follmrs • 

.5:1 - 1.5:.57 - The Deliberative Discourse 

This main part of 1 Corinthians includes responses to reports received 

(chapters .5, 6) which criticise actions taken, explains why, and 

advises for the future. Paul also answers question~that have been 
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raised concerning the practical implications of Christian faith for 

life in everyday situations. 

Baul answers questions and doubts, gives advice on problems, corrects 

wrong ways of understanding situations, gives reasons and explains 

the right interpretations to be follovrecl. He persuades the readers 

that the way he advises is the right one. 

In the course of his arguments and exposition, Baul appeals to ·lihe 

authority of the scriptures which he quotes (e.g. 1:19), vrorks into 

his 01m formulations (14:21; 1.5:2.5, 27), expounds (9:9ff), expounds 

(15:L~5), and uses in a Midrashic vray (10:1). Paul also uses the 

authoritative power of a 'vrord of Jesus' (7:10), and 'example of the 

Lord' (11:1). 

Alongside this scriptural support for his arguments, Paul also employs 

more ,~Greek" appeal in his use of set forms of pa.raenesis, such as 

catalogues of virtues and vices, or cosmological ideas (11:2ff), or 

proverbial maxims (.5: 6) , Paul also claims support from experience 

or convention (10:1.5, 11:13). 

1.5:.58 - Conclusion 

Cha:pter 16 - Information, and 16: 13-2'-~, the Final Greetings. 
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2 Cor:i.nthians 
~ .. -~·~ 

J:n 2 Co:d.nthlans Paul struggles against sharp attacks on himself and 

hiF; a:postolic status. He seeks to rebuff these attacks by defence a.nd 

cotm.-t.er-atto,ck. 1 

In Galatia Paul had claimed his independence from the Jerusalem apostolate, 

<md :i.n 2 Corinthians this very point is used against him, the opponents 

J?rod.ucing letters of recommendation originating from Jerusalem, and 

SGcid.ng to discredit Paul, questioning his status as a legitimate 

apostle. 

In order to analyse the structure of 2 Corinthians, consideration must 

first be g:i.ven to those doubts raised concerning the integrity of the 

letter as it stancls. Problems about the unity of 2 Corinthians are 

generally recognised, but no solution has been genera,lly accepted. 

Doubts about the integrity of our 2 Corinthians centre on three main 

questiom;. Can chapters 10-13 belong to the same letter as chapters 

1~9 in vieu of the fact that the tone in which Paul addresses the 

community :i.n the two parts seems so different? Can chapters 1-9 be a 

unity, for cha.pter 2:14- 7:'+ interrupts the s·tory of Titus' return? 

Can chapte:t:'S 8 and 9 belong together for both treat the theme of the 

'Collection' with no clear reference to one another? Any a·ttempt to 

find an overall :pattern or structure in 2 Corinthians must take into 

a.ccount Jc,hese three areas of deOO.te concerning the integrUy of the 

lette:c as we have it. 

The que~1tion vrhether chapters 1-9 and 10-13 could. have been :parts of 

the same letter, turns on the fact that, at first sight, the two sections 

show ve~"Y different stances of Paul in his relation d2 the community. 



G. Borru{amm maintains that chapters 10-13 are a fragment of a letter 

sent 'out of much affliction and anguish of the heart wlth many tears' 

(2:L~). Bornkamm mses his conclusion on the fact that chapters 10-lJ 

sh.o-vr Paul fighting hard against opponents, with nothing to suggest 

that the conflict within the congregation had been settled a.s he 

claims is the situation behind chapters 1. 2 and 7. 3 

The 'tearful let·~er' was written after a short visit and an unpleasant 

episode in Corinth, and an .objection to Bornkamm's conclusion that 

chapters 10-lJ are part of the 'tearful letter' is that nowhere in 

chapters 10-lJ is the episode which occasioned the letter, mentioned. 

Similarly, nmv-here in chapters 2 and 7 are the opponents mentioned 

who are inveighed against in chapters 10-lJ. 

It is questionable also, whether, as Bornkamm suggests, chapters' .. 1-7 

assume a situation in Corinth where everything is normal. In fact 

these chapters contain defensive stands against misintei·pretation; 

4 5 for example, of Paul's behaviour, they also have a polemical content, 

showing a sitUt-'1tion which is far from harmonious. James L. Price 
6 

makes the point that: 'since it is usuc1.l to comment upon the 'bitter 

irony' of Paul's tvorels in chapters 9-13, it may be :pertinent to observe 

that he begins with a positive entreaty. It t'l'ould be false to 

exaggerate the :pleading, irenic g_ualities of some of Paul's appeals 

in chapters 10-13, in which one finds a torrent of angry accusations, 

biting sarcasm and warnings - as false as to ignore the clefensive9 more 

mildly sarcastic tln.'l.lSts in the predomj.nl\nJly conc:Ui.atory and compli-

mentc.:cy passages in 1-7' • 

A :further doubt 1'1'hich Il1SLY be raised agains·c Born'kamm 's thesis that 

chapters 10-13 are a part of the 'tearful letter', concex:ns the 

possible reasons for its position in 2 Corlnthians as vl'e have it. 
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Bornkamm himself raises this doubt in poj.nting to the difficulties 

surrounding any reconstruction of 2 Corinthians. He vTrites ~ 'It is 

clear that every literary analysis remains a. vague attempt so long as 

the resons may not be advanced or convinoing1y stated why a later 

col1ator came to compose the letter as a i·rholc. Thus, ag::dnst every 

hypothesis of this nature the critical question must be asked: is it at 

all conceivable that an editor set various Pa.uline letters j_n such an 

unusual order or disorder?' 7 

Bornkamm. accounts for the attachment of chapters 10-13 to the end of 

the letter on the grounds of the literary convention of placing at 

the end of the text, a warning about heretics. 8 

!Gven. if it is accepted that there vras such a literary convention in 

the early Church's writings; against Bornkamm's adducing this as proof 

of an editor's hand at work, it must be asked that as Paul generally 

concluded his letters with a final polemic against false prophets, then 

lfhy must chapters 10-13 be taken to have been added by a later editor, 

and not simply as the work of Pau], himself in concluding the composition 

of 2 Corinthio.ns? 

A more attractive thesis is put forward by Professor Barrett j,n his 

ar'Gicle 'Titus • 9. He uses the references in 2 Corinthians to 

Titus to reconstruct the historical background behind the letter(s). 

Professor Barrett's reconstruction of events behind 2 Corinthians is 

as follows. During Paul's second visit to Corinth he encetmterecl some 

personal opposition and was insulted (2 Cor. 2:5). Because of this 

Paul cUd. not visit Corinth again but sent Titus vrith the 'tearful 

letter' (which has been lost) • After receiving good nevrs from Ti''cus, 

Paul sent the letter back to Corinth to complete the collection and 



carrying a further letter, 2 Cor. 1-9. Only later when Titus returned 

to Paul with bad reports of the situation in Corinth, did Paul 1-frite 

chapters 10-13 in response to the changed situaM.on. 

1'he advantages of this reconstruction of events by Professor R1.rrett, 

is that :l.t retains the present order of 2 Corinthians as we have it, and 

disposes of the view that chapters 10-13 could be the 'tearful' letter. 

Professor Barrett does accept the separation of chapters 10-13 from 

chapters 1-9, but they are placed in a context of further developments 

in Corinth - rather than rearranging the whole sequence of events as 

Bornkamm envisaged. 

This argument is supported further in a more recent article by Professor 

Barrett 10 where he looks at the references to the man who caused pain 

(2 Cor. 2:5ff), and those to the incident (2 Cor. 7:12) which 'poisoned 

the relations betvreen Paul and the Corinthians', 11 and shows hovr 

these allusions can throw light. on th{'3ituation which Cl.eveloped in 

Corinth and is reflected in Chapters 10-13. 11 

In considering the question of whether chapters 1-9 and. 10-13 are part 

of the same letter, ~>1. G. Kummel notes that, 'the assumption that 
-\\) 

10-13 belongs~a letter later tham. 1-9 OJ.' is the 'intermediate letter' 

earlier than 1-9 both require the additional supposition that the end 

of letter 1-9 ancl the beginning of letter 10-13 were broken off - and 

for this no plauslble explanation can be offered'. Ki.immel goes on to 

suggest that, 'it is not lnconcoivable tha.t J?aul, after a certain 

lapse of time, added a conclusion to his letter in Hhich he expressed 

t t . t • 12 more sharply his present concerns abou ·he commum. y • 

This posi tj_on is close to that Nhich I Nil1 outline below viewing 

2 Corinthians as a. unity, and chapters 10-13 forming an integr·<J.1 part 
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of the structure and apologetic intent of the letter; nhi1e P'.cofesso:c 

fu..rrett 's hiBtorical reconBtruction of the c3.oveloping situation in 

Cor:inth :t::; accepted as the background of 2 Corinthians. 

The second major doubt concerning the integ:d.ty of 2 Corinthians in 

Hhether the unity of chapte:m 1~9 can bG upheldp fo~c 2:]/l- u 7:L!. has 

long b0en considered an interruption in it~> present context. 1~he narrative 

of events conco:.cn:tng Titus is b. roi'An, J h d · · 7 ~~ ~ 'h' _ '"- ~~ en :t:'er:;ume ag<nn J.n : .h ana. 1:. u; 

ha,n led some commentatorn to see 2:1lJ. = 7:l} as a fragment j_nterpoJ.at.ecl 

from a different letter. 

Tho situation envisaged in 2.:JJ~· - 7:'+ may reflect an earller time than 

chapters 10:13, but extracting it from Us present position in 2 

Corinthians is not so ca;-ily endorsed. There is no doubt that 2: J.L~ -

7:1+ does inter:r:u:pt the report of Titus' retu1'n from Co:r::i.nth to meet 

Paul, but a convincing explanation as to why Paul dlgresse::; thus in 

2: 1'-l· - 7: I+ can bt::; given, if it is recognised. as a restating of Paul's 

position as he wrote U in tho 'tearful' letter (see chapter 9). 

'l'he probl01n concerning chapters 8 and. 9 is that in chapter 9 Paul 

takes up again the discussion of the arrangements for the collection 

after he had seemingly concluded his discussion of thj.s. 

On the other hand, it has been noted that 9~lff is not a completely 

new beginning in discussing the collection, for 9:3, 5 refer back 

to 8:18ff. Similarly, the necessity of help for Jerusalem is not 

repeated, only the invitation to help more generously. K;.lmmel argues, 

therefore, th8Jt chapter 9 did not form a separate letter, rather that 

'it is conceivable that Paul, after breaking off the theme resumed. it 

· ' l3 Th ~ • f once more, ancl gave J. t nevr urgency. e argumem,s J.n avour 

of breaking dmm 2 Corinthians into more than one letter a:r:e not convincing; 
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of 2 Corinthians can be upheld. A conslderation of the opponents of 

Paul, and the background situation in Corinth is lmportant in this 

resp~ct. 

A convincing case has been made for seeing the opponents as Jud_aising 

Christians, probably from Jerusalem (see chapter 9). Professor 

mrrett argues that the opponents vrere Judaising Christians who 

constituted a rival aposto late to Paul's. The Corinthians, therefore, 

had to compare the tl'l'O and judge betvreen them, and they tested_ them on 

hellenistic grounds by looking for powers and signs. J.l+ 

D. vl. Oostendorp argues that 2 Corinthians 3 confirms that the items 

mentionecl in 11:1·~, 'another Jesus, another Spirit, another Gospel', 

were the three main items discussed throughout 2 Corinthians. l5 

Oostendorp maintaj_ns tha·~ the opponents came to Corinth as apostles 

(11:5, 13; 12:11) to preach their Gospel that can be 'fittingly 

characterised as 'judaising' for in it they preached the superiority 

of Israel'. 16 

The comparison between the opponents and Paul can be seen throughout 

2 Corinthians - the l:ackground situation is b3.sically the same, the 

difference being one of the degree of opposition to Paul. In this 

chapter I have attempted to find an overall structure of the letter, 

contributing to the case that 2 Corinthians forms an originally unified 

letter. 

2 Corinthians as a whole is viewed as an apology - a personal defence 

on Paul's part of his past conduct and his principles- if this is 

so then the letter can be analysed and be seen to follow rhetorical 
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guidelines for the apologetic compositj_on. 

Chapters 1-9 are to be understood as a reiteration of previous exchanges •w 

i.e. as the 'narrative' section of the apology, and thus the differing 

parts of this section can be explained. The problem section, 2:1/.J- - 7:4p 

vwuld then be a restatement from a previous apology of a deliberative 

nature which had dealt with a specific problem of that earlier time, 

but included much of the material and stance Paul still maintains, and 

a warning that was not heeded in view of the developed situation now 

being dealt with. 

This explanation means that 2:1'-.J, - 7:q. is an integral part vdtM.n an 

overall structure, not simply a fragment added. by a later editor or 

compiler. It is part of the narrative section of the defence, 

presenting the 'facts' of the case in hand; it had a positive function 

within the letter as 1-1ritten by Paul in defence of his past actions 

and recommendations. It serves to give the previous M.story of the 

situation at Corinth, illustrating Paul's consistency in his assertions, 

and it shows hmf Paul had p:r.•eviously warned the Corinthians against 

being 'deceived', a,s they l'l'ere in the end. 

This view of chaiYters 1-9 not only offers a way of viewing the situaU.on 

in a new ·Nay, it also excluc1es the problem of sharp breaks ·~-rhich had 

led to the splitting up of the letter. It also does awa.y with a. problem 

over the repetitiveness within the letter as a Hhole, for 10-13 are the 

'proof' section establishing and supporting what has gone before; and 

explains the vehemence of these ch:tpters and "l:.ho need to make use of 

every possible ·technique and device to persuade the Corinthians. 

2 Corinthians may in fact be seen as a unif:i.ocl. composition, a forensic 

defence of l')aul against persom,l attack and. misro:presentaU.on of his 
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motives, honesty and preaching of the Gospel. 

2 Corinthians 1:1~2 

l:J-7 

IJetter opening 

= Introd.uction 

1:8 - 9:1.5 - Narrative 

(2:JJ+ ~ 7:1~ - Digression, quoting on earlier apology) 

10:1-6 - Proposition 

10:7 - 12:19 - Proof and Refutation 

12:19 ~ 13:10 - Conclusion 

13:11 - end. - Exhortation and Letter closing 

Paul adapts the apologetic structure to his own purpose; ·t.he 'facts' 

of the case are the central defence, he wants to show the Corinthians 

his consistency and love tetf<:u.\ls them, how he 1-1arned them and t.\J.i..ed 

only to 'build. up' the community. 

The 'proof' section adds to the defence by Hay of adducing all the 

persuasive devices and techniques available to establish the case -

e.g. ethical appeal, irony, paro.d.y, sarcasm, rational are;ument and 

emotional appeal. 

2 Corinthians 

1:1-2 Letter Opening 

1:3-7 Introduction 

The introductory tone is encouragement, to sustain support and loyalty 

that may be present in Corinth. 

1:8 - 9:1.5 - Narrative 

Paul says he is sure of success 1-,y plain speaking and defence of his 
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conduct (vii) -this is a typical opening in a defence; the speaker 

disclaims ability in speaking persuasively 9 he rather claims to speak. 

with simplicity and sincerity. 

1:13 - Paul states his reason for 1-1riting and his confidence in the 

result he aims for ~ the idea that the 'facts' will speak for themselves. 

The narrative section, therefore, goes on to relate the circumstances 

which led up to the present situat:i.ons. Paul refers l:ack to the 

'tearful' letter he had written to Corinth earlier. His reason for 

l'l'riting that letter had been to 'know the proof of you, if in every

thing you are obedient' - i.e. it was deliberative. Paul then describes 

his anxious 1mit for the return of Titus with ne·ws from Corinth about 

the effect the •tearful' letter had had. Paul digresses in order to 

recapitulate the message sent to Corinth in that earlier letter 

( 2 : ll~ - 7 : 4) • 

On this view, 2:ll} - 7:1+ is not a fragment of another letter inserted 

here by a later editor, but Pa.ul's own reworking of his earlier 

arguments into the present discourse. It serves to establish 

reasonable and forgivj_ng attitude that he rras adopting in that situation, 

thus building up the ethical appeal. 

The extended reference (2:14ff) to th:1.t earlier letter's 11arning 

against Judaising opponents of Paul (see chapter L1-) is then intended 

to shoH how I'aul has been consistently right all along. 

7:2-LJ. serves to sum up the point of this digression; it explains again 

the motives of Paul in earlier writing (c.f. 2:9-11), and then 7:5 

resumes the historical narrative. The anxiety of Paul's wait for 

Titus is described again l7 and Paul repeats his grief a;t. having had to 
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(lob. 
write it, but that he did"regret it because H had bad the desired. 

effect. l7 

The narrative continues with the Corinthians behind Paul and the way 

open to resume the collection. Paul sends THus l::ack to complete this 

1-rork, and the reassertion of the reasons for the collectj_on in chapter 

8 and 9 serves to illustrate further Paul's unselfish motlves; an 

anticipation of defence to come against the charge of misuse of 

money ( 2 Cor. 12:18). 

This account of the 'facts' of the case leads up to the explicit 

defence and refutation of the opposition in Corinth. The narrative is 

designed to wield both 'ethical' and 'emotional' appeal in its 

proclamation of Paul's pure motives and concern for the Corinthians. It 

ls intended. to 'prick the consciences' of the latter in ·their apparent 

rejection of Paul in favour of the 'false apostles'. 

J.O:l-6 - The Proposition 

The propositions to be established : Paul's consistency, his 

insistence on the correct a,ppearance of an apostle of Christ, the pm-rer 

of the Gospel to refute reasoning, and bdng every thought irrt.o Une 

NHh the 'meekness and gentleness' of Christ, and disobedience is 

avenged .• 

10:7 - 12:19 - Proof and Refutation 

The proof is offered, by arg;v.mentation and persuasive tochn1ques, that 

all Pa,ul has saicl ancl done in the past Nas the truth. Spec:i.fi.c charges 

ancl attacks are y_·ofutedg and the A:postoUc authority of Paul again 

propounded. 



~:'he argumentation has a sophistical ring throughout tho :proof section ·~ 

it confor:ms to Co:d.nthj.ans expectations of use of :pmred'ul invective and. 

defence, the USE'! of l vJ' c ,, d t h · · ~ .c.] '· 1 - - c e· . e • ., an _ · ec .n~ques common J..n orm.,orJJ(L ct.J.:3:p_ny 

= i.r·ony, :parody, sarca..sm etc. 

H. :0. Botz 
18 

reg.:J,:rds 2 Co"', 10.·1 1" JO ""' o"' · 11 '· ... - ..) : . a, .. ) ..t..'J.gJ.na. y se:par<J/(,8 

from the ma,in body of the letter, but he does not identify it Hith the 

'tearful' letter. J3etz defines the literary mould in Hhich Paul casts 

the attack on his obscure o:p:ponents, as an a)!ology in letter fox·m. Detz 

:proposes that Paul's denial of formal apologetic and rhetorical ·technique 

(2 Cor. 12:19) continues a tradition that can be traced. back to Socrates. 

Detz suggests that Paul wrote his defence in tho manner of J?hilosophical 

apologies to answer accusations of 'religious fraud'. Betz suJ!:ports 

this vrith reference to 2 Cor. 12:12, and he compiles a catalogue of 

litera:ey a)!ologi.es against similar charges, and. the thematic J?Cl,rallels 

Betz draHs are impressive; for example, refusal to perform miracler::; in 

proof of status; l9 the claim that true Hisdom reg_u.ires poverty, 
20 

and eloquent d.isclaiming of rhetorical skills. 21 

It is :setz 's contention that Paul in Corinth suffered the common fate 

of a prophet whose cx·ed.entials hacl been ridiculed by rival missionaries, 

and was abused by such time-honoured he11enlc terms of intellectual 

abuse as 'magician', 'sophist', 'imposter'. In discussing the 

paralles'Q; bett-reen the Greek com:r;>arati ve material he d.ra1-rs on in looking 

at 2 Cor. 10:13, Betz sho'l'rs that the atta,ck on Paul's feeble a,ppearance 

and lack of oratorial vigour was conventional abuse; while the 1.ro:ny 

and parody employed by Paul in reply, were among the intellectual 

t t . 1 t . 1 22 
weapons that Paul found in con emporary rhe or~ca ma er~a . 

In his analysj.s of 2 Cor. 12:7-10, Betz matntains that the stl."Ucture 
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of this :passage im:i.tates the narrative of a healing miracle expressed 

in style. Betz argues for the reduction of autobiographical value 

attached to these versesp for he considers the :passage to be a clever 

parody of two well-kno'l'm forms of religious :propaganda that were 

valued byfl-"v.l';, opponents - ecstatic raptures and healing miracles. Z3 

12:19 - 13:10 - Conclusion 

The final appeal comes in the conclusion; verse 19 specifically mentions 

the 'defence' and. claj.ms tho,t it is 'before God in Christ', effectively 

thereby claiming supernatural and authorita·t.j.ve wi·t.ness. The usual 

elements of 'rhetorical' conclusions .:tre present; the stating of 

motives, fear of the outcome, the corroborating of statements (c.f. 

13:1-2), summing up the 'proofs' offering (13:3), persuasive appeal 

to decide (13:3ff), and finally the :prayer for the success of the 

defence is :presented (13:7). 

The conclusion is effective in summing up the essential content o:f the 

defence, establishing the favour of the readers by creating sum:pathetic 

emotion, and. an offer of conciliation. 

J2:11 - end - Letter Ending 

Exhort.ation and closing of Letter 
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,;paul's Persona,l :Oe:fenco of his ApN{t~hi:p 

To ca,ll Paul's defence of his position and standing as an apostle a 

p8rsonal apology is something of a m:i.snomer, for tho defence of h.is 

apostleship is intimately bound up with his proclamation and. apology 

for the Christian gospel as he understood and preached it. In the 

face of attacks on his :personal :position as an apostle, he has to 

d.efencl not only his mm standing, but also his gospel. Before· the 

threat of a different interpretation of the Gospel, Paul defends both 

his teach:tng and his own apostolic standing and authority. For Paul, 

his status as an 'apostle of Christ' stands or falls Hith his 

proclamation of the 'Gospel of Christ'. 

1 Corinthians shows clearly that Paul's teaching hacl beon disputed; 

this meant that he had not only to clarify and eXP<."lnd that teaching, 

but also to clarify and defend .his own authority so that he could mai~e 

a positive a,:ppeal to it in support of his recommendations. 

In GalEJ:tians also, the 'different Gospel' necessitated. a defence of 

his apostolic office as the basis of authority for his Gospel, and this 

was made more difficult by his opponents in Galatia who had attacked 

his status as an apostle, for they' knew that to attack Paul was to 

attack his Gospel. 

Such attacks on Paul, vfhether personal or against his teaching, compelled 

him to defend his authoritative position, ancl this in turn necessitatecl 

a positive exposition of his concept of apoBtleship. This leads to 

the need for some consideration of the concept of apostleship in the 

early Christian church, in orcle:t• to appreciate Paul's position in that 

context. 



Pa,n1 'r; fh·st step in d.efence of his apostolic status is the decla~caM.on 

thGJ,t ho 1·Iaf:l called by Christ himself ·to bs 'apostle to the Gentiles'. 

'I'hon he pointed. to his honesty as a 'servant of Chr:tst' 1-rhich forbid. 

him ·t,o sookp by untruthful means, to persuade men, or to speak for the 

sake of pleasing men (Gal. 1:10). In 2 Corinthians Paul's defence of 

hie apostolic authority is mlxeri 1d th a harsh ancl unrelenting polemic 

It is 

cho,racteristic of Paul to argue from 'Gospel' to 'apof>tle' if he 

alms to explain and. defend his being an apostle (e.g. Galatians), or 

from 'a,poGtJ.e to Gospel' if he aims to confirm the truth of hls teaching 

(o.g. l Corinthians). 

'l'his chapter alm.s to investigate hovr Paul's defensive stand leads him to 

a positive exposition of his conception of being an apostle. It 1·1as 

not only ln conflict that Paul formulated and expouncled his vieHS of 

a,postleship, it 1'ras also against a 1:a.ckground 1-rhere there 1-ras more thc:m 

one <:weeptable defin:i.tion of an apostle. n is prob.,.,bly fai:r. to say 

that Hhatever the understanding of what it NaB to be an apostle before 

P;:wl, aftcJ~ Paul this :position was changed. to take account of Paul's 

v:tovm. 

J.t vra:c; ,J. B. r.ightfoot 1 Hho threw doubt on what he calls the '}?revcd.ling 

v:bvr' of his time, that the first institution of the offlce of the 

apostles =· the hwlvo = was a limit that HEU:l strictly observed, an 

oxcrmt:i.on being made only in tho case of Paul. Id.ghtfoot challenges 

th:i.G 
9 

and he b:::gins by surveying the use made of the vro:r.cL 'apostle' ln 

tho G-o::r(lels. He notes that those vrhom it is cmrtomary to clesigl1c'lte the 

;;-:,postJ.oG a:re more often entj_tJ.ed the 'disciples' or the 'THolve' P and 

thcd~ whe1.'3 the Hord does occur</: it is not used. to lend any coun:tenEJ,nce 

• ) ;] !. I l- I 1 2 to tho icLca that it is restr:Lcc.cu. ·c.o ·c.do "L.iro .. vo. I,uke P ho-vrever v useG 
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tho 1m:ed mo:..:.·0 f:cequently and ~d:.ates expUc:i.t.ly that ·t.he I,o:ccl ga.vo ·chi.t;; 

name to the THt:)lve ( Lnke 6:13) ~ and :i.n hio GoGpeJ. it in a common 

cles:i.gnat.ion for: them. But r~ightfoot goes on to note tha;l:. I1ukr~ in not 

entirely conBistent for he usee the; 7 •ro·_,_~1 .. -~'o···· 1)o·t'·}- P"11] ·~1-, n.,., l"'b"'"' • " .J.. .._ , .1 . "'' .•• c, J.O. . :o,j_:( C,, '~"' 

(li'\cts ]h.!+ li.'r) (Yt ~·· p ~ 9 A study of Pa,ul 's idea.f> of apostleship 1.n tho TJ~YttorE; ~ 

leads IJ:i.ghtfoot to conclu.<le that the Gv:i.dence from the New Testarn..ent 

points to d:\.scounting the idea that the aposto1ate Has 1imitocl to the 

'I'welve. 

Professor R.u:rett 3 notes that the tvmlve as a gToup never omerged as a 

mi.:.;sion,.-:u.--y group, a.s is made clear by Acts a.nd Galatians 2: ?:ff. 

Professor furrett says that 'I;U:ke 's anxlety to represent the church j_n 

its mission t.o the world as the outcome of, and as continuous 1>¥ith, 

Jenus and hiG mission to Israel, leads him to tie dmm the notion of 

apostleship to the group of hml ve Hhom he could descr:i be as ha.v:i.ng been 

close disciples and companions of Jesus cluring his ministry, and. to 

represent these twelve as responsible, through Peter, for initiating 

the Gentile mission (Acts 10: 1~48), and collecthrely sa,ncttoning and 

_.. 11' 't' L~ com .. ro J.ng 1 • 'l'hts 'wuld explain i·rhy Acts sh01-1s little tra,ce of 

the problems of the Gentile mission, ancl of the contro.versies behreen 

Paul and Je:rusalem. Professor Barrett himself says tho:t this is a 

little unfair to J,uke, but H does amply illustrate that the concept 

of apostleship that is founcl in Actn Has prob3.b1y not representative 

of the current one in Paul's day. Paul's vieN in fact 1-ias ra.ther 

different, and 1-1as formed against a mckgrouno. of struggle and 

controversy. 5 

K. H. Hengstorf 6 sees the origins of tho term 'apostle' in a sea-

faring word which was used generally to convey the idea of '1x:ling sent' • 

But he find.s a more useful guide for tht~ background of s,postolos in the 
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Jewish 'shaliah'. 'rhe 'sheluhim' car:ded commissions wh:i.ch involved. 

rer:;ponsi bility, but it ls the missionary element ~-rhich differentiates 

New Testament apostleship from the Jewish 'shal:i.ah'. Two important 

points follovr from this approach; that the apostle's vmrth lay not in 

himself but in him who sent him, and that the chief work of an apostle 

7 vras to carry and proclaim the message. 

H. Sc~thals 8 
makes the point that a,pos-tles are always missionaries, 

but that not all mtssionaries are apostles. 9 

Professor P.arrett 
10 

says that vTe should. distinguish betvreen three main 

groups in Jerusalem at the time of Paul's conversion : the throe 

'pillars', the t11elve, and a g-roup of apostles 1-rho would perhaps not 

always reside in Jerusalem. In the course of time the hrelve tended 

to leave the picture, leaving the three 'pillars' who Here aided by 

others. Professor Barrett points to Galatlans 2:12. as proof that 

James had envoys who travelled at least as far as Antioch; and Acts 15:22ff 

describes those who conveyed the apostolic letter and decree from 

Jerusalem to the churches of Syria and Cilicia.. He says tha·~ lt was 

such envoys who were unsettling the Galatian churches (Galatians 1:7), 

and. that they were also the 'false a,postles' condemned by Paul in 2 

Corinthians 10-13. Professor Barrett makes the further point that both 

in Galatia and Corinth (2 Corinthians), Paul's problem in dealing 11ith 

these 'false apostles' is sharpened because they may ha-ve some backing 

:from t.he Jerusalem authori.ties. 
11 

. T t t' 12 
H. Hosbech in his article 'ApostoJ.os 1n the New es amen argues 

that b2:ing regarded as a 1egitimat(~ apostle 11a.s not important to Paul 

until he came into conflict with .Tudaisers. He points to the 

Thessalonian letters in support of this, \·rhere in the prescript l'aul 
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simply writes 'Paul' 9 Hhereas :i.n la.ter epistles after controYex.·sy vrHh 

Judaisers, he calls himself, with some variations, 'Paul, the apostle 

of Jesus Christ'. 

This comment of Mosbeeh 'r.:; Bupports a thesis put fort·rard by R. Schnackenburg, lJ 

Hho says that Paul encountered dlfferlng concepti.ons of 'apostle' in 

the early chur·ch: the more general use to denote a missionary in the 

Hellenistic mission field, and the more restricted use of the term 

emanating from Jerusalem. It is Schnacl{enburg's argument that, 'at 

the beginnj.ng the concept of an apostle was not carefully defined. 

Pa,ul had to safegu.ard against those rrho contested his apostleship 

(from different viewpoints), so that he faced all the reg,uirements ~ 

the ones Hhich came from the 'apostles before him' in Jerusalem, as 

vrell as those vrbich were presented by the 'apostles cluring his tlme', 

and in this he cJ..,1.rified his own unde:r:standing of hi8 minlst.ry a.s an 

J l.j. 
apo:3tle' • · 

A rather d.iffe:r.ent angle is coYereo. by J. H. Sch~rt~?, in his 1-rork, 'Paul 

anrl the Anatomy of Apostolic Authority', l.5 for Schutz · is mainly concerned 

vTith how Paul envisages his apostolic task, and holi he const:t.··ues that 

authority which his letters S..'3ek to express. 
16 

Paul's letters reflect 

a situation in Hhich ·the Christian apostle was alreacly something of an 

authoritative fig;ure. Hhen Paul feels called on to explain his claim 

to apostleship he implicitly justifies his claim to authority at the same 

time - the authority behind. his letters is the authority l)ehind Paul's 

apostolic claim. This 'brings us back to the inHla.l notion that when 

Paul defends his apostolic office he is also o.efencJ.ing his Gospel ancl 

vice versa. The point, is also noH Hell made, that it is in times of 

controversy that Paul expounds his ideas of apostleship, arising from 

the fact of his having to defend his a;uthority and his tea,ching in the 



face of oppos:tt:i.on. The tno letters where Paul has to explain M.s 

concept of a.postleship ln the face of at·tack are Galatians and 2 

Corinthians P Nhile in 1 Corinthians Pa.ul useEl his apostolic authority 

as the oo.sis and. support of his teaching. 

Galatians 

At the beginning of the letter to the Gala:Uans, Paul's usual salutation 

is expanded to indicate the defence of Ms apostolic status (Gal. 1:1); 

here, at the start of the letter, Paul sta:tes his concept of the 

apo)!.stolic office and authority - God is the source of it. In ('ro,l. 

1:10, 11, Paul fu.rther claims that the Gospel has no human source 

either. As J. B. Lightfoot l7 comments, 'The two thrElads which run 

through the epistle - the defence of the a.postle •s own authority, and 

·the maintenance of the doctrine of grace - are knotted together 

in the opening salutation. By expanding his official title into a 

statement of his direct commission from God, Paul meets the personal 

attack of his opponents; by dwelling on the vrork of red.emption in 

connection -vrith the name of Christ (v.4), he protests against their 

doctrinal errors.' 

In the narra,ti ve section of t,he forem:dc defence contained ln the letter 

to the Galatians (see above, page 248 ), Paul gives some biographical 

ma·terial concerning his pre-conversion days; and then he goes into 

detail about his relations with the Jerusalem apostles and takes 

pains to clarlfy his relationship with them. Paul emphaslses the 

infrequent contact with the earlier apostles, and tha.t his relationship 

with them 1-1as not one in which he l·ras subordinate to them. 

18 J. Bligh argues that the first two chapter·s of the letter to 

Galatia offer a vind.ication of Paul's conduct at Antioch where he 
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rebuked Cephas for betraying earlier convictions a,nd go:i.ng back on 

their agreement. Bligh says that Paul, Nhile defending himself, is at 

the same time clefending the Gospel as hE:1 preached it to the Gentnes. 

He does this firstly, by shoNing that his ovm doctrine is apostolic, 

both because he himself is an apostle, and because his doctrine Has 

formally approved by the ':pillar' apostles in ~Terusalem; and secondly, 

by showing that the doctrine of the Judaisers is false. BJJ.gh point~ 

out that a notable feature of Galatians, chapters 1 ancl 2, is the l'fay 

in which the 11hole argument assumes that Paul's doctrine cannot be 

accepted unless it is apostolic. This notion that 'apostolicity is the 

canon of orthodoxy' was widely used in the church after Paul. 

In C.alatians, chapter 1, Paul claims that his Gospel Has revealed 

directly to him, that he Ha,s not taught by others, so his preaching 

Ha.s in no way incomplete or mistaken. He denies that he learnt the 

GoB pel from 'apostles before him'. He says that he me.t Peter in 

Jeru;;;aJ.em three years after the GOspel vras revealed to him, <-mel that 

while he 1fas there he clidn 't Bee any other apostles e~wept 'James, 

the brother of the I1orcl'. In chapter 2, Paul continues to develop 

and underline M.s ino.e:pEmclence of Jerw3alem. 

J. H. Schutz l9 says that Galatians 1 and. 2 should not 1)e r:>een as 

Paul attemp-ting 'to open up the a,:postoUc circle~ a,nd admit himself. 

It in hiG attompt to provide a :ea,tionaJ.e for apo~;tolic authority in 

the absence of a concept of apostolic legitimacy 1'th:1.ch is sufficiently 

well developed to includ.e with:i.n itBelf an impHcit appeal ·i:,o authortty • ' 

In thiB narrative sectj.on of the letter, then, PaJ.J.l eBta.blishes his 

a.uthorit.y: his GoEJ:Pel ha.s a clivine authority ove:c ag.odnst the .TuclaJ.sing 

Go::;:pe1 • of mon •. 'rho 'proof' section of the defence is them argued 

on this firm. b:J,sis. 



~:he :Uentity of J?aul 's opponents in Gala tin has be; en much cUncussecl 

among cormnenta:tors. Pointing to GalatianG 2:1+, to the 'false brothers' 

uho como into the commvnity to spy, Professor R'~,:rro-tt ma,kes tho 

P.ro1Xl,b1e identification of theso a,d-~a+o>·•p. 1·.rJ'.·'·h. ·}h.e- envoy~ of~ Tam""' ....,-'- v ... - lJ _ v • . ,:;. , , v•::> 1 

noting that GaJ.. 2: 12 shaHs that such envoys did at least reach 

Antioch and caused_ trou1)J.e there. 20 

A different vieH 21 is taken by ,J. :s. Tyson. Tyson recognises the 

defensive nature of the letter to the Galatians, but ho concludes that 

the opponents 1-rere Jewlsh Christians native ·to Ga.latia, vrho claimed the 

bacldng of the ,Jerusalem 8.l)Ostles, making a case for Paul's 

subol"'dination to, ancl dependence on, the former. 22 Tyson's theds 

j_s not convincing, for there a,re several pointers in the letter -vrhich 

suggest that the opponents came from outf>ide Galat:i.a, ·that they held 

a Judaising posHion ln opposition to Pa,ul, and that far from claiming 

Paul's support, they attacked him. 23 

An attractive thesis concerning the Galatiqn opponents and their 

2'~-ba.ckground is that of R. JoHett. Je~-rett briefly surveys the 

variour~ attempts to identify ·che agitators in Galatia, and then offers 

his mm anmrer i-rhlch focuses on the evidence thEJ,t they came from 

outside - from Judaea or ~Terusalem, and that they were Jewish Christians; 

his conclusions turn especially on Paul's remarks in 6:12, 13, what 

he claims to be the motives of his opponents. Je1-rett poses the 

question vrhy they should seek to circumcise the Galatians so as to 

a void persecution. Tbe answer he gives lies in the historical 

situation in Judaea, on Zealot pressures as the background for this 

'nomistic' campaign. If such be the case then the agitators' demands 

i-rere only partly motivated by the belief that circumcision and la-vr-

obedience Here necessary - but as Paul sarcastically notes, they Here 



286 

influenced by the desire to avoid persecution 'for the cross of 

Christ' at the hands of zealots looking for the purity of Israel. 

Thus far JeHet-t's thesis is interesting but not altogether compelling, 

alternative explanations for the fear of persecutionB can be adduced, 

for example, the possibility by Jews, or even by ·the state authorities: 

in the latter case the outward sign of Judaism as a 'religio licita' 

would protect against persecution. 

It is the following part of .Je1-rett 's thesis that is the most appeaHng 

for he further postulates the cunning tactics of the opponents, who 

perhaps did not directly oppose Paul's teaching, but rather claimecl 

to 'perfect' or 'complete' it - a form of 'domestication' of Paul. 

Gala,tians 3:3 uses the 1-rord ' t~< ,~e.~~,<S'e41:-' vrhich refers to perfecting 

or completing, and Jewett suggests that the agitators presented 

circumcision as a final step to perfection ·together with the observance 

of the Jewish calenclar 1-rhich they presented as associated vrith the 

Hellenistic 'd"'f't>c.·J(~o.. ' (l.J-:9). 2.5 In the light of this, Jewett 

goes on to explain Galatians 3:6 - Lh31 vrhere Paul argues a,gainst the 

nomistic threat of the agitators: and then 5:13 - 6:10 where he argues 

against a libertine threat within the community, especially .5:21 where 

Paul feared an indifference to ethical distinctions arising from 

libertine ideas. Je1-rett concludes that these tvro attitudes are not 

irreconcilable 1-rhen one realises that the ag:i.tators played on these 

libertine tendencies Hithin the church by presenting circumcision 

and the ,Jewish calendar a,s aids to 'perfection'. 

Further to tM.s sugges~ion, it seems quite credible that the Juo.aising 

opponents in Galatia had cunningly advanced their interpretation of the 

Gospel by claiming that Paul, 1-rho -was subordinate to the apostles in 



287 

Je~.cusalem, had. preached only part of the Gospel, and. this they novr 

cla:i.med to complete, and. vrith the backing and authority of Jerusalem. 

Paul countered this approach Hith a reasonecl apology of his :personal 

and divine commission as an apostle, independ.ent o:f Jerusalem; he also 

discredited. the teaching of his opponents with a clever defence strategy 

dravdng out the 'old' laVT-bound implications of circumcision and observance 

of the 'old.' Jewish calend.a.:t:. 

1~he suggest.ion of Jcvrett 'f, as to the cunning of Pn.ul 's opponents, m.a.y 

be further taken up 1-1ith regard to 2 Corinthians. Paul hacl already 

d.efeated their straight Judaj.s:i.ng :position a:t Antioch, at Ga.latia he 

had countered their presentation of circumcision and 'nomistic' interpre

tation of the Christian gospel; so then in Corinth they are forced to 

use a different approach; they simply attempt to discredit Paul so 

that his defence will hol(l no authorH:.y or compulsion, and so leave 

they l>Iay open for their ]?resentation of the Gospel there. 

1 Corinthicms 

This letter aims to 'build up' the church at Corinth, and to bind. 

together the varying vim1points there. Paul opens the letter thus: 

"Paul, ca,lled as a.n apostle of Jesus Ch:d.st 'b\J the 1>-d.ll of God' ' , and 

then goes on to f1.rrther ex:plaln this in verses 17-18. 1 Corinthia,ns 

1~17 - 18 sum u:p Paul's line of reasoning in the letter; he goes on to 

illustrate further how he und.erstands his a:postleshl:p in tersm of his 

commission and duty to :preach the Gos:pel, the Gospel lx~ing suwned up 

in t.he phrase the 'word of the cross' • The notion of the paradoxlcal 

pm·rer of ~feakness, elaborated in 2 Corinthians, is alroacl.y present 

in 1 Corinthians Hhere Paul wishes to €,Ur3,rd against those in Corinth 

who are ':puffed up', and may be susceptible to the shoN· of ecstasy 

and powerful SJ?eech. 
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In 1 Corinthians 3:5 - 17 Paul expounds the relationship betueen himself 

and other teachers with reference to the 'building up' of the chm·ch. 

The real point of the section ls that all ultima-t.ely relies on God., 

that there is no credit to be awarded to human achlevement. The theme 

of 'boasting' comes to the fore in 2 Corinthians, but here Paul shows 

he Has at·Tare of the Corinthians' weakness to bs impressed. by what appears 

to be wisdom. 

Paul returns to the theme of 3:5ff in L}:l, vrhere he discusses the concept 

of servlce. He rejects the notion that anyone except God can judge his 

integrity, and denies that he will allow himself to be 'examined' by a 

human authority ( v .~·c). It is possible that behind this statement is 

some tackground situation in Corinth vrere Pa.ul' s actions or teaching 

had been questioned or criticised. (e.g. over the question of eating 

idol meat, or his not claiming support from the church.) 

In the passage, 1 Cor:tnthians 1+: 8 - J.L~ Paul uses his concept of apostle

ship to counter the tendency of some of the Corinthians to think them

selves wise. Paul's authority and posit:i.on as a 'called apostle of 

Christ' is not in dispute, but rather is taken for granted a.nd used in 

a positive sense to explain the true way of Christian existence as 

Paul understands it. Paul describes the lowly life of an apostle, 

often faced with suffering and death; a p:i.cture 1-Thich contrast:::; Hith 

those in Corinth '\>Tho consider themselves wise and 'rich'. 

'l'he section which 'I'Tas concerned Hith the exposition of the correct 

unclerstanding of Paul's behaviour as an apostle endB in '+:19 - 21, 

and after this Paul goes on to discuss g_uestions concerning practical 

matters in the Corinthian chvxch; but then in chapter 9, Paul 



suddenly reasserts his apostolic status and authority, ~~hey·e is 

considerable disagreement about the interpretation of Paul's argument 

in chapter 9, and. also its content in the letter. 'l'here is a sharp 

and abrupt turn in the flow of thought after the last verse of chapter 8, 

but a convincing explanation is offered by D. Dungan, 
26 

1-rho argues that 

chapter 8 h; an explanatory digrer;sion to illustrate the point of 

8:13 - in chapter 9 Paul holds up before the Corinthians his mm 

conduct as a Chrif:;tian a1)le to forgo a right clue to him. There is also 

a certain defensiveness about Paul's argument in Chapter 9. Dtmgan 

points to verse 5 as shOidng tha·t Paul and his associates lvere being 

compared -vrHh Peter, the brother of the Lord, and. other apostles; 

ancl further, that some Corinthians seem confused. as to why :Paul's group 

hacl. not accepted their financial support - Has it bacauso Paul t·ras not 

a full apostle? Dungan argues that Pa..ul takes this opportunity 'to 

kill t1·ro birds 1·rith one stone •. Concerni.ng the question of moat 

sacrificed to :i.clolf:J, Paul argues that the legit.i.mate right of the 

'strong' ought not to be exercised if H :proves injw.:-lous to the-) 

i'leakor Chd.sti~; and. at the same -t.ime he takes as an ilJ..ust:r:aU.on 

his mm practice of not exe:cclsing a certaj.n leg:Uima;te authority he 

possesses as an apostle ~fhen it could be injurious ·to tho Church. If 

such an C:!XpJ..anation is accepta'b1e, then Chapter 9 doos serve a pur~9ose 

' I >'I 
in tho co!rtext" -vrhich it stands in 1 Co:r..'inthians. It j_s clear from 9:3 

that fuul is offering a defence of hiB actions, for he state::-; explicitly, 

"Hy c1efonce ( ~~o""o1S<o.. ) to those 1\"ho examine is this ........ 
ano. in the versN> that follow Paul u:pholcls his authority and his 

'freedom' as an a:poGtle. 

The J:k1.ssago 1 Corinthianr:i 9: 19 - 23 is one Hhich is im:portc:mt for 

underr:;tand:lng Paul's mm missionary and apologetic strategy. The 

" 
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passage could be misunclerstood and. taken to sh01v that Paul Has a r:;olf-

confessed, un.Bcrupulous charlatan, and H. Chad.Hicic 27 points out that in 

fact some of Paul's contemporary critics accused. h:tm precisely of thi~; -

of a roac'lJ.ness to adjust his message to suit his audience, of preaching 

a gospeJ. to 'please men' (Galatians 1:10, 5:11, 2 Corinthians 1:13- 2ll-). 

HoHever, this pai-3sage can be inte1:pretec1 in a positive Hay as explaining 

Paul's clever, mediating a1)proach to (i:tfficult situations. As Chachrick 

comments, Paul's genius as an apologist is 'his astouc1.ning a.bi1ity to 

reduce to an apparent vanishing point, the gulf behmen himself and his 

convert.s, and yet to 'gain' them for the Christian Gospel' . 28 

1 Corinthians 15:1 - 11 is a much discussed passage, and from it can be 

gleaned. some fragments of information concerning the Hider 'apostolic' 

traditions of the ea,rly church. 1•1any questions have been raised by 

the content of these verses: lfuere does Paul find such traditions as 

a post-resurrection appearance to Cephas, and to James? 1ilhy is Cephas 

mentioned separately from the twelve? lilere the ·twelve a fixed apostolic 

circle? Does only an appearance of the risen Lord q_ualify a man to 

become an apostle, if so, then whs,t o:f. the number five hundred? i,•Tas 

Ja,mes classed as an apostle? I·Thy does Paul use the phrase 'all the 

apostles' :for in doin~so H Houlcl seem that he excludes himself and 

this Has contary to his intention as v. 9-11 show? and lastly, Nhat Has 

Paul's relationship ~dth the apostles 'Hho Here before him ' in vicH 

of the fact that he cannot resifo's an :i.ronic 'dig' at them in vlO? 

Host of these q_uestions have been anm·mred, though not all satisfactor:i.ly • 

The :first llne of app~och must be to separate the traditional material 

that Paul is q_uoting here from ~-rhat he adcls to it; in do:'bg this the 

context of the passage, and the 1t1ay it may be aimed at the argument on 

resurr:ection that follows in chapter 15 must be borne in mind. 
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H. Conzelmann' s 29 starting point for discussj.ng 1 Corinthians 15: lff, 

is that Paul is 'pursuing the task of theology in the form of expansion 

of the creed' . The assertion 'you stand' implies tha·t the authoJ:•ity 

and content of the creed are recognised as valid in Corinth, and this 

provides a common msis for the argument. 30 

1 Corinthicms 15: lff :r.·elates a resurrection appearance to Peter, 

then James, then to 'all the apostles • , a group .-rhich is pro 1:a bly 

not identical Hith the twelve. Conzelmann notes he:ce that, 'it seems 

that the important thing is that all apostles hc·we seen the risen 

Christ, and this is accordinly definitive for the concept of an apostle'. 3l 

Paul's oHn vision is apparently meant as the last of the appearances 

of the risen Lord; Paul therefore meets this requirement of an apostle 

to have seen the risen IJord. 

In 1 Corinthians, then, Paul uses his apostolic standing and authority 

to advantage in a positive way. He is not defending his position 

against personal attacim and accusation; although a defensive element 

can be found, this is attributable to some questioning and 'grumbling' 

about Paul's teaching, and maybe criticism of some of his actions, from 

Hi thin the church at Corinth. Irl 1 Corinthians Paul is generally able 

to take fo:r.· granted his position as an 'apostle of Christ', and is 

therefore able to use this position authoritatively to oo.ck up what 

he says in orcler to correct, teach, and exhort his converts. 

2 Corinthians 

r1v.ch of 2 Corinthians contains Paul's cl.e:fence of his status as an 

apo£1tle. In 2 Corinthians 2:llr - 7:1Lr Pa.ul Cl.efends his concept of 

apostleship, Hhile cha,pters 10 - 13 contain a sus.tainecl polemic, 
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defence and counter-attack Hhere Paul is fighting to retain his stc:mcling 

as an apostle befo~::-e ·the Co:d.nth:i..an coimnru1.Uy. 

Paul uses the same line of defence of his a:postolC:c status in 2 

Corinthians a.s he clicl m 1 Co:eintbians. J?aul is consistent in his 

understanding of his a:po~'ltleshi:p. He encountere(l. a,ttacks on his concop·l:,ion 

of the Gospel ancl being an a:postJ.e, at Antioch and Galatia. ThE) opponents 

in 2 Corinthicms are m-rare of the strength of Paul's letters, and thir3 

may indicate that they kneH of Ps,ul 's :previous defence. If this is 

so then the opponents must gu.CJ,rd themselves agajnst a similar response. 

Their methods cmo. approach would be modified. In Galatia Paul had 

claimed. his ind.openclence from the Jerusalem apostolate, and. novr this 

is used. against him; tho opponents :prod.uco letters of recommendation 

origj.nating from .T0 rusalem, and they sought to discredit Paul 'r::; status 

as a legitimate apostle. 

In 1 Corinthians Paul had. useo. his apostolic a;uthority to establish 

his teaching, and in doing this he :prepared the ground for his defence 

against such attack, for his :personal position and his teaching are 

vrelcleo. together, and his conco:pt of apostleship as service was 1-rell 

established, if not accepted. by all. In 2 Corinthians, Paul is able 

to reassert and. exp<:md. his arguments concerning the nature of apostle

ship. 

It :B are,·ued in chapters 3 and 4 that Paul, in hi:3 :presentatj .. on of 

Christianity against the claims of .Tudaism, suhstituos the significance 

of Abraham for that of l1oses. Dealing 11i'th the Judaising claims in 

Galatia, Paul uses the figure of Abraham to great effect, leaving no 

room for the Judaiser's positive portraya1 of Noaes and the Imr. In 
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2 Corinthians Paul again faces Juclai:::,;ing opponents. This time their 

strategy has been to attack J'aul personally and deny his apostolic 

status. Paul must defencl himself and his authority, as i·Tell arJ abolish 

any arguments his opponents may advance concerning Noses, and. this he 

does in 2 Corinthians 3. 

The gyestions of the 'Corinthian Correspondence' have been dealt Hith in 

Chapter 8, and I have argued that 2 Corinthians be considerecl as a 

unity; an apology in defence of Paul's apostolic standing in Corinth. 

Professor I'arrett comments that by the time of the Nriting of 2 

Corinthians, Corinth had become the mission f:i.efld of a non-Pauline 

a:postolate, 'rea,dy as Paul was not to adapt itself to criteria of 

a:postleshi:p v.co:posecJ. or exacted by the ma,inly Gentile church of 

Corinth'. 32 

Paul may have been accused of 'commending hirnBelf' by claiming a 

personal authority instead of relying on the authority conferred by 

the church and established by letters of commendation. To such a 

cha,rge Paul replied that for such a ministry as he had been entrusted. 

with he Has ansHerable only to God, e:md the fact of the existence of 

a church at Corlnth nas his commendation. 

Paul argued for tho superiority of the gospel over the Torah, ancl 

·therefore of his message that rejected the T·orah, and at the same 

time he :proved himself not e,uilty of self-commendation. 

The break after 2 Corinthians 2:13 had led many comm9ntators to 

suG:pect that vrha-t f oJJ.ons in 2 Corinthians 2: J.i+ - 7: L} clid not originally 

belong in this context. The narrative takes a, sharp tu1:'11 at 2:1L~, 

the thought novr revel ving on the tru.e understanding of the Christian 
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In 2 Corinthians 3 Paul continuer:; the defence against any charge of se1f-

seeking motives, and self commendation of his gm3:pel and ministry. 

C. J. A. Hickling in his article 'The seq_uence of thought in 2 Corinthians 

3' 33 sa,ys that it Has not the beliefs of his opponents as well as their 

sl.'J..ndors on his person and claims that Paul is here controverting, 

but only the latter. m.cklj.ng goes on to say that Paul vras vindicating 

his entitlement to cl, greater repect than he vras lxdng accorded in 

Corinth; and Hickling expounds Chapter 3 vrith this straightfor1·rarcl 

hypothesis in mincl; the per::>onal rather than doctrinal direction of 

the polemic in this chapter is indicn:t.cd by the fact that H arises 

out of Paul's reaction to the im:plj_ed allegation tha,t ho lacks 

I cf'u.0"'1'"~~lil:.a.\. ~?Ci\d'""'O~\.. t • 

Hicicling notes t:r..at in 1:17 - 22, 2: J/+ - 17, ancl 3:1 - 3 Paul moves 

from a trivial ~/carting J?oj_nt to a hj_gher level of theological cliscusBion 

on the nature of apostlwhi:p, ancl the :t~elation betHeon tho al10f>tle and 

the mm'.\r:;agc he bears. This suggests tl1at :personal issues arc at 

stake, that his opponents h<we baen t:r:ying to damage his ~ccputation, 

and. m.ci:ling can r:~ee no doct:rinal points of cH.ffo:t'ence raised so far. 

H:i..c1cl:i..ng continues to sec no r:;hift from thh.; :pu:l.:':por:>e in tho rest of the 

cha:r.ter, th<:rt it is all aimed at vindication of his J?ersomJ. status. 

Thif:J insistence that there is no cloctrina1 polemic at all in ChB,:pter 

3 is :o.ot con.vincing, ancl Hickling himself iF> forced. to aclmh to the 

problems th:i..fJ loavos in the chapter, and he concludes that something 

more th;:m theology of tho Christi<m ministry is at stake, although 

he seos the overall :purpose of Chapters 1, 2, 3 and. lJ·: 1 - 6 as 

vindicating fuul'G oNn apostolic status. 
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Uwmo in tbor.oe chapters ls Paul's oxplanat:ton of hh; conc~)pt of 

Chri~:;tian apostlonhip over against the Cori.nthj.cu1s' misunclorstr:mding 

or hin motiv-es D,ncl actions. Hut this is not tho only thome :present 

htn:n, <Ul.rl the exogesir:> is too complex for any singl.o explanatj_on 

to covc;:c a11 Hs aimB and intentions - Paul expounds ·the ldea vre fi.rst 

find. :i.n 1 Cor. :i.nthJ'.PnS a • 2 an·.:] 'r~ J 1 "'eo .., ga-'l11 :1.' 11 ::> r' o:r·-'l,J-~111. ''ns ] 3 5 ~" 7• 'P .,t "·'·-·-·"' ;, <" ' .... · ... -- ,, •• t. •• v .. co .. > • : • 

Pc:n1l beg:i.ns -vd.th a CJ.Uestlon that strikes a sarcastic note: 'Do vre 

lJ:)gin again to commend ourselves?' (2 Corinthians 3: 1), a,nd theO> by 

implication he d.enies that he has any need of official commend.a.tory 

lotte:cs of a human source as his rival apostles produce. The 

follovd.ng verses initia,te the more im:poJ."tant theme for Pcml 's viewpoint 

of tho superiorHy of the gospel ~ the thought 1.s :precise and compelling 

and looks forNard to the argumentation that :follNrs, that the existence 

of the Corinthian church acts as Paul's commenda-tion. Paul goes on 

to d.ony having self-confid.ence and r:;elf-sufficiency, saying that :i.t 

1·m,s God Hho maclo him a servant of the 'Ncm Covenant', not of le·t.ter, 

but of ~3pirit. 'fhe theme of tho contrast b3t1veen Gospel and. I.aH, betvreen 

ol\l a,nd. novr, is no incidental in the context of 2 Corinthians = it is 

used. in reply to the Judaising opposition. The discussion of t·1oses 

ancl tho 'fad1.ng' of the Ix"l.W in 2 Corinthians 3 loads to a clear 

affirmD.:i::.ion of Christian freedom (3: 17) Jo1vs and. Judaisers still have a 

'veil on their heart', for they haven't turned to the J.,orCJ .• 

In chc:q;ri::.er 1.~ Paul goes on to explain his minist:L-y by contrasting it 

-vrit.h that of Noses; the contrast between the ':fadJ.ng glory of the lavr', 

ana. the 'transforming por;rer of the spir:i.t', not to mention a side= 

gla.nco at his rivals in v.2 Hhen he says; 
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" . • • . not ua.lking in craftiness ( 1\o..'t/o u ('(J 'o.. ) , 

) the 1wrd of God, but 

commend.lng ourselves to every conscience of men by 

manifesta,tion of the truth before Gorl." 

The ne~t verses continue this line of both defence and. :polemlc combined; 

surmning up hh~ :position in v.5: 'F'or we do not proclaim ourselves, but 

Christ Jesus as Lord, and ourselves your servants for the sake of 

Jesus'. 

Paul goes on to describe his lot as a servant of Jesus (v.9) -

'persecuted, but not forsaken; cast do1m but not destroyed'. l~'or Paul, 

:proclaiming 'Jesus as IJord' meant :proclaimj.ng 'him c:r:ucified •, ancl that, 

paradoxically,it is in huma,n 'weakness' that the 'power' of the gospel 

is shovm. The Corinthians' failure to understand him and his 

commission w-as a measure of their failure to understand the true 

meaning of the Gospel. 

The passage 6: JJ+ u• 7:1 has been consicte:r:ed as an 'ant:t~Pauline fragment' 

31.} 
interpolated into the text, but it may be seen to fit well into tho 

context of 2 Corinthians if it is a reflection of a past situation; 

Paul expresses his opponents' own vioHs in a. sarcastic mould. The 

touch of irony supports this, for Paul uses their ovm teaching against 

them; for their teaching a,nd ca-tch1mrds H;n1.l useG but lea.cling to an 

opposite conclusion. 

2 Corinthians 10-13 comprises the ':proof' section of the defence 

contained in this letter. 'l'hese chapters betray :m urgentp sarcastic, 

defensive and :polemical tone. Much of vrhat Paul has in fact a1roady 

said ea:eJJ.er :i.n the letter is repeated in this clifferent tone. Ea,rUer 

lines of argumentation are :pmror:fully restated employing :rh8to:r.ica1 
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techni.o_ue to ad.vanta{~o. P<wJ. defenc1.B bimP-91:1', <md a;t the 8<-une t:i.m2 p 

disc:c·3d.:i:t.n his opponents . 

H. D. Betz 35 discunses 2 Corinth:i.arv1 10-13 as a Belfoc·containod. 

apologetic unit. He infers the accm:;ation by all8,lysing the defence 

presented. by Paul, and then goef3 on to d:i.scuss tho :r.eJ.atlonship bcrtrreen 

:Paul and. the tradition of Gr:e~:k httmanism, m.alntaJ.ning that Paul. Has 

using rhetorical forms ancl a.rgmnen.ts of the He11en:i.stic rheto::r:i.cal 

t:t'adition. J3etz suggosts th<:d. Paul Nrote the defence o:f chapters 10~·13 
h 

like a philosopjcal apology, answering a cha:cge of rel:i.gious fraud. 

This entails a self defence on Paul's part of his a1)ostolic status. 

The beginning 2 Corlnthians chapter 10 builcls up on ethical appeal. 

Paul 'exhort.s' and 'b;3seeches'; NhiJ.e by implication (v-8) Paul's 

op:ponon:t is accuseJ... of 'ovorthrovdng' ano. not 'bv.ild:ing u};>' the position 

in the community. In verse~> 9 and. 10 there are sugge::rtions that Pa.ul 

has been personally attacked, but he if> not d.ra1-rin into 8, self-

defence, but rather treats the a:ttacJ{ on h:i.mS'Qfof as an attack on the 

Gospel, and. guages his clefence to suit. Then Paul counter a:t:t.a.cks, 

ancl in verses 12 and 13 he compares himself Hith those vrho commend. 

themselve::>, ve:cse 1.5 :i.m:plying that these intruders 'boast in others' 

labours'; and Paul sta.tes h:i.a poGition on this V17, 18) ~ "He that 

boasts, let him boast only in the JJor:d". Hero he sets a thGme which 

is to be expanded further as the argument cJ.ovelops. 

Cha:pter ll:l.J. tells us that the :i.ntruders Paul is d.ea,l:i.ne; with, procJ.aim 

'a •·1o)·he·c Je"'U"' • a 'd.J.' ·I"'ferent Gos"' ... e1', and a 'di:ff~)rent r.1p_ ir:i:t.'. and in ,. v .... -· "' 0 ' ( ' ,... - • 

verse 5 Paul ctenier:; that he is in any Nay inferio:r to those he 

ironically calls the 'super apostles •. So the defence unfolds, Paul 



298 

compared. to his rivals P and his claim that his self sac:r:i.:fice markD 

him as the true apostle, and them <:w 'false apostles' ( v. 12-13) , ·11ho 

are 'deceitful vTOrkers'. The harsh attack continueG, as Satan poses ~S' 

"' 
an angel of light~ so Satan'r:; servan.tB poBo as 'servantfJ of righteous~ 

ness'. 

Paul's counter attack iB fierce and cutting and shm·r-; the strain of the 

sitU:'1tion. In ll:nff Paul cha,nges the tone c-md tab~s up a different 

line of approach. He aims to win credence for his case by focusing on 

the point that boastfulness and self-opinlon are nd.staken Hays, and. he 

goes on to relate the true marks of an apostle of Christ ( v .27-30), and. 

concludes, "If I am' to boast, then in my 1-realmess I vrill boast" . In 

chapter 12 the argument continues to hang on to the theme of boasting 

and Neakness. 

Chapter 13, verses 3=4, restate the paradox of 1maimess = pm'l'er, 

Hhile in 13:5 Paul exhorts the Corinthians to exrtmine themselv-es; a.s 

Chrif:>tians converted by Paul they ca,n hardly cl.eny him the x:espect he 

claims. 

l'le do not hear wha.t the outcome of this j_s in Co:dnth, but i:E' :i.t is 

judged on the :pov-rerful rheto:r:ical, apologetic content defondlng Paul's 

apoBtollc statu::>, then lt must surely have been successful. 
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(Uppsala Unj_versitets Arsskrift. 191.1.7 3. pp. 3~23) 

l:i'r:i.edrichsen. noted that the Nevr Testament a.postle is set td.thin 
the frameNork of eschatology vrhich a.ccounts for development of the 
concept of apostleship ln Christianity. 

8. ~~r. Schmithals : The Office of Apostle in the ·~i:a:dy Church 
J.Jonclon. S .P .C .K. 1971 

9. Timothy (Hom. 16:21, 1 Cor. 16:.10, 2 Co:t'. 1:19) and rrHus 
(2 Co:r. 2:13, Gal. 2:1-2) a:r:o asr:>ociate}J ln tho mJss:i.ona:r:y l·rork 

10. 

11. 

of Paul, but a:ro not a.por:d:.J.cs. Similarly, ApoJ.los i:3 a miGr.d.onary ~ 
but not an apostle (l Cor. 3:3ff, lf·:6, 16:2). 

c . ll' 
.t\ .• Barrett = 'r'i ""U''' ' ,J-·h >J op.cit. P,3,fj() 39 

c . K. E.q,rrott ='Signs' op~c1J:,. page '+O 

12. H. !·1osbech ~ Anosto1or~ in the Nmr Tsr:>ta.mcmt 
iJtudia ~~heologi.ca Vol 2 1950 :pp. 166""200 

J.). n. Schnackcmbu:.cg u bPOBtlos bofo:l~'O anct clu:d.ng Paul' f} t:i.mo 
(AporTt.oJ.ic Histor:y and tho Go::Jpol ~· eel. Gasque) 

Jh. a. Schnc1-ciwn burg op. cit • Page 303 
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(~ha,ptor: 10 --
'I'ho Do bt to Paul 

T'c j_s not to be thove;ht that Paul's GI'0B,t achievement::> 8,f~ an n..pologi:Jt 

should h;:we le:ft no tr:ace in tho mJ.cceei.'JJ.ng generations~ hut to attempt 

to give a det,ai.led. study of Paul's influence on suh>oqucn:t NeH 

Testament 1v:c:i.tings and. the Apostolic li'a,thers JJ:, far too A,mbitious for 

the scope of thiB thesis. To asc:;ess and appreciate the of:t>ctivenosr:l 

of Paul's apologetic, hmvever ~ some consi<'l.eration will be given to 

the influence of Pc:w.l on the vrdtJ .. ng of Just:i .. n Jl'lFl,rtyr. 

Paul's main contribution to Christian a,pologetic lay in his argumentn 

concerned 1-d.th relations bc~tNeen Chrir:)tianHy and. ,Jucta.ism 9 ancl. between 

Christianity ancl Hellenistic culture. In :frerd.ng tho Christian Go:=>pel 

f:r:om the confines of JuclaJ.sm ancl JeHish legaUsm, P.oml enabled it to 

take root and ex.pa,nd in the Gentile uorlcl. On tho other hand, Pau1 's 

antagonism to inc:tpient gnost:i.cj.sm 1qi:thin the Gentile church e::;tabJJ.r.~hed 

the J.imits vrhich preventorl ChristianHy from becoming a 'gnostic' sect, 

ancl enabled it instead. to retain itG base in tho 'historical' events 

and the Old Testament. 

The early Christian vrriters Hho folloH 9 or indeed. overla,p Hith t,he Nevi 

Testament a,re the 'Apostolic Fathers' , 
1 

and some of them shm·r clear 

inclications that they knevr F.lomo of Paul's lc0tte:r"S. 1 Clnment a,nd. 

Ign_q;t,ius both cJ.r:·r:n-r on Pa,uline themes and arguments j_n their Hork. 

Clement has to (leal with disGension at Corinth; BO 1 Clement ancl Pa,ul 's 

l Corinthians not only hacl the same destim,t:i.on, but also shared a 

common purpose, to restore order aml unity :tn a. strifo=tm:n church, 
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It. :l.s therefore unde:cstanclable that Clement should oftcm a.JJ.ude and 

refer to Paul's earlier letter to Corinth. 2 In his exhortation for 

the restoration of unity and order in C!orinth, Clement had. tho :perfect 

argument in 1 Co~dnthians 12, the 'one body j_n. Christ', and. ho ma.kos 

p·ood use of ~ + • 3 '[To t'SO"' l'a 1' 1 d t · ~h t u ... v .l • ,_ "' .. u J.ne .. ang;u.age an FJ..rgum.en ,s HJ.··~ . ou 

acknmvle(lging his source in any formal or ex:plic:H He,y. It 1·ra.s o1wiously 

accnptable to borrovT a line of argument 9,nd not state its ~>ource; Justin. 

later Cl.oeG the same • 

Ignatius of Antioch finds h:lmself involved. in controversy Hith both ,Te1·rs 

(or J e1·d.sh ChristianB) ancl docetists, and there are corres:pond:i.ne; hints 

of Paul's apologetic pr.·ococlures. Ign?.tim; certainly kneH a collection 

of Pauline letters, and he felt free to use Pauline expressions in 
l.j. 

his ovm contexts and to :pa.raphrase Paul's 't'rorclf:>. It is sign:i.ficant 

that Ignatius does not restrict himself to Paul's words or to an exa.ct 

exegesis of rrhat Paul said; he :personalises Paul's ·vrords to his own 

situation. 5 

In Philadephians 9 ~ !gnc'l.tius Gt.ruggles to :put up a cafJe a.ga.:i.nst D, form. 

of Judaising; those he arguer:'> 1'l'ith have a different interpretation of 

the significance of the Old Testament j_n :relation to Chr:tstia,nity, In 

reply, Ignatius summarises Paul's apologetj_c arguments concerning 

Judc:dr;m, the Je-vrish scriptures and lavr: they have value? but are 

fulfilled a .. nd. completed by the Christian Gospol. Ignat:tus' <:n'lj"l1mexTts 

in a context of countering .Juda.ising tend.encies have a, d.efj_nite Pauline 

ring 
W\ 

to the(. 

I ~ · · '1 d t ''Y vr~th. .Justj_n J',~a-,-.tyr, tba t a·.P .. olor-£y becomes .:v J.s J.n ·c.1e secon con ·u. .... , ..... 1 - ~ 

n 
a major a,ncl explicit conceli, for after a t:i.mo of com;oJJ.d<3:Uon, thoro 

~·rero novr challenges and problems Hhich called. for apologetic and. 
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t,hoological thinTd.ng. It Has natu:cal that ,Jtmtin nhould look h1.ck to 

Pgul, tho early Gb.rist:i.an apolog1.st P ::wd take UI> h:i.G idea;:.; and thernor:; ~ 

PJJ:though h:!CoHlSA Justin does not acknovrled.ge h:i.s WJO of J'D.ul 's Hrit:i.ngr.~ P 

:i:t l·ras gcm,~rally cwceptod that .Justin d .. the:t.' dld not Immr Pa.ul P or 

deJJ.bera.:toly avoided him. 

and Ch:cis-tJ..;mity ~ a,n a.poJ.ogotic for Hhich Paul he,d alroady 1·mrkccl out, 

Another J?I'Oblem forDSfladm-rod in 1-k•ll' rrectam.ont i•[:t:·it:i.ngs I '1Th:i.ch agaJ.n 

arose:: in the r:;oconcl contm:y 1 vTEl/J tb.o roJ.a:tion bctH·oon Church and ::reate . 

In the secon.d ccmtu:cy thls took on groat :polH:i.cal j_mport<mcc ancl 

occasioned Lho Hrit:tng of clefenc~o':S ani :ploa.s for tolorat:lon of 

Ch:c~.stian:i:i:.y. I11r:uw of the situation::.' and FCObloms vih:i .. ch p:covoTG)d. a need 

:fox: apologia :fo:c CbxisU.anity in the:: second. century h<vl been fol'GGoon 

<:md c:xpo:clencod. to some extent l)J Pau}. ln the fj.:cst centm:'Y? and tho 

<:: .. r31.1.monts he :formulcd;,ed thon He:r·:o Gt:i.ll voJJ..d. :i.n ,Tustin 'r:O day aml Jur3tln 

make;o;; uc3c; of them and develops thom fu:dhe:r:. 

:~usebhm Hritof'> the foJ.lm·rlng a1)ont ,Jw:rtin aftor he ha.f.> been r·efo:t:ring 

to P·~·•Ml? Anicetm; and. TDlouthorus of nome: 

"In the time of the;:-.oo men ,Tustin ~-rar:; at the height of hL3 :r.o~·ro~cr:>; 

in. tho garb of philosophe:c he Go:r:·ved aB ambs.sr:;aclor of tho HorcJ. 

of Gocl and. contoncl.od in his 1·rri.ting:::> fo:e tho :fa:i:t:.h, 1Io Hrotc 

s, troat;ise again:;:;t l'1arcion anJ. mentions that at ·l:,hr:J t:tmc he HeW 

Nr:iting tho he:J:etic Has allvo ox· notorious ..•.• 

The same Juf;tln J.a.bou:eecl pmmrfully ::~gainst the Gen:t:i.1es ~ and 

aclcl.rer:;socl othe:r:- a.rg"l.Imonts P affording a defence for ou:c :fcdth 

- A '· • 11 , n. • ~ J ·'·h C' 11'1"!"" o·c, ·'·lie to the J::!mpGJ:'Ol' ;"1.11"1:.011].D.1Jfl, Ca .. J)Cl .t:t1J.f), 8.110. CO IJt-!~ >.>0. r,",IJ"' L IJ._-

"' h J • • • ~om " " Romans, l. or e Hax> .J. VJ.ng ).n. 1\ . ·'- • 
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TDusob~~~.s goe~> on to quote ,Justin 1 fJ Apology I .1~ sho-vdng tha;t ho 

recognises the fundamentally a:pologetic character of all ,JurrL:i.n 's vrork, 

'l'hr.:. work of tho a:pologif:rts can h; <.J.ivtcled into t1m mr:d.n co.togo:cios, tho 

:polit:i.cal ox· logal apologies designed. to t·rln civil. tolo:L·atlon and 

acceptance; and the roJJ.glotuJ apologies intended. to i'l'in conv-Grts to the 

faith and explain it "both to them and. to those outside. The religious 

EJ,l)ologies may in turn be divided into those aimed at pagans and. those 

cdmecl at Jews. ~'Them applied to .Tustin's Hork, the apologies a:ce 1Joth 

political and to some extent religious and they aro address eel to pagam;; 

Hhile the 'Dialogue with Trypho' is essentia1ly concerned Hith religious 

questions and is addressed specifically to Jevrs, pc?rha:ps t·d.th an eye 

also to Christians in the sense of :providing a defence and explanation 

in the face of Jevrish hostility and objection to the new religion. S5.nce 

most of Paul's apologetic and argumentation is of the religious category 

rmcl connected. lfith Jewish-Chrj_stian. relations, j;l:, is understrmclab1e that 

Justin should. shovr extensive use of J?auline apologetic a:t'f,''Ument mainly 

in the 'Dialot:,'Ue Ni th Trypho' , and not necessarily in the Apologles . 

In ,Tustin's First Apolog-y, his aim is to allay the suspicion Hhich 

surrounded the Christians, to x·eftite popular accusaM.ons agc:d.nBt them, 

and. thereby to :prevent further :persecution. He means to explai.n 

Christian beliefs and practices, and. he commends Chrls·U.anlty as the 

t h 'los -nt.. Tho HelJ.en:t.' stic-,Jewish a". ologetic tm.dition (e.g. ·rue p J... ... o_r;ay. . .t: 

Philo, J ose:phuG) hacl countered similar pre juclice a,nd. a landers ln the 

He1lenistic environment <w!l Justin stands in this llne of tradition, 

using similar argumentG to :present his case~. He a,lso uses Pauline 

apologetic argu.m.ents; in :particular, he argues that the Chrj_stia,n 

message is the culm:i.nation and f'u1fil1ment of Judaism and the .Jewish 

scrl:ptures. 

6 
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In Apology I Justin employs the rhetorica.l structure of the defence 

7 speech. The seconct Apology a::; vre have it~ seemr:; to supplement tho 

first, and. in relat:i.vely Bhort. It is altoe;ethe:c more summ8,ry exeppt. 

in d.evoloping the doctrine of the 'sp8xmatic logos' Hhich fills out and 

expamls the thought contained in the First AJ?ology. It is in the 

'Dialo&'Lle with Trypho' that 1·re can detec-t Justin's uee of Paul's 

apologetic arguments~ though Justin doeG not acknowledge the:i.r Pauline 

origin. 

The form and unity of the 'Dialogue 1'l'lth Trypho' has boon variously 

discussed and broken down, but despite a bact textual tracUtion it is 

a Nell organised, structured unity. Justin makes use of previously 

compiled data, testimonies and arguments. It is a compos:i.tion designed 

to comprise answers to problems encountered between ,Jews and Christians 

in understanding each othe:r.:-'s :point of view 9 to meet objections that 

were raised in cloubt of the valldity of Christianity, and to eBtablish 

the truth of Christianity. It 1.s l·rritten idth a Christian auoJ..en.ce 

in mind, therefore the prominent Christian bias is acceptable for :i.t 

expounds the argmnents ~vhich eounter Jm1lsh objection h1 reasoned 

nays by meeting Jews on their OHn ground, 'beating them at thd.r own 

game • by using the Old Testa.ment to prove the case . 

At the beginning of the Dialog1J.e, the :ph:ea,se 'Ha.n o philosopher • 

serves ar::; an informal address. 'rho introduction Gets the l'.1oone for 

the d.iscusslon, tho characterB are introd.1J.Ce(l, and tho reader r:-:;ott1ed 

into a receptive moorl: 

11 Ancl. he P smjJJ.ng gently, s::d.d ~· ''rell us your o~pinion of thof:\E! 

rnatte:r:·s, a.n::l what icJ.ea you onte:rta.in :t:'es:pc:Jcting God and. vrhat 

1 '] ' l '<~I II 8 your p_n_ .oSOJ),1.Y J .•. ) • 
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Tho UBO hero of tho te:t'Il1 'philoGophy' points fonral'd. to ,Turrtln 'r> 

argument that Christianity is the t:cue philor;ophy, 

The ne.rra.tive describim~ ,JusM.n 1 8 mm conwe-v·::don -~o "l1rl' ,, ! .• .., • t -e"' M ~ v "- t.. \..<. _ ... >L.lo.nJ. y H ~:,_ VOc.• 

as a statement of the cause of the ca.so. This ls a chara.ctr:!:t'istic of 

apologeM.e, using :personal auto biography as a sto.rtlng point., ju.st af.:; 

J?aul cl.oes in Ga1ati8.ns. Here in the D:i.a1o::;u.o P th.e 'converdon narrativ0' 

J.e,<:tcls into and esta.bJJ.shes concrete Hlust~caJ:,ion of flJ.rthe:r.: a.rgument 

concerning the attainment of true knm·rlodge. 

The motive for Hriting and the appeal to lh1ten comes at the end of 

Chapter 8: 

"If then you have <1-ny concern for you:t·self, and if you aro 

eagerly looking for salvation, and if you b3Heve in God, you 

may, since you are not indj_fferent to the matter, become 

acquainted Hith the Christ of Gocl, and, after being initiated, 

9 lhre a happy life." 

Tho points of agreement and d.isa.greement a,:re summar:i.f3ecl in cha,pter 

29 . Justin and 'J.':cypho agree that glory is due to God, :.u1d. that the 

Old. Testament prophets spoke tho truth an(l are to be believed.. ~Chey 

d.i:::>agreo on the need. for ch:cumcisj_on, and. other ,Jewish regulat:i.ons, 

and on the interpretation of ·the scriptures. Chapter 30 proceeds to 

offer the 'proof' of Justin's argumentn for Christianity, relying mainly 

on interpretation of selected scd.ptura1 texts, and the:i.r fulfH1ment. 

At thG conclusion of the Dialogue, one is left t'l'ith tho last:i.ng 

imprer: .. ;r;ion of the stubbo:r:nness of the Jevrs :i.n their refusal to accept 

the obvlous and. beJ.j_ove the truth, as Trypho remains unconverted evon 

in the face of ~mch ove:rNhelming argument in favour of Christianity. 
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F:. 11, Goodenough 
10 

argues that as trr:itt.en cUs:putos 1vith Jevrs a.ncl 

dio:tribes aeain<3t them existecl before Justin, it is q_utte conceivable 

that th.e DiaJ.ogue was a compilation of material from such d.ocnments. 

In this car;e the Dialogue is a co11ection of arguments ancl. not a 

record of a :particular discussion. Try:pho is a fictional character, 

so it ivould be idle to speculate on his MstoriceJ1 id.ent:Uy. Good·~ 

enough holds that Justin has created Trypho, a representative JC)H• 

'l'hh> is a convincing e,rgument, and it vrould be pert.:i.nent to inquire 

into the extent and. cp.:tality of Justin's mm conce:pt:ion ana. knoHledge 
~ 

of JudaismAthan Try:pho's. 

Justin's apologetic in ansHer to the crit:i.cism of the Jmvs was 

fundamentally the same as that in his ansNe:r.s to the attacks of the 

heathen. In both cases he represented Christianity a,s the completion 

of Hhat hao_ only been pa.:rtial lJefore. In both cases Christianity was 

the fin..al x·evelation of truth; and ChrbtianJ.t.y as thtc: full ancl. final 

revelation of God 1-ras the foundation of Justin's defence. 

Try:pho objects to the claims of Christianity and urges Juda.:i.sing claims 

:i.~eacl: his is substantially the theme of the Judaise;:-s counte:-cer1 by 

:Paul in Galatians, so far as this can be gleaned from the epi[.;tle . 

' ' b f ' 1 't ~ I ll Trypho calls fo:r. d.rcumcJ.Sl.on ani o servance o· t, 1e Hrl. .. ven ... a1'r. 

It is not surprising that the arg,·uments used. by Paul aga:i.nst such a 

position, should. bo repeated here by Justin, and this j_:c; in fact so, 

especially vrit.h reDpect, to the Christian attitude to the .JoHif:>h Law. 

'rhe relation bet·i·wen Paul and Justin is found to be close in rcgt3,rd 

• '· F' 12 to their use and understanding of scrJ..:f:n.:.ure. J~ •. 1 • ()(3born says 

that, 'j.n hiB use of scripture ,Tustin remalnn an a.pologist. He is 

chaJllongocl to clef end his faith ag<:d.nst pu:~7~lecl o:vponents (Dialogue 10 .ll-) 
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In replying to thsBe accusation:> in the D:i.aJ.oc;uo, ,Tusttn accer>ts tho 

r,;cri:pt:uros as the common sourcn of p:coof, and. typology ;;md sym'boJJ.mn 

afs a common method of intorprota.M.on. ' In hirJ o,:t'g11.ment s, thex:::.:f oro, 

.Tustln appeals to, ancl makes use o:f, nld. ~~esta.ment cho,ra.ctr;rs in tho 

same way as Pc:n1l. In the Dialogue tho importance of Noses is not 

;:.;t~co::;sod., and. the })auline argumentation concorn:i.ng lavr i.s foromost. 

In bo·t.h tho Apologi8n and. the Dialogue Jur:d:.in montiom; tho 'm<:Jmo:Lcs' 

0 -.t.r' J,,·.}1,"~ ,hno<,~tJ.c"-~t. lJ Juf~+·_'1.n. q',lo+o,. ~-, ·.f:'·--,·onl 'h ' · ' I· - - .-~1:· J - -.., , ~ v :::; .... r. c~~:;e momoJ.rs , :::;omc:n:.J_mor:; 
lh 

vorbo,ti:m, -·' but:. 1J.su2.lly tho langu~lge d:i.ffe:cs from the vro:ccls of our 

extant gospels. Uhen ,Tustin quotes from th(:;;:;o 'memo:L-cs •, he makm-:. no 

attempt to lnterpret -them, rJ1.J.t Ta.thc:::-c quotes them nB h:hrt.o:ci.c8.J. 
J c· 

ovid.cmce for fulflJ.lment of pro:phocio.s ho has monl:.loned. -:J 

It must bo ::u'ilwd. Hhy ,Tur~t:ln makes no rofe:conc(; to :Po,ul~ ancl d.oN> not 

ac1mo-vrJ.cclgo tho use he 1n.akos of :Paul' G 'IT:c:i:U.ngb. It may s:i.m11ly lx-; the 

classical conwmtion of incli:coct cj_ta:tion, but P.rofos~:>o:r.· C. K. Ilarro-t-1:. 

makes the intore:c>ting suggoe>tion that .TwJU.n d.o0;::> not acimm·rlod.ge Pc-w1 

ar:> hiG ;:.;ourco beca.une 
1 o • •

1 
1.6 

of a measure of dintrusc of the F'J.gu:r.·r:, o:l:' Pau ... 

Professor J:?J,r:r:ett refers to the ::.>ocond. century anti·~Paulino lcgoncls 

of error and clerl;:;ion. Ba.lancing this, P.rofnSflOI.' B-:t.r:cott al.c:.o shovw 

that th<:::J:o 1-ras a :pro·· Paul school, he might well have b8en loath to 

.... ~ 'b-~ '·'· ~-·-~ -'·1 t Pau1 in v1'oT-r o·" ·t:.,__JP. ''n·'··i···P"'1'1 "chool l7 8.l:.~JI.'] .. 1Xt:.o J.'-' ,_L_u::ecc. __ y o - ~. - ·, J. )..,. c" '-' ... - .. c.,,, ___ ,_, .. - --• 

Just. in docs in fac-t. ma.ke use of Paul 'r;; argumonts, 8.ncl es:pec:i.ally so 

Hkm discussing :problems associated vrith the Jovd.sh lc.tvr, clrcumcision, 

and Ch:dst:i.an claims to tho HebreH C'>criptnrcs. This fielcJ. was one 

Nhere Paul HaG 8minontly successful, and Paul'r-> croHning a]:lologetic 
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h . -~ • ,. J • • ac J.evomon~, 1v-as J.n CtJ.fllLac:tng <Te"YD.Gh legalhom from Chrlstlanity Nhllst. 

retaining tho la.ttor' s ln.se in Juch:dsm. t·f~ ~·, 0 .L}lr'\"'''()"•:'; ·~ ·"' c.. • ~ • .r.-...• 0 -~ .. "' . ·", v. ~L <L ole, ,.,J.[)nl.t .1 •• a:nv 

that .Justin ha.s to EJ,cH J.ittlo to Pa.ul 's argument~;, oven more than a 

cen.tury lc.1,tcr. 

Apart from any concrete allusionr:J to, and uGe of tht: vn:i't.ton woJ:xl, 

Justin ovro::> a groat debt to Paulino thought as H d.evelopecl in tho 

Christian Church. Perha:p;s such ·t.hought is not alNays credited to P<:wl 

directly because it became so fb::mly embedded in the church tradition 

and. doctrine. 

Paul's method of countering Je1·d.sh and. Judalsing claims and objections 

to his gospel vras to take aHay the ground from under his opponents; by 

using their premises and arguments to a different end. This is tho 

same in tho Dialogue, 1-rhere Justin presents Christianity s,s the 

culmination of Juclaif.;m, and Christians as the Ne..r Israel. 

The question raiHod in the Dialogue, 'cannot a man believe in Christ 

and also keep the IaH?', Has already treated fu11y by Paul. Justin's 

ansvJer is a verl>ion of Paul's anmrer: Christians vmrship the one God 

Hho has acted to save men through tho incarnation of the loe;o::::, tho non 

Acla,m. This argument, beg1m by Paul, seen here in Justin, reaches its 

full development in Irc-;nc1.eus' 'loctrine of 'Hocapitulation'. 

J .,.!. '· k~l J.J. 1 ' t J ' l ] 1' '~ • • • .L 
0 P 1 ,_, t· • c• UbvJ.ns avvac c aga2ns , ONJ.S 1 .. ee;a. J..sm J.,-, J..ncJ.pHmr, 2n au ... , 1)1..1 1.,, 

more developod and harsh in the Dialogue vrHh Tr;;pho. Justin's scorn 

f '·1 I . '· J.S d th' of the histor.·y of ,Jewish o lJservance o · ·.;, 10 .0;1-r J.S s·~,rong, an J.B 

may be uno.orstood against the nharpening of tho Jewish - Christian 

conflict over the years bet11oen Pav-1 and Justin. ~!ignificantly, 

hm1ever.·, there are no neH b3.sic elements added to Paul's original line 

of a.rgument . 
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In the Dialoc;ue Justin was concerned. to vrove that tho claims made 

on b2half of Christ are vaJ.id and true; tha:t. the scriptures :point to 

Christ and the events of his life, and therfl:w demonstrate tho continuity 

of God's saving plan for m.on. I~or both Paul and Justin, the main 

consequence of tho 'Christ - event' i::; tha,t noN there if.:; a n(~l'l" 

dir:>ponsation anc1 a ne1-r covenant between Gocl and man. AgaJ.n, like Paul, 

Jmrcin uses scd:ptlJ.rG to prove this in the face of Jew:i.sh claims that 

these same scriptures and the laN 1'rero the final revelation of God. 

In 'DiaJ.ogue ' Chapter 10, •rry:pho :eaises the question of Christian nonQ· 

observance of the lo.N even though Christlans clalm to b;;lievo in the 

God vrho gave this 1mf 9 and use the He ln:ow scriptures as a basi~; of thd.:c 

beliefs. 

Justin begins his ans1wr by confirming this beJJ.of in tho one God, the 

source of all = the 'God of Abraham, a,ncl of Issac GJ,ncl of Jacob', but 

this ir3 qualified immecJ.iatoly: 

"But vre do not trust through ~1oses or through the lavr; fo:e 

then we 11ould do tho r.;ame o.s yoursobre:::J . 

• . . . . For the lavr promulgated on Horeb is nmr olcl, ancl 

bolongG to you:csol ves a.lono; but this is for a.lJ. 1mive::cnally. 

an ete:t.'Tial and final lavr - namoJ.y Chr:t:::d;, ~ has l.)er:m 

given to u.s, and tho covenant is trush-Iorthy; afto:c Hhich 

19 
tho:r:c) shall 1x; no la.w, no commandment , no oJ:.'d.in8.nce . " 

~" ~ 11~ J . .,. ·· 31 • '"'Jl "? • ~ nc' :J r:t.·~ C·. t. c.£. ' -- • ·-~ 1 .J·~" ' c;, · · ·'· 

-i;,hen, to confi:r..m th'3.t Christ fulfils theno p::cophecinn 7 he oJ .. luclGs to 

"Fo:r. ·the true ~>piritual Is:rael, CJ,n.d clor;cend.ants of LTudah, 

.T<:tcob, Is<:tac ancl Abraham (who in 1m.circumd.f3ion Has :3..p:p:eovoo. 

of anrl bJ.nsGod by GocJ. m1 accol.J.nt of his faHh, c:mcJ. c:JJJ.od. 
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the father of m::tny natiom>), a.re ·He vrl'lo hnvo b2en J.ecl. to God 

tbrough tbe c:r.uclficxl Cbrif:;t, as flhaJJ. rx: clemonntra.tcd." 
20 

Justin begins chapter 1? 1·rith LXX Ir:.i • .5.5:3f P and he goN> on: 

"'l'hlf.; same la11 you havo clospisoo., ancl His ne1·r holy covenant 

you h<:tvo s1.ightoc1; and noH you noith:::r recnivo lt, nor 

repent o:f your ovil dc~od.s. 11 

Chaptm: lJ has a hint p<3rhaps o:f 1 Corinthians J.O:l~ 'that sav:ing h:J.th 

of olden tim::: Hhich fo11mrocl thoso vrho :cepentod', and. then Ic:l, 52: J.Off 

:tf; quoted by Justln vrho claims that this shoHs that Isais.h taught that 

sins vd.11 bs forgiven through Christ's blooc1. 

Chapter J/1- arg;ues that righteousness does not come by Ha.y of the .Jm·d.sh 

:cites .... b9 .. pt~ism 1-1hicl1 cleanses on.1y the fleah 8J1t1 the bocly j.r:; uselons, 

and Justin is saJ:cast:i.c about the Jelm: 

":But you have und.orstoorl all things in a carnal scnso, and 

you suppose :U to be pie·ty if you d.o such things, while 

your souls are fillecl Hith Cl.ocd.t, and, in short, wi-th 

every Hickcdness." 

Chapter 15 encls: 

"Circumcise, therefore 1 the foresidn of your hea:rtf;, as 

tho ..rords of Gocl in a.ll these passages clemand .• " 

Chapter 16 them goes on to d.eal "trith circ1.1mcis:i.on foJJ.Nr:i.ng the same 

line as Paul. .Tustin q_uotes Deut. 10: 16f, Ijev. 2.6: t.~o ~ L!·J., a.n<'l. then 

comments: 

"The circumcision according to tho flesh, 1-rhich :l.s from 

Abraham, ·Has g:i.ven for a sign •.•. 
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Chapter 18 

J!'or He too would. observe the fleshly ch-cltmdf:don, and 

the sabh:tths, and. in sho:-ct all the feasts, if 110 did not JmoH 

for Hhat reason they Here enjoinjod upon you, - na,moly, on 

account of yo1Jr t:r·ansg.vressionr:;; "'nd tho ha"'dn.c"ss f "" ...... o·. your 

hearts~ 

Chaptc~r 19 

This circumcision is not, hovwver, necessary for aJ.l 

men, but for you alone~, in orcler tha,t, a.s I have a,lroa,cly 

said, you may suffer these things Hhich you noH justly 

sv:ffer." 

Chapter 19 continues on the subject of ch:cumd.sion, adducing examples 

from tho Olcl Testament of righteous men Nho He:ce not circumcised ·· 

AdcJ,m, Abel, l~noch, TJot, Noah, Nolchizecleck, Ab:r:aham. 

Cha,pter 23 

"I>'or Hhen Abraham M.mself was in uncircumcision, ho vm,s 

,justified and blessed by reason of the faith Hhich he 

reposed in God as the scripture tens. r1oreover, the 

scriptures ancl the facts themselves compel us to admit 

that he received circumcision for a sign, and not for 

righteousness." 

The ar&'LUn.entation is characteristically Pauline, a,nd it cannot be 

o.oubtocl tho:!:. Justin ImeH and used tho works of Pa,ul, even though he 

doos not acknmdedge it. Paul dealt vdth the question o:f Christia,ns 

and the Jm·dsh laN in tiw broadly distinguishable Hay~:;. He cUd this 

first, by oxpouncHng the Hhole relationship bet we on .Judaism and 

Christianity through Paul's oNn interpmtation of sal va;tlon hist,ory 
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and tho significance of the lmr a.nd its ~place therin; cmd secondly 

I 

by a, ~positive exposition of Christianity in termr:> of the cro:'>s of 

Christ and the uni verr:;al significance it held for mankind.. Both 

these elements are contain(~d j_n <Tustin's dealings with the Jod.:=-;h 

laN in the Dialogue 11/ith 'I'ry:pho, 

The firr?t approach of J?a,ul 's j_n dealing vrith lavr included the pos:i.tivo 

port:cayal and universal significance of Abraham an::l tho :rrom:i.r:3o, as 

against the negative po:ctraya.l of :r.1oses and the la,w - G0.l. 3, Hom. 1!-. 

Passages I have g_uoted from the Dialogue are ample evidence that Justin 

usecl this a:pprt;fO.ch, and mmrt :31.m2ly have tGtken it from J?au1. The 

soconcl approach taken by Paul Nith regard. to thn l3,H inc1u.clr:d the 

exp1ana:tion of tho relationsh1p b:..Jtm~en laH ;;mel sin. 'J~hj.s Justin d.o0.s 

not expand but ho cloes m8,ko use of Paul's conclusion th(~rc from, that 

tho old la,H :ts now obsolete, and li.ko Paul he com1)illCfJ th:i.f:> .-dth the 

positive exposition of Ch:.cistian bsli1c:f, tho of:fect of the cro~:;s of 

Ch~cist. The 1a1f points to the •myete~cy' of Chri::>t, 
21 

indeed ovc~ry·· 

is cl8vclop,:;Cl_ by Jtl_;:;t:i.n. 'I'he neH covenant of C.!hrj_st :i.G eti.:::c:no.l and 

1mi.V("lrso..l, and only :i.cno:cancc of tho r:c;asom; fo:t: the o:c·1J.m'"nccs of 
, . ., 

~1o:JOi3 HOUJ.cJ. lead OJl(; to :p:r.actlsc; tbcm, r~,~. 
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.Q_l};1,l)te:c 10. Note::; ~The Debt to Paul 

1. The collective titlo 'Tho Apostolic F'atho:r:·r:; • refers to tho earHe::rt 
'orthodox' wrUJ{:l outGid.e the New Testam.cmt -~ Clement, Ign;:;,tlus, 
Poly carp, Bar·na 'Gas, HermaG, ~:he Did.ache. 

2. 1 Clement '-~7: l-7 •s 'rake u:p the :;~pistle of the blessed. Paul the 
apostle •... " . 

J. 1 C'] 8ffi"'l1'~ 3,..1 1' .... J~. .. c. .L.r ( :::; ' 

~~. For example, Isrn.atius uses 1 Cor. 6:9 - 19 tvrice, :i.n ;Gphesians 
16:1 and PhUad. 3:3 

5· Hagn. llJ., Tral. 13:1 •· 1 Cor. 15:8; Rom. 9:2 

6. 8use buis : '"~cclesiastical Hintory IV .xi. 7ff 

7. Apology I: 

For:m3,l Address 
Introduction 
Narrative 
Proposition 
Proof 
Conclusion 

8. Dialog:t.le : Intr:·octuctlon 

9· Dialogue. 8. 

- Chapter 1-3 
- Chapter l~~12 
- Chapter 13-30 
- Chapter 31-67 
- Chapter 68 

10. E;. H.. Gooclenough - ':r'he Theology of Justin l\1a.rtyr' 
Amsterdam 1968. :page 90. 

11. Dialogue. 8. 

12. Iii. l~. Osborn : Justin ~1artn·, Bei}'1tr5.ge zur historischon Theologle, 
LJ·7; Nohr, 'l'ubingen, 1973 :p:p. 87ff 

13. In I Apology 66 .3, Justin states that the 'l1emoirs' of tho apostles 
are callecl Gospels; and. in I Apology 67 that these 't·1emoirs' arc 
road. along with the :prophets in Christian Horshi:p. 

J.lJ.. I Apology 16 '= Hatthm'f 7:21, I Apology 19 ,= hike 18:27 

15. l~'or example, Dialogue 99 g_uotes Natthevr 20:39 to prove his 
interpretation of Psalm 2.2: 2 

16. C , K • Jhrrett : ;r:auline C_gntr:·oversies_ ln the Post = Pa.ul:i.ne Perloc1 
N .T .S. 20 pp. 229-2L~5 

1'7 . C . K. B::J,rret:t - op. d t . page 236, 237 

18. Dialogue 19 

19. Dialogue 11 
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20. Dia1oguo 11 

21. Dialog1J.e '-!Ll-

22. :OialOG'1.1e 2.5 



Jl7 

Conclusion 

This thesis has presented Paul in his role as apologist; his relation 

to the classical rhetorical systems and Hellenistic-Jewish apologetic 

tradition has been explored. 

Judaism had produced a body of apologetic and propaganda literature in 

Greek. This literature aimed at answering criticism and refuting 

accusations levelled at Judaism, and, positively, at putting forward 

the Jewish cause in order to persuade and win over a Gentile audience. 

Paul used or adapted, changed or rejected, elements in the Hellenistic

Jewish apologetic tradition. 

One apologetic technique used by Paul, which is found in the pre

Pauline Jewish literature, was th~ use made of the great figures of the 

past such as A~ and the (re)interpretation of the biblical texts 

relating to them. Paul presents Abraham as the father and prototype of 

Christian believers, and uses the biblical narrative about Abr,aham to 

justify inclusion of the Gentiles (Galatians J), and to prove his 

contention that a man is justified by faith apart from works of law 

(Romans 4). 

On the other hand, Paul plays down the position and significance that 

the figure of Moses had been accorded in the Hellenistic-Jewish apologetic 

literature. This honorific treatment of Moses was probably one of the 

main arguments of his Judaising opponents. For Paul, Abraham had taken 

over the significance Moses had for them; Moses is synonymous with the 

'old' covenant, the Sinai covenant, now superseded by the Christian 

covenant which, though in one sense a new covenant, could also be said 

to go back to Abraham. Much of Paul's argument is intended to counter 

Judaising claims, and Paul therefore emphasises the significance of 
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Abraham over against the 'fading' (2 Corinthians J) significance of 

Moses. 

Throughout his career as a Christian missionary, Paul 'The Apostle to the 

Gentiles' , fought to solve the problems facing the expanding church 

concerning the relationship between Judaism and Christianity. Paul was 

an apologist for the Christian Gospel as he understood it and foresaw 

its future; he commended and defended this understanding on two fronts

to Jew and to Greek. He realised that to move away from Judaism 

altogether could mean that Christianity might become a syncretistic 

sect losing the authoritative base of the Old Testament scriptures; 

while to retain the legalistic side of contemporary Judaism might mean 

losing the uniqueness of the Christian revelation and that Christianity 

might become a Jewish apocalyPtic, sectarian movement. So Paul steered 

a delicate middle course, retaining what he considered the good points 

of the old religion· (e.g. the Old TElltament scriptures), while rejecting 

the restrictive ones (e.g. legalism, Jewish nationalism and 

exclusiveness), and aimed at a unified Christian church made up of 

believing Jew and Gentile alike: the new spiritual Israel, heir to the 

Old Testament promises through faith in Christ. 

The Letter to the Romans is a deliberative apology, thought out and 

structured in accordance with r¢hetorical guide lines. It aims to 

persuade the Christians of Rome to accept Paul's understanding of the 

Gospel. The letter to the Galatians is a forensic defence of Paul's 

apostolic status and the Gospel as he presented it. Again, this Letter 

is carefully composed along the rhetorical guidelines for writing a 

defence speech in court. The Corinthian letters show elements of both 

the deliberative (1 Corinthians) and forensic (2 Corinthians) styles 

of defence. 
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Attacks on Paul personally and the questioning of his apostolic status, 

compelled him to give a defence of his own authority as 'apostle of 

Christ', and this in turn necessitated a positive exposition of his 

concept of apostleship. Paul defends his apostolic authority and the 

Gospel as he preached it, since for him these were inseparably together. 

In the second century, the apologist Justin Martyr, makes use of Paul's 

arguments, even though he does not explicitly acknowledge his source. 

Justin relies on Pauline themes especially when discussing problems 

associated with the Jewish law, circumcision, and Christian claims to 

the Old Testament scriptures. This field was one where Paul was 

eminently successful; Paul's crowning achievement had been the displacing 

of Jewish legalism coupled with the retention of the latter's base in 

Judaism. Significantly, Justin finds it necessary to add little to 

Paul's arguments even a century later. 

According to Cicero the most treasured talent of the orator is that 

of being able to adapt his way of speaking and the content of his 

pleading, to suit the circumstances and audience for which he writes. 

Cicero says that: 

"The form of wisdom that the orator must especially employ 

is to adapt himself to occasions and persons. In my opinion 

one must not speak in the same style at all times, nor before 

all people, nor against all opponents, nor in defence of all 

clients. He, therefore, will be eloquent who can adapt his 

speech to fit all conceivable circumstances". (De Oratore 29.lo4) 

' This talent of being able to adapt to the mood and reafion of the reader, 

is one.which Paul could employ to a high degree and with great subtlety, 

even from afar through the medium of his letters. His defence and 

exhortation ranged from the harsh, bitter invective of 2 Corinthians, 
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to the clever, persuasive tactics of l Corinthians; from the un

compromising argumentation ~n Galatians, to the far-reaching, all

embracing persuasion in Romans. 
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