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Abstract
The phrase ‘Peace and security’ in 1 Thess 5.3 has traditionally been understood as an echo of the OT prophetic warnings (Jer 6.14; Ezek 13.10; Mic 3.5) against false claims of peace. Stronger evidence exists, however, that the apostle is making use of a popular theme of the imperial Roman propaganda machine. The Romans vigorously promoted themselves through various public media as those who provided not only ‘peace’ but also ‘security’, thereby providing a closer parallel to Paul's statement in 5.3 than any OT text. This essay reviews four kinds of evidence—numismatic, monumental, inscriptional and literary—in order to demonstrate in a decisive fashion that the phrase ‘peace and security’ involves an allusion not to prophetic warning but to Roman political propaganda.
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[bookmark: sec1]1. Introduction
· Literary Evidence
Paul, attempting to comfort the Christians in Thessalonica about their eschatological fate on the coming day of the Lord, states the following in 1 Thess 5.3: ‘Whenever people say, “Peace and security”, then sudden destruction comes upon them, like birth pangs come upon a pregnant woman, and they will certainly not escape’. All translations place the brief phrase ‘Peace and security’ (ϵἰρήνη καὶ ἀσϕάλϵια) in quotation marks because it is clear from the introductory formula ‘whenever people say’ that the apostle here is not creating but citing these words.1 This raises the question, then, as to the source or identity of Paul's quotation.
The traditional answer is that the phrase ‘Peace and security’ echoes the OT prophetic warnings against false claims of peace uttered by wicked leaders or pseudo-prophets in Israel. In Jer 6.14 God accuses the spiritual leaders in Jerusalem of treating ‘the wound of my people carelessly, saying “Peace, peace”, when there is no peace’ (so also 8.11 but not in the LXX). Similarly, in Ezek 13.10 God claims that the prophets of Israel are false ‘because they have misled my people, saying, “Peace, peace”, and there is no peace’. And in Micah 3.5 God complains about ‘prophets who lead my people astray: if you feed them, they proclaim “peace”; if you do not, they prepare to wage war against you’. Consequently, commentators throughout the history of the church have almost universally concluded that Paul in 5.3 is alluding to these OT warnings against false claims of peace. Gordon Fee is typical of many commentators in concluding that Paul is ‘borrowing from the prophetic tradition, especially Jeremiah 6:14’.2
It is, of course, entirely feasible that the apostle who received extensive training in the OT and who in his other letters frequently quotes the sacred scriptures is here echoing an OT prophetic warning. Nevertheless, there are at least four considerations that quickly place this conclusion in doubt. First, such a reference to the OT would be an anomaly in the Thessalonian correspondence, since nowhere else in 1 Thessalonians or 2 Thessalonians does Paul explicitly cite the sacred scriptures. Second, the Thessalonian congregation was a predominantly Gentile church for whom the OT was a foreign and unknown text and who thus would be less likely to hear a supposed reference to a prophetic warning. Third, Paul elsewhere never introduces an OT quotation or allusion with the ambiguous expression ‘whenever they say’ (ὅταν λ[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_03/S0028688512000045_char2.gif]γωσιν). Fourth, and most significantly, the OT prophetic warnings deal only with the false claim of ‘peace’ and say nothing about the false claim of ‘security’, thereby differing in a significant way from Paul's joining of these two terms.
These problems with the traditional view that Paul is echoing in 5.3 a prophetic warning raise the possibility that the quoted phrase ‘Peace and security’ stems from a different source, namely, a popular theme or slogan of the imperial Roman propaganda machine. The Romans vigorously promoted themselves as those who secured not only ‘peace’ but also, though to a lesser degree, ‘security’ (either the Greek ἀσϕάλϵια or the Latin securitas).3 In fact, in light of the compelling evidence for the widespread knowledge and promotion of the Pax Romana, it is surprising that biblical commentators have not more quickly recognized its connection with Paul's words in 1 Thess 5.3. As Klaus Wegnst observed some twenty-five years ago: ‘Hardly any of the exegetical literature notes that there is a thesis about the Pax Romana in I Thess 5.3’.4 Although some commentators in more recent times have adopted this position, they do not attempt any substantive justification of this connection beyond a few brief references to ancient authors who celebrate the peace that Rome provided.5 The purpose of this paper, therefore, is to review carefully four kinds of evidence—numismatic, monumental, inscriptional and literary—all of which reveals the pervasiveness of the Pax Romana theme in the first century CE and so demonstrates that this political propaganda is the intended reference of Paul's phrase ‘Peace and security’.
[bookmark: sec2]2. Numismatic Evidence
One of the key means by which Roman leaders attempted to shape public attitude and influence public opinion was through the minting of coins. As Urban Von Wahlde observes: ‘Roman coins served not only as a means of commerce but also as an effective form of political propaganda’.6 Beginning in the late Republic and expanding dramatically in early Imperial times, the coinage shifts from long-term designs to constantly changing designs of short duration, executed in impressive detail. In response to the question why ancient rulers thought it worthwhile to commission such detailed and beautiful coins when simpler and less costly produced coins would do, Michael Grant answers: ‘…because it was first-rate propaganda’.7 Coins functioned like portable billboards whose messages were seen over and over again as these monies changed hands and were transported to locations throughout the Roman Empire.
One of the messages that the early Roman emperors aggressively promoted through coinage was the peace that their leadership provided. Numerous coin types were produced which contained either the image of the goddess Pax as the personification of ‘peace’, the word pax, or both. In fact, coins promoting the idea of the Pax Romana are so frequent that Wengst refers to the numismatic evidence as ‘very eloquent’.8
That Octavian was concerned to portray himself as the provider of peace from the very beginning of his rise to power is evident from a series of silver coins he produced to pay his troops already in 32 BCE, prior to his victory over Antony in Actium. One coin in this series (Fig. 1) has on the obverse a fine, stern ‘Roman’ portrait of Octavian as the sole ruler without any text and on the reverse the standing figure of the goddess Pax who is holding a cornucopia in her left hand—an image typically associated with Pax—and an olive branch in her right hand, with the inscription CAESAR DIVI F(ILIUS).10 
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Figure 1. 
Octavian and Pax. RIC I 2529
Low resolution version High resolution version
Another coin in this series (Fig. 2) has on the obverse the head of Pax with a cornucopia on the left side in the background and an olive branch on the right, and on the reverse has the standing figure of Octavian in military dress with a spear in the one hand and the other hand raised in a gesture of address with the same inscription CAESAR DIVI F(ILIUS).11 These two coins, along with the other ones in this series,12 ‘registered no victory, but they promised it, and Peace as well—under the leadership of Octavian’.13 The political message conveyed by these coins should not be overlooked. As Paul Zanker notes:
Never before had coins of such beauty been minted in Rome. But it was a case of aesthetics in the service of political ends. In comparison with the crowded and barely legible coins of the Late Republican period these were models of clarity and simplicity … The images needed no explanatory words and were in fact more effective against a plain background. The minting of related series of coins may have inspired people to form collections and that would also have drawn attention to their message.14
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Figure 2. 
Pax and Octavian. RIC I 253
Low resolution version High resolution version
A coin struck perhaps in Ephesus in 28 BCE a short time after Octavian's victory over Antony (as evidenced in his change in nomenclature from CAESAR DIVI F. to IMP. CAESAR) continues to promote the idea of Octavian as the provider of peace (Fig. 3).15 The obverse has the head of Octavian, this time crowned with a victory wreath, and the lengthy inscription ‘Imperator Caesar, champion of the constitutional liberties of the Roman people’. The reverse consists of several impressively detailed images but it especially stresses the goddess Peace in the center who is explicitly identified as Pax, standing on a sword and holding the caduceus of free commerce. She has a miniature Dionysiac cista (sacred wicker basket) in the background representing agricultural fertility. All these images are contained within a victory wreath of laurel. The message of the coin is clear: Octavian has emerged as the sole, unchallenged victor in Rome's internal war and his conquest has ushered in a fertile period of productivity and peace. 
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Figure 3. 
Octavian and Pax. RIC I 476
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The numismatic message that Rome provided peace was continued under Tiberius's reign when one of the more common images (Fig. 4) found on the reverse of many coins involved that of a seated woman—the personification of the goddess Pax.16 She is holding in her right hand a tall scepter (symbolizing Roman military power) and in her left hand an olive branch (symbolizing the peace resulting from Roman military power), and the outside of the coin contains the inscription PONTIF MAXIM referring to the laureate head of Tiberius on the other side. 
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Figure 4. 
Tiberius and Pax. RIC I 26
Low resolution version High resolution version
The theme of peace accomplished through military victory was one also promulgated by Claudius in a remarkable coin series (Fig. 5) that he issued.17 Here one finds the image of a standing Pax who is adorned with the wings of Nike (Victory) and is pointing a caduceus (typically carried by Hermes and thus a symbol of commercial prosperity) at a snake (symbol of Salus) under the inscription PACI AVGVSTAE. The message of this coin is again clear. As Sutherland puts it, ‘Here was a brave promise of imperial policy. The adjectival AVGUSTAE, used in preference to the dependent genitival AVGVSTI, deliberately suggested Claudius' inheritance of the tradition and powers of peace-by-victory-in-prosperity which Augustus himself had so majestically established’.18 
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Figure 5. 
Claudius and Pax. RIC I 38
Low resolution version High resolution version
The Pax-Romana theme continued to be stressed in the coinage of Nero. One series of coins that he produced had the inscription ‘universal peace’.19 Another series of coins that Nero issued often has on the reverse side an image of the Ara Pacis20 (see Fig. 13 below)—the impressive ‘Altar of Peace’ built by Augustus in Rome as a testimony to what he wanted most of all to be remembered about his reign. Still another series of large brass coins also contained important visual reminders that Rome provided its subjects with peace. One issue (Fig. 6) has the emperor Nero in a quadriga on top of a triumphal arch21 with a legionary soldier on each side of the arch at a slightly lower level. Three other figures—all of them deities—are seen on the coin. On the left side of Nero is Pax holding her symbols of cornucopia and staff of peace; on the right side of Nero is Nike (Victory) holding a garland and palm branch; and below in the left niche of the triumphal arch is the larger image of Mars, the nude and helmeted god of war.22 This coin series thus speaks of the victory in war that Nero and his troops have achieved, thereby resulting in a time of peace. 
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Figure 6. 
Nero and Triumphal Arch. RIC I 433
Low resolution version High resolution version
Another important issue (Fig. 7) depicts the ceremonial closing of the Janus temple23—an act that occurred on those rare occasions when Rome was wholly at peace. The temple of Janus is depicted with its doors closed and covered with garlands, and with a latticed window in the side wall. The specific event that this coin commemorated involved the peace that Nero negotiated with the Parthians and the visit of Tiridates, the brother of the King of Parthia, to Rome in 66 CE. Coins commemorating this event were struck at least a year before the visit happened and continued to be issued to the end of Nero's reign. The image of the Janus temple with a closed door is a powerful one that reminded people of the peace brought about initially by Augustus who was the only leader in recent times to have also closed the temple door and to have done so an unprecedented three times. In case people missed the not so subtle allusion in the image to the peace that Rome provided, the text on the coin spelled it out for them: ‘The Peace of the Roman People having been established on Land and Sea [or Everywhere], he closed (the Temple of) Janus’.24 
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Figure 7. 
Nero and Temple of Janus. RIC I 265
Low resolution version High resolution version
Coins produced during the brief civil wars of 68–69 CE continue to emphasize peace—a most powerful enticement used by contenders to Roman leadership to secure the support of citizens given the historical circumstances.25 Of this period Mattingly and Sydenham make the following observation: ‘The coinage is from first to last propagandist; the object of the movement is to restore the liberty of the Roman people, to bring Victory and new life to Rome, to establish peace’.26 The fact that coins from this period, like those struck under the reign of Nero, date to after the writing of 1 Thessalonians in 51 CE, might cause some to question their value for understanding the historical context of Paul's readers in Thessalonica. Nevertheless, the numismatic evidence from a later period shows a trajectory of imperial propaganda begun with Augustus and continued by others not just in the Julio-Claudian line but subsequent emperors as well—a trajectory of imperial propaganda whereby the Roman leaders used coins to market their rule as one that offered its citizens the benefits of peace and security.
It is important to note before leaving the numismatic evidence that coins were used to promote not just ‘peace’ but also the second term found in Paul's cited phrase: ‘security’. For example, Gaius (‘Caligula’) issued a coin (Fig. 8) containing the image of his three sisters standing and facing each other in which Agrippina, leaning on a column and holding a cornucopia, represents Securitas.27 This coin-type was issued for empire-wide currency and was not only struck in very high numbers28 but also the image of the three sisters, including Agrippina as Securitas, was copied in several places.29 
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Figure 8. 
Gaius (‘Caligula’) and his three sisters. RIC I 33
Low resolution version High resolution version
Nero issued the ‘Securitas Augusti’ type (Fig. 9) which emphasized the universal stability of the empire as a whole.30 This series features Securitas seated on a throne, holding a spear in her left hand (symbolizing security accomplished through military victory), while her right hand rests on her head, a classical posture of repose (symbolizing a secure time of peace during which citizens could relax, having nothing to fear). 
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Figure 9. 
Nero and Securitas. RIC I 406
Low resolution version High resolution version
Both Otho (Fig. 10) and Vitellius during the internal fights for power in 69 CE following Nero's suicide minted coins with the image of Securitas and the inscription ‘Security for the Roman People’ in the attempt to persuade Romans that their reigns would provide the blessing of security.31 
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Figure 10. 
Otho and Securitas. RIC I 7
Low resolution version High resolution version
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3.1. Pompey Statue from Ilium
Monuments were another effective way in which the message of Roman peace and security was promulgated. This can be seen, for example, in a statue and accompanying inscription honoring the Roman military and political leader Pompey.32 This inscription was discovered in 1987 in Ilium, the ancient city of Troy, which was captured and renamed by the Romans in 85 BCE. The text was inscribed on the base of a large statue of Pompey which would have been visible from both land and sea. The monument was erected in the middle of the first century BCE by ‘the people and the youth’ of the city in gratitude to Pompey for preserving humankind from ‘barbarian wars and the dangers of pirates’, thereby ‘restoring peace and security on land and sea’ (ἀποκαθϵστάκοτα δ[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_03/S0028688512000045_char1.gif] [τὴν ϵἰρ]ήνην καὶ τὴν ἀσϕάλϵιαν καὶ κατὰ γῆν καὶ κατὰ θάλασσαν). Here we find the two benefits of peace and security combined in exactly the same manner as that of Paul's citation in 1 Thess 5.3.
3.2. Octavian's Victory Monument at Nicopolis
Evidence that Octavian consciously promoted his rule from the very beginning as a new age of peace can be seen in the victory monument he constructed at Nicopolis (‘Victory City’), the new city he established already in 29 BCE at the site of his defeat of Marc Antony at Actium (Dio Roman History 51.1.2–3; Suetonius Augustus 18.2; Pausanias 7.19.9; 10.3).33 This monument employed various forms of imagery and symbolism to emphasize not only the universal peace that Octavian's victory accomplished but also the divine choice of Octavian as the one to bring about this peace. The upper terrace of the monument consisted of an impressive pi-shaped stoa more than 40 meters (130 feet) wide, which housed several statues and spoils from the battle. The lower terrace (Fig. 11) was marked off by a retaining wall socketed with an even more impressive row of 33 to 35 bronze warship rams cut from the prows of Antony's and Cleopatra's largest ships, arranged in increasing sizes from right to left. This arrangement functioned to draw the viewer's attention to the inscription which began over the first and largest ram which was a massive 1.38 meters (4.5 feet) wide and weighed over two tons. The inscription, consisting of 30 centimeters (1 foot) high letters, read as follows:
Imperator Caesar, son of the divine Julius, following the victory in the war which he waged on behalf of the republic in this region, when he was consul for the fifth time and commander-in-chief for the seventh time, after peace had been secured on land and sea (pace parta terra marique), consecrated to Neptune and Mars the camp from which he set forth to attack the enemy now ornamented with naval spoils.34
This inscription makes explicit the message conveyed implicitly by the monument as a whole, namely, that Octavian, in service not of himself but ‘on behalf of the republic’ and with the divine sanction of Neptune and Mars, brought peace to the Roman Empire despite the actions of a deliberately unnamed ‘enemy’ of the state. Additionally, the key phrase pace parta terra marique suggests that this monument commemorates not merely the peace accomplished in the key battle of Actium but the peace that resulted from Octavian's entire military campaign.35 
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Figure 11. 
Lower terrace of victory monument at Nicopolis with socketed bronze warship rams and inscription (image courtesy of William M. Murray)
Low resolution version High resolution version
3.3. Ara Pacis
The most significant monument for our thesis may well be the Ara Pacis (‘Altar of Peace’) built by the Roman Senate in 9 BCE in honor of Augustus's successful military campaign to bring peace to the regions of Gaul and Spain. The importance of this monument is indicated by Augustus's decision to refer to it in his Res Gestae—the recording of what he considered his most significant lifetime accomplishments. Augustus writes: ‘When I returned to Rome from Spain and Gaul, having settled affairs successfully in these provinces…the senate decreed that an altar of Augustan Peace should be consecrated in thanks for my return on the field of Mars, and ordered magistrates and priests and Vestal Virgins to perform an annual sacrifice there’ (12.2).36 Augustus's reference to the location of this altar accentuates the theme of peace that the monument itself commemorates. As Ludwig Budde observes: ‘Even the field of Mars now gives evidence that the times of war are ended, that the rule of the goddess Pax, the golden age of peace, in which alone wars and dangers find their significance, has begun’.37
Although the altar itself as a whole skillfully conveys the message of peace and tranquility, this message is most clearly proclaimed in the eastern panel (Fig. 12).38 Here is found the idyllic scene of a woman—the personification of a goddess—sitting with two small children in her arms and abundant fruit in her lap. Ears of grain, poppies and reeds are sprouting up next to her, while a cow lies peacefully at her feet and a sheep drinks water flowing from her throne. The identity of the goddess, though greatly debated, is likely Pax, since this would solve the substantial problem of the absence of any personification of Peace on an altar that is explicitly identified by Augustus in his Res Gestae as ‘an altar of Augustan Peace’. Furthermore, this identification would account for the presence of the corresponding panel also on the eastern side which depicts the goddess Roma enthroned on a trophy of armor. The two panels were intended to be read together: the blessings of Roman peace have been secured through its military success.39 
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Figure 12. 
Eastern panel of Ara Pacis, Rome (photo by J. A. D. Weima)
Low resolution version High resolution version
The images contained in the Ara Pacis and thus also their propagandist message were spread well beyond Rome through the many travelers who visited the capital city, the writings of ancient authors and the production of certain coins which display the Altar of Peace (Fig. 13).40 It is not surprising, therefore, that the same images on the Ara Pacis appear in altars and other monuments in various places within the Roman Empire. For example, a marble relief in Carthage is an exact replica of the goddess Pax depicted in the eastern panel of the Ara Pacis with slight alterations of the two figures on the furthest sides of the panel.41 
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Figure 13. 
Nero and Altar of Peace. RIC I 461 (American Numismatic Society 1944.100.39794)
Low resolution version High resolution version
3.4. Twin Altars of Pax Augusta and Securitas in Praeneste
Another important example of the widespread celebration of Roman peace and security lies in the twin altars of Pax and Securitas discovered in Praeneste (modern Palestrina) located some 35 kilometers outside of Rome.42 The inscription on these two43 altars reveals that they were erected by the decuriones (local senate or town council) and populus (people of Praeneste) who wanted to express their gratitude for the peace and security that they now enjoyed after years of civil war.44 The fact that the one altar is dedicated not merely to Pax but Pax Augusta shows how strongly the emperor was identified as the key person responsible for Roman peace (and security). This also explains why after Augustus's death a third matching altar to the deified emperor was added to the existing two, this one with a portrait of Augustus adorned not only with a bronze crown of rays but also surrounded with cornucopiae—the symbol of peace and prosperity.45 What is most significant about these altars for our understanding of the background of 1 Thess 5.3 is the pairing of Pax or peace with Securitas, just as they are also joined together in the quote by Paul.
3.5. Golden Statue of Octavian on a columna rostrata in Rome
Still another public monument that illustrates further how strongly the idea of peace was honored in the Roman world is an inscription on a columna rostrata on which stood a golden statue of Octavian. The historian Appian records Octavian's victorious return to Rome after defeating Sextus Pompey (Civil Wars 5.130), noting how the young Caesar made speeches to the Senate and the people in which he recounted his military exploits. After observing that Octavian wrote down his speeches and distributed them in pamphlet form, Appian summarizes the emperor's message as follows: ‘He proclaimed peace and good-will (ϵἰρήνην καὶ ϵὐθυμίαν)’. It is clear, therefore, that Octavian actively promoted himself as one who provided peace.
It is also clear that Octavian's advocacy of himself as a securer of peace was made easier by an audience eager not merely to accept but to promote this idea. Appian goes on to speak of how the Senate responded by granting Octavian all kinds of honors, including ‘a golden statue to be erected in the Forum, with the clothes he wore when he entered the city’ and that this statue was ‘to stand on a column decorated with the bows of captured ships’ (columna rostrata). Significantly, the inscription on the column below the golden statue read: ‘Peace (ϵἰρήνην), long disturbed, he reestablished on land and sea’. This image and message of the ‘golden boy’ of Rome who provided peace was not limited to the capital city but was effectively disseminated throughout the empire via a coin series (Fig. 14) which has a portrait of Octavian with laurel wreath on the one side and an image of his golden statue atop of the columna rostrata on the other.46 
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Figure 14. 
Octavion and his golden statue atop of columna rostratra. RIC I 271
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3.6. Augustus's Erection of a Silver Statue of Pax
Yet further evidence that Octavian actively promoted the idea that his reign ushered in a new era of peace stems from the testimony of the Roman historian Dio Cassius. Dio records how the Senate and the Roman people contributed silver for the erection of several statues of Octavian but that the Roman emperor instead used these gifts to ‘set up a statue not of himself but rather of Salus Publica [the Health of the State] and also to Concordia and Pax’ (Roman History 54.35.2). Such symbolic statuary was intended to communicate the unity and the peace enjoyed by citizens within the Roman Empire.
3.7. Two Gold Statues Representing ‘Claudian Augustan Peace’
The idea of Rome as a provider of peace continued to be a strong theme in public consciousness after the time of Augustus. This is clear not only from the numismatic evidence surveyed above but also from a gold statue honoring the emperor Claudius produced by the city of Alexandria. Claudius wrote a letter to the Alexandrians (P. Lond. 1912)47 that dates relatively closely to Paul's letter to the Thessalonians. The emperor's letter reveals that the Alexandrians had made two gold statues—one significantly identified as ‘Claudian Augustan Peace’ (Κλαυδιανῆς Εἰρήνης Σϵβαστῆς), the other not specified but likely the same—and had asked for permission to put one of these gold statues in a public place in the city and the other statue to be housed in a public building and carried out on imperial day processions. Claudius agrees only to the second of the city's requests and requires instead that they send one of the gold statues to Rome to be erected in the capital city.
3.8. The Building and Restoration of Temples
Augustus initiated a massive building program that focused on, among other things, temples. He proudly highlights in his Res Gestae not only the several temples in Rome that he built (19.1) but the many more that he repaired: ‘I restored eighty-two temples of the gods in the city…and I neglected none which needed repair at this time’ (20.4). This agrees with Livy's description of Augustus as ‘the founder and restorer of all our temples’ (History of Rome 4.20.7). It was widely believed in that day that Rome's civil wars were the direct result of its neglect of these temples and that peace could only be accomplished when these temples were restored to their former glory (Horace Carmina 3.6.1–8; Livy History of Rome 4.20.7; Vitruvius On Architecture, preface to Book 1). Thus, the mere existence of Rome's temples in their new or restored state indirectly communicated the idea of Augustus, the one responsible for these building projects, as the provider of peace.
This indirect message was often made more direct through the strategic arrangement of sculptures and statues in these temples. In this way, temples which were not built in honor of Pax but other deities would nevertheless highlight this goddess and the theme of peace. An example of this can be seen in a large brass coin series minted in Rome in 36 CE containing the image of the Temple of Concordia (Fig. 15).48 The goddess Concordia is seated within the temple, while on either side of the staircase stand the gods Hercules and Mercury, representing respectively the military power and the commercial prosperity that the new regime, symbolized by Concordia, had brought. Three other figures embracing each other are standing above the temple on the highest point of the pediment. These three figures are likely goddesses closely connected with Concordia, namely, Pax, Securitas and Fortuna,49 and the image of these three divinities embracing each other, along with the other carefully arranged figures on the coin, work together to communicate to the viewer the blessings of peace, security, abundance and prosperity made possible through Roman power. As Zanker observes:
In these new sanctuaries the viewer was confronted with something he had never experienced. Never before had he encountered such an extensive, fully integrated set of images. Through didactic arrangements and constant repetition and combination of the limited number of new symbols…even the uneducated viewer was indoctrinated in the new visual program. The key messages were quite simple, and they were reiterated on every possible occasion…50
One of these key messages being seared into the public consciousness was the idea that Rome provided its subjects with peace and also, though to a lesser extent, with security. 
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Figure 15. 
Temple of Concordia. RIC I 67
Low resolution version High resolution version
[bookmark: sec4]4. Inscriptional Evidence
4.1. Res Gestae Divi Augusti
Evidence for the importance and widespread awareness of Roman peace and security is found not just in the coins and monuments of that day but also in official proclamations that were drafted, adopted and then inscribed for posterity. The most important evidence from this category is the Res Gestae Divi Augusti, since this inscription provides a crucial window into the ideology and aims of the Augustan reign in the words of the emperor himself. It is, therefore, significant, though hardly surprising in light of the evidence surveyed above, that there are sections in this key document where Augustus stresses his deeds of restoring peace and security.
This emphasis first appears in Augustus's reference to the senate's decree that ‘an altar of Augustan Peace should be consecrated on the field of Mars in thanks for my return’ (12.2). We have already discussed above the significance of the Ara Pacis as an expression of gratitude for Augustus securing peace in Spain and Gaul, and so here we simply note how this reference to the altar of peace provides a logical transition to the next paragraph dealing with the closing of the Janus temple gates—an action only done in rare times of peace. Augustus writes:
Our ancestors wanted Janus Quirinus to be closed when peace had been achieved by victories on land and sea throughout the whole empire of the Roman people; whereas, before I was born, it is recorded as having been closed twice in all from the foundation of the city, the senate decreed it should be closed three times when I was leader. (13)
This section stresses Augustus's role as a provider of peace in at least two ways. First, although the symbolic act of closing the Janus temple gates in a time of universal peace was a rare act that had occurred only on only two occasions in Rome's long history and not once since the victory over Carthage in 235 BCE, it happened under Augustus's reign an unprecedented three times. Second, emphasis on peace is achieved by Augustus explaining to his audience what every Roman already knew about the symbolic act of closing Janus's gates: instead of simply saying ‘I closed Janus Quirinius three times’ (compare the simple, non-explanatory statements in 4.1 and 8.2),51 the inscription spells out the meaning of this act, thereby adding emphasis to what is written.
Sections 25–33 have been traditionally viewed as the place where Augustus turns from his impensae—the expenses which he has incurred on behalf of the state (sections 15–24)—to his res gestae proper—his military exploits. Yet, as E. A. Judge observes, ‘Actual warfare plays a very small part in this record, which is far more concerned with political themes such as peace, security and prestige’.52 Augustus opens this section with the statement: ‘The sea I made peaceful by freeing it from pirates’ (25.1). The achievement of bringing peace to the seas was often proclaimed and much celebrated. Horace, for example, writes: ‘Sailors fly across the peaceful sea’ (Odes 4.5.19). Suetonius records how sailors from Alexandria who happened to meet Augustus near the end of his life in the Bay of Naples made offerings to him ‘because it was through him that they lived and sailed the sea and enjoyed their freedom and fortunes’ (Augustus 98.2). Philo similarly acknowledges that Augustus ‘rendered the sea free from the vessels of pirates and filled it with merchantmen’ (Embassy to Gaius 146). And as discussed above, a golden statue of Augustus was placed on a columna rostrata in Rome with the inscription: ‘Peace, long disturbed, he reestablished on land and sea’ (Appian Civil Wars 5.130).53
The next section shifts from the peace that Augustus secured on sea to that on land: ‘The Gallic and Spanish provinces, together with Germany, bounded by the Ocean from Cadiz as far as the mouth of the river Elbe, I pacified. The Alps, from that region which is closest to the Adriatic sea as far as the Tuscan, I had pacified…’ (26.2–3). Augustus's double employment of the verb ‘I pacified’ here leads Alison Cooley to observe: ‘The verb pacare may almost be regarded as a slogan of the regime’.54
The theme of ‘security’ (ἀσϕάλϵια or securitas) does not figure as prominently in the Res Gestae as that of ‘peace’. Nevertheless, the term is found explicitly once in the Greek version in describing Augustus's treatment of foreign peoples (3.2). Also, as the quote from Judge above points out, the theme of security provided by Roman rule is one that the document intends to emphasize, even when the term does not appear.
It is important to note that the Res Gestae inscription (and thus also its political themes of peace and security) was intended for a wider audience beyond Rome. This accounts for the fact that it was not only translated into Greek to be read by those in non-Latin speaking locales but also that the translation involves subtle but significant changes aimed at a broader non-Roman audience, softening its imperialistic tone and stressing Augustus's role as a benefactor rather than conqueror.55 Copies of the inscription have been found in the faraway (at least from Rome) places of Ancyra, Antioch near Pisidia and Apollonia. The writings of several ancient authors contain clear allusions to the Res Gestae (Tacitus, Velleius Paterculus, Suetonius, Seneca) and it seems to have influenced the reliefs carved on Trajan's column and Hadrian's inscription on the Parthenon.56
4.2. Decree of the Asian League Regarding Changes to the Provincial Calendar
A second example from the inscriptional evidence involves a decree of the Asian League, tentatively dated to 9 CE, to make two changes to their provincial calendar in honor of the benefactions ushered in by Augustus.57 That the provision of peace was preeminent among these benefactions is clear from the opening statement of the decree:
Decree of the Greek Assembly in the province of Asia, on motion of the High Priest Apollonios, son of Menophilos, of Aizanoi: Whereas Providence that orders all our lives has in her display of concern and generosity in our behalf adorned our lives with the highest good: Augustus, whom she has filled with ἀρϵτή for the benefit of humanity, and has in her beneficence granted to us and those who will come after us a Savior who has made war to cease and who will put everything in peaceful order…58
The widespread distribution of this decree is spelled out later in the text, which states that the decision of the Asian League shall be inscribed on multiple stelai of white marble and placed in the temples of Caesar and Roma in the various cities of Asia. This stated desire was, in fact, carried out, because the inscription has been discovered in several cities in Asia.59
4.3. Decree of Halicarnassus Celebrating Benefactions of Augustus
A third example of how Rome was identified specifically as a provider of peace comes in a Greek inscription from another city in Asia Minor, Halicarnassus, and is dated sometime after 2 BCE.60 This city praises Augustus as the ‘savior of the whole human race in whom Providence has not only fulfilled but even surpassed the prayers of all’ and who thus is worthy of being honored ‘with public games and with statues, with sacrifices and with hymns’. The specific grounds for attributing such honors to Augustus (they are introduced with the conjunction γάρ) are listed as follows: ‘For land and sea have peace, the cities flourish under a good legal system, in harmony and with an abundance of food, there is an abundance of all good things, people are filled with happy hopes for the future and with delight for the present’.
4.4. Decree of Baetica (Spain) Celebrating the Benefaction of Augustus
Augustus's achievement of securing peace is the sole reason listed in a Latin inscription from Baetica (Spain) which pays honor to the emperor.61 Since this inscription refers to Augustus as the ‘Father of the Fatherland’ (pater patriae), a title awarded him on February 5, 2 BCE and one that he considered to be the pinnacle of his achievements (Res Gestae 35.1), it must be dated some time after this event. The text honoring the emperor was inscribed on a statue base set up in the Forum of Augustus and apparently supported a golden statue made out of one hundred pounds of gold into the form of either the Spanish province personified or of Augustus himself. This agrees with the comment of Velleius Paterculus, the Roman historian, who writes that the Forum of Augustus was full of such honors from Spain and other countries (History of Rome 2.39.2). The text of this important inscription reads as follows: ‘To Imperator Caesar Augustus, Father of the Fatherland. Further Hispania, Baetica, set this up because through his goodwill and constant care the province has been pacified’.
4.5. Inscription from Syria
The benefits of peace and security were attributed not to Augustus alone but to the broader Roman state and its representatives. This can be seen, for example, in an inscription from Syria in which citizens from this region offer the local Roman general in charge of their region these words of gratitude: ‘The Lord Marcus Flavius Bonus, the most illustrious Comes and Dux of the first legion, has ruled over us in peace and given constant peace and security to travelers and to the people’.62
[bookmark: sec5]5. Literary Evidence
If the numismatic evidence supporting the importance and widespread consciousness of Roman peace and security is ‘very eloquent’63 and that of the monumental and inscriptional evidence may be justly judged to be impressive, then the literary evidence is compelling if not decisive. Many ancient authors, even those not particularly sympathetic to the empire, acknowledge the peace and security that Roman rule has provided. Due to space constraints, we will omit those writers and documents that highlight either the theme of peace or that of security individually64 and survey only those literary sources where these two benefactions of peace and security provided by Rome are combined, just as they are in Paul's phrase in 1 Thess 5.3. We have already witnessed above three important examples where the two key terms are linked together: the Pompey inscription from Ilium, the twin altars of Pax Augustus and Securitas discovered in Praeneste and the inscription from Syria. Yet there are a number of other instances where the two benefactions of peace and security are closely linked.
The Jewish historian Josephus records a decree from the citizens of Pergamum that praises the Romans for providing for its subjects precisely these two benefits:
Decree of the people of Pergamum: ‘In the presidency of Cratippus, on the first of the month Daisios, a decree of the magistrates. As the Romans in pursuance of the practices of their ancestors have accepted dangerous risks for the common safety (ἀσϕαλϵίας) of all humankind and strive emulously to place their allies and friends in a state of happiness and lasting peace (ϵἰρήνῃ), the Jewish nation and their high priest Hyrcanus have sent as envoys to them…’ (Ant. 14.247–248)
Josephus also writes elsewhere in his Antiquities how Herod the Great early in his political life gained the favor of the local people by capturing Hezekiah, the leader of a band of robbers who had overrun the area of Syria: ‘So they sung songs in his [Herod's] commendation in their villages and cities, because he procured for them peace (ϵἰρήνην) and the secure enjoyment (ἀσϕαλὴ ἀπόλαυσιν) of their possessions’ (14.160).
The two terms of ‘peace’ and ‘security’ also occur together in the first-century historian Velleius Paterculus. He describes how the Roman general Lucius Piso, on behalf of Tiberius, fought against the Thracians for three years and so restored ‘security to Asia and peace to Macedonia’ (Asiae securitatem, Macedoniae pacem) (History of Rome 2.98.2). Velleius combines these two benefactions of Roman rule again when he glowingly describes the start of Tiberius's reign as follows:
The rejoicing of that day, the concourse of the citizens, their vows as they stretched their hands almost to the very heavens, and the hopes which they entertained for the perpetual security (securitatis) and the eternal existence of the Roman empire, I shall hardly be able to describe to the full even in my comprehensive work, much less try to do it justice here. I shall content myself with stating what day of good omen it was for all. On that day there sprang up once more in parents the assurance of safety for their children, in husbands for the sanctity of marriage, in owners for the safety of their property, and in all men the assurance of safety, order, peace (pacis), and tranquility. (History of Rome 2.103.3–5)
Tacitus, describing the turmoil of 69 CE with its competing candidates to lead the empire after the suicide of Nero, refers to one army finding themselves ‘surrounded in the midst of the security of peace (securitate pacis) with all the horrors of war’ (Hist. 2.12). The two terms of peace and security are also combined in Tacitus's description of the campaign of Vitellius who is quoted as saying: ‘I would not seek to hinder the renown of those who in the meanwhile have reduced Asia to tranquility. They had at heart the peace of Moesia (Moesiae pacem), I the safety and security of Italy (securitatemque Italiae)’ (Hist. 3.53). Tacitus combines these concepts yet a third time in a fictitious speech that he has the Roman general Petilius Cerialis give to the Gauls after suppressing their revolt in 70 CE. The logic of the speech reflects the Roman perspective that conquered nations may have lost their freedom but gained in its place something more valuable, namely, peace and security:
Tyranny and war always existed in Gaul until you yielded to our authority. And we, although we have been provoked many times, have imposed upon you by right of conquest only this one demand: that you pay the costs of keeping peace (pacem) here. For peace among different peoples cannot be maintained without pay, and pay cannot be found without taxation… But if the Romans are driven out—may the gods forbid!—what situation could exist except wars among all these races?… Therefore, love and cherish peace (pacem) and the city of Rome which you and I, conquered and conqueror, hold with equal rights. Let these examples of good fortune and bad fortune warn you not to prefer rebellion and ruin to submission and security (securitate).' (Hist. 4.74)
A striking parallel to Paul's phrase is found in Plutarch's Parallel Lives where he recounts Mark Antony's unsuccessful Persian campaign to gain the return of the Roman standards and captives taken earlier. When Antony, in trouble deep within Persian territory, was looking for a way to retreat, he was falsely promised safe passage by the enemy king Phraates. Plutarch writes: ‘The Parthian told him not to urge this matter [concerning the return of the standards and the captives], and assured him of peace and security’ (ϵἰρήνην καὶ ἀσϕάλϵιαν; Antony 40.4). This reference is remarkable because it not only echoes exactly the wording of Paul in 1 Thess 5.3 but also possibly involves a deliberate use of irony by Plutarch: the very benefits that Roman rule was supposed to provide, namely, peace and security, are instead offered to the Roman general Antony by his Parthian enemy. If so, this presupposes a wide-spread awareness of the phrase ‘peace and security’ such that Plutarch, like the apostle Paul, could assume that his audience would pick up on such a satirical allusion.
[bookmark: sec6]6. Thessalonica and Roman Benefaction
The proposal that Paul in the phrase ‘Peace and security’ is evoking a popular concept or perhaps even a fixed slogan of Roman political propaganda gains further credence from the fact that such an allusion would be especially appropriate for his Thessalonian readers, given the lengthy and close relationship that the city had with Rome and the financial and political benefits that its citizens enjoyed from the Roman state. When the Romans reorganized the four districts of Macedonia into a single province in 146 BCE, Thessalonica was designated the capital city and home base of Rome's representative, the proconsul or governor. Although this situation changed briefly under Tiberius's rule, Claudius annulled that earlier decision so that from 44 CE on Thessalonica continued to enjoy its special role as the provincial capital and seat of the governor. As a reward for helping the victorious Mark Antony and Octavian in the Roman civil war, Thessalonica was granted in 42 BCE the privileged status of a ‘free city’ (civitas libera).65 This favored classification meant that the inhabitants enjoyed a measure of autonomy over local affairs, the right to mint their own coins, freedom from military occupation within the city walls and certain tax concessions. The military success of Augustus in the Balkans also meant that Thessalonica ‘was relieved of its precarious position at the boundary of the empire and was able to enjoy the advantages of the Pax Romana’.66
The city's close connection with Rome and especially the benefits that it enjoyed from this connection to the imperial city is evident from a number of inscriptions that honor ‘Roman benefactors’ (Ρωμαίοι ϵὐϵργ[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_03/S0028688512000045_char2.gif]ται). These are individuals who financed local cultural institutions (e.g., the gymnasium and its activities), helped protect the city from hostile neighbors and anti-Roman invaders, promoted the interests of Thessalonica in Rome or provided aid in other ways. The city's well-being and success ‘depended on its ability to attract and sustain influential Romans’ commitments and favors' and an ‘institution developed by the Thessalonicans to attract and regularize such commitment was honors for their “Roman benefactors”’.67 So great was Thessalonica's desire to honor those Roman individuals whose good works benefited the city that a new cult and priesthood was established in the first century BCE68 to honor not just the human benefactors but also the goddess Roma and the unnamed ‘gods’. Several inscriptions are addressed to ‘the gods and the Roman benefactors’ (IT 4),69 ‘the priest of the gods…and of the priest of Roma and the Roman benefactors’ (IT 31), ‘the priest of the gods…of Roma and the Roman benefactors’ (IT 133; 226), ‘of both Roma and the Roman benefactors’ (IT 128) and ‘Roma and Romans’ (IT 32). Holland Hendrix stresses that this honoring of Roma as a goddess in Thessalonica is different from elsewhere in the ancient world: ‘She was not accorded honors as an independent figure, nor was she linked in cult to an individual (e.g., Augustus). Rather she was grafted onto a previously existing object of honor, the Roman benefactors.’70
Once the cult to honor Roman benefactors and the goddess Roma was established, it was natural to extend such honors to the most powerful and thus also most important Roman benefactor, the emperor. A temple in honor of Caesar was built in Thessalonica near the end of the first century BCE71 and a priesthood to service this temple established: an important inscription refers to ‘the temple of Caesar’ and the ‘priest and agonothetes [“games superintendent”] of Imperator Caesar Augustus son [of god]’ and the ‘priest of the gods…and priest of Roma and the Roman benefactors’ (IT 31). This inscription, along with others (IT 32, 132, 133), also suggests the preeminence of officials connected with the imperial cult over other priesthoods: ‘In every extant instance in which the “priest and agonothete of the Imperator” is mentioned he is listed first in what appears to be a strict observance of protocol. The Imperator's priest and agonothete assumes priority, the priest of “the gods” is cited next followed by the priest of Roma and Roman benefactors.’72
Thessalonian coinage reveals that Julius Caesar and his adoptive son, Octavian (Augustus), received divine honors from the city. In one series (Fig. 16) the laureate head of Julius Caesar appears with the inscription ‘God’. The reverse side of coins from this series has the bare head of Octavian and, though they do not have the similar inscription ‘God’ or ‘son of god’, his divinity is implied by his pairing with the divine Julius and by the title Sebastos or ‘Augustus’ often found.73 It is also significant that in one standard series of coins the head of Zeus was replaced with that of Octavian.74 The fact that the number of coin issues honoring Octavian in Thessalonica appears to be ‘unusually high’75 suggests that the city was especially motivated to demonstrate publicly their support of the emperor and their loyalty to Rome. 
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A statute of Augustus, found in the city in 1939 just north of the Serapeion, depicts the emperor in a divine posture—he is slightly larger than life-sized, semi-naked, a voluminous robe wraps around his waist and over his left arm; his right is raised with closed fist and finger pointed upward as he strides forward.76 It is ‘one of the best examples of the imperial propaganda statutes—and is, indeed, one of the first of the series—that the Romans erected in various nerve-centres of their boundless empire’.77 Very important for our thesis is the fact that in contrast to the Prima Porta exemplar where Augustus is in full military garb, the Thesslaonian statue of him omits these symbols of power and instead conveys the emperor as a man of not war but peace. Another statute—this one headless but likely that of Claudius—was discovered close to that of Augustus and it also portrays this later emperor in a divine pose clearly intended to imitate the statue of Augustus.78 Once again it is significant to note that Claudius too is not dressed in the military garb of a warrior but the simple toga of a statesman of peace.
The evidence presented above strongly suggests that citizens of Thessalonica enjoyed a particularly close relationship with Rome and were engaged in a variety of activities designed to strengthen that relationship because of the financial and political benefits that such a relationship entailed. This social setting provides an especially appropriate context for Paul to cite for his Thessalonian readers not a prophetic warning but a slogan of political propaganda. As Hendrix puts it:
there is significant archaeological evidence of a distinctive sensitivity to propaganda about Roman rule on the part of the Thessalonians. This enhances on circumstantial grounds established through archaeological evidence the plausibility of the following conclusion: Paul's exceptional citation of a slogan associated with Roman beneficence…might have been made in specific reference to the Thessalonian environment and to the experience of the city's inhabitants.79
[bookmark: sec7]7. Conclusion
The Romans actively and aggressively promoted themselves as those who secured the prized benefit of ‘peace’ and also, although to a lesser degree, the related blessing of ‘security’. This gospel or good news about the Pax Romana was spread through a variety of public media. The minting of coins, the building of public monuments, the engraving of official proclamations and the dissemination of literary works all served the common purpose of shaping public opinion and convincing the populace about the peace and security that Roman rule supplied. Given the widespread nature of this propaganda, the predominantly Gentile believers in Thessalonica would have immediately recognized in Paul's brief phrase, ‘Peace and security’, a clear allusion not to the warning of the OT prophets who spoke only about false claims of ‘peace’ but the sloganeering of the Roman state and its claim of providing for its citizens the same two benefactions highlighted by the apostle. Furthermore, Paul's citation of such imperial propaganda is especially appropriate for his Thessalonian readers in light of the close relationship between the city and Rome as well as the financial and political benefits that this relationship offered. It may well be that the ‘fellow citizens’ (1 Thess 2.14) of the believers in Thessalonica responded to Christian claims about ‘the day of the Lord’ (5.1) and the ‘coming wrath’ (1.10; also 5.9) by referring to Rome as the protector of their present peace and security. Paul, however, has a stern warning for all those who trust in the political power of Rome: ‘Whenever people say, “Peace and security”, then sudden destruction comes upon them, like birth pangs come upon a pregnant woman, and they will certainly not escape’ (5.3b). For the apostle, peace and security belong only to those who instead trust in God, who ‘did not destine us for wrath but for the obtaining of salvation through our Lord Jesus Christ’ (5.9).
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‘What has Corinth to do with Jerusalem?’ Long before Tertullian asked a similar question (Praescr. 7), we may assume that this was an objection some of the Corinthians put to Paul when he first mentioned the collection for the poor among the saints in Jerusalem (cf. Rom 15.26).1 What, indeed, did the privileged Colonia Laus Iuliae Corinthiensis have to do with the religious and cultural centre of the Jewish people?2 What political treaty, economic agreement, socio-cultural connection, or even ethnic relationship existed between the two cities that could justify Paul's request? It is possible to imagine that some Corinthians may have been fairly perplexed at the purpose of the collection at first.3 However, our familiarity with the topic has somewhat prevented us from appreciating the sheer audacity and radical nature of Paul's project. True, it is not as though Gentiles were totally estranged to the idea of bestowing benefactions upon the Jews. Some so-called ‘god-fearers’, for whatever religious or socio-political reason, did show themselves benevolent through the sponsorship of buildings or the giving of alms, for instance (e.g., Luke 7.4; Acts 10.2).4 However, the collection Paul had in mind represented an act of charity altogether different. Indeed, this article will argue that it was intended to transcend geo-political, socio-economic, and ethnic distinctions in a revolutionary way, as well as redefine the social foundations of the emergent Christ-believing communities.
If the Corinthians may have been somewhat puzzled at the significance and purpose of this collection, their perplexity seems nothing compared to that of modern scholars with respect to its actual theological motivations (as is illustrated by the enormous amount of secondary literature on the topic). It is beyond the purview of this article to offer a detailed review of the history of scholarship. It is sufficient to mention that the collection has been traditionally understood along four main lines of interpretation (which are not necessarily mutually exclusive): (1) the fulfilment of an eschatological event;5 (2) the expression of the Gentiles' moral and/or social obligation towards the Jews;6 (3) an ecumenical offering;7 (4) a charitable act in the form of material relief.8 What is particularly important for us to recognise is that an overwhelming majority of these treatises have primarily focused on the theological rationale of the collection, ignoring its more practical economic implications, or even its political dimension.9 For, as H. D. Betz has astutely remarked: ‘A financial contribution which involved Greeks as donors and Palestinian Jews as recipients was certainly a political matter’.10 A ‘matter of ecclesiastical politics’, he concedes, but a matter of politics nonetheless, socio-economic politics, if I may add.11 That is to say, it must have been more than a random act of generosity, which in and of itself may not have been worth all the trouble. Indeed, I shall propose that, for Paul, the whole enterprise was rooted in the conviction that the advent of the eschatological kingdom of God had inaugurated a new socio-economic order, which was to become distinctive of the emergent Christ-believing communities on a global scale.12 The Jerusalem collection was thus the practical expression of κοινωνία across socio-cultural and ethnic boundaries. It was the manifestation of a persistent concern for socio-economic equality and solidarity within the Christ-centred ekklēsia.13 I will go as far as to say that it was the practical embodiment of an ecclesiastical ideal, which itself seems to have been inspired by that of the first Jerusalem community, the so-called ‘community of goods’ inaugurated after the Pentecost event (Acts 2.44; 4.32). In a sense, I shall argue for a greater degree of continuity between Paul's model of community and that of the Jerusalem church. This perspective, it must be said, does not intend to demean the work of previous scholarship. Rather, it is meant to emphasise what seems to me to have been a neglected aspect of the collection by bringing a different set of questions to the material.14 This task is important in so far as, until recently, economic concerns, and the question of poverty in particular, have been much neglected issues in Pauline Studies.15 This article seeks to contribute to this new field of research and to provide some insight into what may well have been Paul's overarching objective for this project.
To begin with, I propose to draw our attention to the ways in which Paul carefully describes the collection throughout his letters. In 1 Cor 16.1–4, Paul's earliest reference to the project chronologically, he calls it a λογεία, which is the general term for any kind of voluntary, or compulsory, monetary collection.16 In 2 Corinthians 8, which could well be the earliest letter of what is now known as 2 Corinthians, as M. M. Mitchell has recently suggested,17 when the Corinthians' eagerness to give has cooled down, Paul then presents it as a divine privilege or gift, in which they can participate voluntarily and out of love (cf. αὐθαίρετοι, 8.3).18 No less than eight times is the term χάρις indeed employed to refer to either the collection per se, or to God's favour enabling them to give (8.1, 4, 6–7, 9, 19; 9.8, 14; cf. 1 Cor 16.3).19 In 2 Corinthians 9, which many scholars consider to constitute a different letter,20 the collection is then described several times as a διακονία [τῆς λειτουργίας] (9.1, 12–13; cf. Rom 16.31), and εὐλογία (9.5). As J. R. Harrison has amply demonstrated, in these two chapters Paul's rhetoric eventually results in a dramatic alteration and critique of the honorific conventions and social expectations of the Graeco-Roman system of benefaction.21 What remains unclear, however, is to what extent Paul's rhetoric is related to the actual nature of the project. Was it simply a charitable act in which the Corinthians were mere ‘brokers’ of God's grace, as the language of reciprocity somewhat evokes (cf. Rom 15.27)?22 Or was it primarily driven by the principle of ἰσότης introduced in 8.13–14, that is, by the necessity that there be a certain equality or fairness in the distribution of wealth within the early church (v. 14: ὅπως γένηται ἰσότης; cf. v. 13: ἀλλ᾽ ἐξ ἰσότητος)? The reference to ἰσότης is deeply intriguing at this point, especially since it appears only five times in the Septuagint and in Pseudepigraphical literature (Job 36.29; Zech 4.7; Letter of Aristeas 1.263; Ps.-Phoc. 1.137; Ps. Sol. 17.41), and only one other time in the entire NT (Col 4.1).23 The term itself is not alien to Greek thought, as H. Windisch noticed long ago (‘Dies Wort…zwar ohne hebräisches Äquivalent…ist ein Terminus der hellenistischen Philosophie’), occurring numerous times in ancient discussions of legal and political theory.24 In a civic context, ἰσότης denotes the sense of equality, fairness, and impartiality, in relation to justice (δικαιοσύνη/τὸ δίκαιον) and the law (νόμος), an ideal which is further expressed by the common compound nouns ἰσοπολιτεία or ἰσονομία (e.g., Aristotle Eth. Nic. 8.11.5, 8.13.5; Diogenes Laertius 8.10; Dio Chrysostom Or. 17.9–10).25 For Aristotle, ‘reciprocal’ or ‘proportional equality’ is what ensures the preservation of states (Pol. 2.1.5: τὸ ἴσον τὸ ἀντιπεπονθὸς σῴζει τὰς πόλεις). When applied more specifically to human relationships, ἰσότης is then what enables the most perfect expression of friendship. Φιλότης ἡ ἰσότης (‘equality is friendship’), the proverb indeed stated (Aristotle Eth. Nic. 8.5.5; cf. Eth. Nic. 8.7.2–4, 9.8.2; Eth. Eud. 7.6.9; Iamblichus, VP 30.167–168).26 Although the Greek principle seems to have informed Paul's reflection here, as Betz has confidently asserted,27 Paul actually illustrated the kind of equality he had in mind by citing almost verbatim Exod 16.18 in the following v. 15.28 Yet, in his recollection of Israel's story he omitted the important fact that after all the manna had been collected, exactly one omer was measured out and distributed to each so as to ensure equal provision of food. Paul thus seems simply to have wanted to emphasise that none had either too much (οὐκ ἐπλεόνασεν) or too little (οὐκ ἠλαττόνησεν), since each received as ‘was fitting’ (εἰς τοὺς καθήκοντας παρ᾽ ἑαυτῷ; Exod 16.18), i.e., in proportion to their need. It is therefore unlikely that by appealing to the principle of ἰσότης and Exod 16.18 Paul wished to impose an exact equalisation of resources across all the churches, an impractical, if not impossible objective to attain. Rather, his edited citation suggests that the goal was to achieve a relative, proportional equality by restoring a certain balance between need and surplus. As G. Griffith has proposed, Paul was not so much advocating ‘quantifiable equivalence’ among the churches, but sought to implement a (dynamic) ‘process of equalization within the body of Christ where those who have a surplus share with others who have needs’.29 G. Stählin is then also probably right to assert that Paul saw ἰσότης, ‘on the part of the Christian’, as ‘a regulative principle of mutual assistance, as in the ideal picture of Ac. 2.44f.; 4.36f.’.30 If this were truly the case, then Paul's ideal of ἰσότης among Jews and Gentiles would constitute another severe critique of the socio-economic and ethnic stratification of Graeco-Roman society.31
Yet, what is even more significant is Paul's use of the term κοινωνία to describe the collection. It first appears in 2 Cor 8.4 and 9.13, and then in Rom 15.26, which, from a chronological point of view, is the last reference to the collection written from Corinth itself. Interestingly, in the latter two instances κοινωνία has generally been translated as a (monetary) ‘contribution/distribution’ (cf. Tyndale 1534, KJV 1611, RSV, NAS, NIV, NJB, ESV), ‘une contribution/dons’ (Louis Second 1910, Nouvelle Edition Genève), and ‘eine Sammlung/Kollekte’ (Zürcher Bibel 2008, Schlachter 2000; cf. Luther Bibel 1545: ‘eine gemeine Steuer’!), thereby differing from the more common rendition ‘fellowship’ or ‘sharing’ (or ‘communion’, ‘Gemeinschaft’).32 In modern times, this interpretation seems to have been largely dependent on the influential work of H. Seesemann, upon whom F. Hauck relied heavily in his article in G. Kittel's theological dictionary.33 Given the importance of this tool in biblical studies, it is hardly surprising that Seesemann's position was to be adopted by a string of commentators (except R. Jewett and the editor of BDAG who follow G. W. Peterman—see below).34 Seesemann argued that in Rom 15.26 especially Paul gave the abstract word κοινωνία, which here signifies ‘Mitteilsamkeit’ (it is not clear to me what Seesemann understands by ‘Mitteilsamkeit’), a concrete significance by associating it with the infinitive ποιήσασθαι. So that, in this instance, it could only mean ‘Kollekte’.35 Notably, J. Y. Campbell, who had published his seminal study a year ahead of Seesemann, had come to the same (short-sighted) conclusion: ‘Here [Rom 15.26] κοινωνία must mean “contribution”. No parallel to this meaning is to be found in earlier writers.’36 As we shall see, Campbell missed some important evidence, which his successors would not notice either. Hence, almost none of them would depart from his and Seesemann's conclusions.37 But despite their confident assertions, it is highly questionable that Paul's audience would have understood the expression ‘κοινωνίαν τινὰ ποιήσασθαι’ in the way they suggest. As Peterman rightly argued, the term κοινωνία never has the concrete significance of ‘(monetary) contribution’ in surviving ancient sources, its unusual collocation with τινά and ποιοῦμαι notwithstanding.38 Instead, he suggested that Bauer's understanding remained valid: ‘sie haben sich vorgenommen, e. enges Gemeinschaftsverhältnis herzustellen mit d. Armen’ (they have undertaken to establish a rather close relation with the poor).39 Although Peterman's study could hardly be said to be exhaustive—he adduced only three pieces of literary and epigraphic evidence—his intuition was nonetheless correct.40 A more thorough investigation of about 25 inscriptions and 120 papyri containing the word κοινωνία, and ranging from IV BCE to VI CE, plainly shows that the meaning ‘(monetary) contribution’ does not occur41—I cannot be as definite vis-à-vis the literary sources, however, since I have only conducted a limited and sporadic examination of the 812 instances of the term prior to II CE found in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae. In documentary sources (papyri and inscriptions), which perhaps best illustrate the everyday language of the time, κοινωνία is indeed mainly used to describe sharing in sacrifices (ἡ κοινωνία τῶν ἱερῶν/θυσιῶν; e.g., SEG 21.530; SGDI 3.3634),42 participation in the politeia, festivals or public projects (e.g., SEG 40.394; IGDS 117), marriage relationships (e.g., I.Priene 109; BGU 4.1051, 1052), political alliance (e.g., SEG 51.532), and professional associations or business partnerships (e.g., P.Col. 7.124; P.Lond. 2.311).43 To the best of my knowledge, the phrase ‘κοινωνίαν τινὰ ποιοῦμαι’ remains unattested in inscriptions and papyri.
Nevertheless, several analogous literary constructions may shed some light on the matter. In his Antiquitates Romanae, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, for instance, employs the expression ‘τὴν κοινωνίαν ἐποιεῖτο’ to describe the married life of a certain Arruns with a young woman (Ant. Rom. 13.10.2). A second set of examples comes from three of Aesop's fables. In the first one, a lion, a donkey, and a fox enter into a ‘hunting partnership’: κοινωνίαν ποιησάμενοι εἰς ἄγραν (Fab. 154).44 In the second tale, only a lion and a donkey associate with each other: κοινωνίαν πρὸς ἀλλήλους ποιησάμενοι ἐξῆλθον ἐπὶ θήραν (Fab. 156),45 while in the third one, a bat, a fish, and a shearwater decide to form a ‘business partnership’: κοινωνίαν ποιήσαντες ἐμπορεύεσθαι διέγνωσαν (Fab. 181).46 Similarly, in one of Isaeus's judicial orations, a certain Theopompus denies having made a pact with his brother Stratocles to divide the inheritance of their deceased cousin Hagnias in the following way: ὥστ' οὐκ ἐνῆν κοινωνίαν οὐδὲ διομολογίαν ποιήσασθαι περὶ αὐτῶν (Isaeus 11.21). It is difficult to imagine how, in any of these cases, someone would translate these expressions as ‘to make a (monetary) contribution’. But perhaps the most insightful parallels are found in Plato and Demosthenes. Towards the end of his Laws, Plato explains a rule in a way that strikingly resembles Rom 15.26 both syntactically and conceptually. ‘During the fruit harvest’, he writes, ‘all are obliged to form an association/partnership in such a manner’: ὀπώρας δὲ δὴ χρὴ κοινωνίαν ποιεῖσθαι πάντας τοιάνδε τινά (Plato Leg. 844D; cf. Resp. 371B).47 Similarly, in Demosthenes' third Philippic Oration one can read the following: κοινωνίαν βοηθείας καὶ φιλίας ποιήσασθαι (Demosthenes Or. 9.28). The precise sense of the phrase is not easy to determine, though in context it must be referring to the establishment (ποιήσασθαι) of a common agreement or partnership (κοινωνία) among the Greeks to help each other (βοηθεία) and unite politically and militarily (φιλία) against the threat of Philip of Macedon.48
This political connotation of κοινωνία is not as unusual as it may first appear.49 In P.Schøyen I 25, the famous bronze tablet of the treaty between the Romans and the Lycians, κοινωνία is added to the common formula ‘ϕιλία καὶ συμμαχαία’, which usually officialises the political alliance between Rome and its allies (l.7: ϕιλί[α καὶ συμμαχαία κ]αὶ κοινωνία).50 Likewise, on the base of a rotunda dedicated to Hadrian, the Laodiceans from Syria identify themselves as the friends, allies, and κοινωνοί, ‘political associates’ or ‘partners’ we may translate, of the Roman people (ϕίλης συμμάχου κοινωνοῦ δήμου Ῥωμαίων; IG II2 3299 = OGIS 603; cf. SEG 45.2358).51 Unlike κοινωνία, the substantive κοινωνός is actually much more frequently attested in ancient sources as the object of the verb ποιέω, and generally refers to political allies, business associates, or the recipients of some benefaction.52 For example, in a II BCE honorary decree from Claros, a certain Polemaios is praised for his eagerness to make his fellow citizens his κοινωνοί in the conduct of his life upon returning victorious from sacred athletic contests: σπεύδων ἀπ' ἀρχῆς κοινωνοὺς ποιήσασθαι τῆς τοῦ βίου προαιρέσεως (ll. 11–13).53 As the rest of the inscription makes clear, this meant that he would share generously of his good fortune and wealth with his city through the distributions of sweet wine and various other material and financial benefactions, such as ἔρανος loans which he extended to foreigners and refugees.54 Here again, the way Polemaios is depicted as inaugurating his ‘politique de générosité envers le peuple’, is strikingly reminiscent of Paul's language.55 To return to the question of Rom 15.26, then, I would like to propose that Paul's audience most likely did not understand the phrase ‘κοινωνίαν τινὰ ποιήσασθαι’ to refer to a financial contribution per se. It is indeed more probable that they understood it to be describing some kind of partnership or association with socio-political ramifications, which Paul envisaged between the Gentile churches and their Judean counterparts, and which would ultimately manifest itself in the form of a concrete monetary gift.56 This interpretation, I suggest, could easily be applied to 2 Cor 8.4 and 9.13 as well.57
More generally, this particular translation issue should alert us to the fact that we must be more precise when we translate and reflect upon the significance of κοινωνία, which, we ought not to forget, is employed almost exclusively by Paul in the NT.58 The term ‘fellowship’ (understand ‘spiritual fellowship’), which is quite a popular understanding, is often all too vague a word to capture fully the essence of what Paul is trying to convey.59 As Betz noted long ago, κοινωνία is ‘drawn from the language of administration and law…and the legal meaning should not be ignored in favor of the personal or communal notion of fellowship’.60 I would also like to add that it may actually be more helpful to think of κοινωνία as the noun derived from the adjective κοινός.61 Much like κοινωνία, this abstract word can assume various shades of meanings. In substantive form, it can designate the general public interest (Isocrates 14.21; Demosthenes Ep. 1.5, 9–10), public matters (Demosthenes Or. 18.257; Res Gestae 1.2: τὰ κοινὰ πράγματα = res publica), public funds (Demosthenes Or. 8.23; Xenophon An. 4.7.27; Aristotle Pol. 2.6.23), different sorts of socio-political entities such as the polis, leagues, local communities, subdivisions of the government (cf. Herodotus 1.67, 3.156, 5.109; Thucydides 1.90, 2.12; SIG 457; P.Thead. 17; P.Oxy. 1.54), clubs or associations, and what we would call professional ‘guilds’ (SIG 1113; P.Oxy. 1.53; P.Oxy. 1.84).62 In essence, however, it generally conveys the idea of commonality, and by extension, of community on the basis of a common bond. When employed to characterize social attitudes, J. de Romilly observed that κοινός often expresses ‘l'idée de partage’, ‘la bonté généreuse’.63 Plutarch, for instance, associates it with the words εὐμενής and ϕιλανθρωπία in his depiction of Phocion's natural benevolence (Phoc. 10.4), while in his encomium on Rome Dionysius of Halicarnassus describes the city as κοινοτάτην τε πόλεων καὶ ϕιλανθρωποτάτην (Ant. Rom. 1.89.1).64 This may also explain why in Aristotle's Politics, in which κοινωνία repeatedly refers to the basic socio-political units undergirding the fabric of society, the κοινωνία of the polis intrinsically implies, indeed demands from its citizens, sociability, communality, interdependency, and solidarity, thereby placing the Athenians, in theory at least, under the common obligation to assist one another.65 Meanwhile, at the household level, κοινωνία requires mutual assistance and the sharing of all things among its members (Aristotle Pol. 1.3.12). Overall, it is highly significant that κοινός and κοινωνία appear to possess no particular religious connotation.66 Therefore, I see no warrant to regard κοινωνία strictly as ‘ein religiöser Terminus’,67 as Seesemann suggested, or to argue, as Hauck did, that the ‘κοινων- group…in Paul…has a directly religious content’.68 Seesemann's deduction that κοινωνία never has a secular meaning (‘einer profanen Bedeutung’) in Paul because it is often found in proximity to religious terms (‘religiöser Begriffen’) such as χάρις and ἀγάπη, and therefore belongs to the same (lexical, presumably) sphere (‘der gleichen Sphäre’), is not only methodologically flawed (because of the questionable ‘religious vs. secular’ nomenclature it introduces), but also manifestly incorrect.69 Besides Rom 15.26 and 2 Cor 8.4 and 9.13 already treated in this article, other examples such as Gal 2.9 (δεξιὰς κοινωνίας) or 1 Cor 10.16 (κοινωνία τοῦ αἵματος τοῦ Χριστοῦ/τοῦ σώματος) clearly demonstrate that a strictly ‘religious’ connotation cannot always be attributed to κοινωνία.70 Furthermore, as Harrison's work has amply illustrated, the term χάρις cannot be said to possess a purely theological sense, but is most frequently found in the context of civic benefaction.71 Accordingly, this should caution us against systematically imposing our own theological ‘colouring’ upon the term whenever Paul uses it. If we do so, we might indeed run the risk of obscuring Paul's thought, which is not solely animated by lofty theological motives, but is also deeply concerned with social, political, and economic issues.
When κοινωνία is thus associated with ἰσότης, the socio-economic dimension of Paul's collection becomes even more evident. It evokes a certain sense of political unity and socio-economic equality within the (global) community of Christ-followers to an extent that is observed nowhere else in the NT except perhaps in Luke's summary depiction of the original Jerusalem community.72 The linguistic and conceptual similarities are indeed particularly striking. Twice in Acts 2.44 and 4.32, Luke describes the early disciples as being one soul (ψυχὴ μία), freely selling some of their possessions to provide for those in need, and holding everything in common (ἅπαντα κοινά). In 2.42, he actually defines such state of community as being in κοινωνία—which is the only time the term appears in the Gospels and in Acts.73 The problem of the historicity of these two allegedly ‘fictional’ passages has been amply commented upon in the past.74 There is no need for me to expand on this issue in any detail, except to say that for Luke's overall apologetic purpose to have borne some sort of credibility and legitimacy, his account must have rested upon a factual historical foundation of some sort.75 As R. M. Grant has asserted, the ‘situation Luke described in Acts was not just the product of his imagination’.76 But what is perhaps more important for us to reflect upon is the rhetorical function of these passages. Although it is quite possible that the Essenes influenced early forms of ecclesiastical community—‘Essene tenets and practices…at least provide concrete and tangible evidence for a Palestinian matrix of the early church as it is described in Acts’77—it is improbable that Luke's description was driven by the Qumran community ideal, which required new members to surrender all private property upon entrance (1QS 1.11; 5.1–3, 6; cf. Josephus B.J. 2.120–122; Ant. 18.18–22; Pliny Nat. 5.17). The two groups indeed differed significantly in some aspects of their administrative structure.78 Similarly, it is not necessary for us to envisage Luke as ‘borrowing’ the topic of the Pythagorean ‘golden age’,79 a utopia which was later developed more fully by Plato.80 Holding women and children in common is certainly not in view here, nor is the complete abolition of private property really suggested.81 What is more, Plato's ideal, which, on his own admission, was mostly applicable among the Guardians (Resp. 3.413C–417B, 5.462E–464B, 8.543A–C), failed to be embraced by Graeco-Roman society at large.82 It was severely criticised by the likes of Aristotle (see especially Politics ch. 2), Epictetus (2.4.8–11), and Seneca (Ep. 90.38–40), and even ridiculed by Aristophanes in his Ecclesiazusae. L. Cerfaux's word of caution thus remains valid: ‘Les réminiscences littéraires des Acts ne doivent pas créer d'illusion. En réalité, les principes chrétiens sont tout autres que ceux des pythagoriciens, des stoïciens (qui ont repris le thème à leur façon) ou des Esséniens’.83 Therefore, it is perhaps best to appreciate Luke's language as echoing aphorisms as to what constituted perfect friendship, τελεία ϕιλία, sayings which are well-attested in the Graeco-Roman culture of the time.84 The proverb ‘κοινὰ τὰ ϕίλων’ is indeed quoted by such notable authors as Plato (Resp. 4.424A; Lysis 207C; Leg. 5.739C), Aristotle (Eth. Nic. 8.9.1), Euripides (Orest. 735; Phoen. 243), Cicero (Off. 1.51: ‘ut in Graecorum proverbio est, amicorum esse communia omnia’), Martial (2.43.1), Seneca (Ben. 7.4.1: ‘omnia dicitis illis esse communia’), Philo (Abr. 235; Mos. 1.156), Plutarch (Adul. amic. 65A), Iamblichus (VP 19.92), Diogenes Laertius (8.10), and some Cynic philosophers ([Crates], Ep. 26; [Diogenes], Ep. 10).85 For Aristotle, friendship actually consisted of being in κοινωνία: ἐν κοινωνία γὰρ ἡ ϕιλία (Eth. Nic. 8.9.1; cf. 8.12.1, 9.12), he affirms, so that brothers and friends (ἑταίροι) have πάντα κοινά (Eth. Nic. 8.9.1). In an appeal to his Hellenistic audience, Luke thus seems to have intended his slightly idealised portrayal of socio-economic equality to constitute the evidence that the early church was capable of achieving the highest level of social harmony—and perhaps he also meant to encourage his audience to pursue the ideal (if we allow for these summaries to bear some performative ethical potential).86 It could attain what many considered to be the ultimate goal, and most intimate form, of social intercourse, that which defined the very essence of friendship. In a sense, Luke may simply have wanted to illustrate the fact that the early church's ‘spirit of openness and sharing…constituted true κοινωνία friendship’.87 And, as A. C. Mitchell has incisively remarked, he did so with a precise goal in mind: ‘to unify his community across social lines’.88 Intriguingly, Luke's thought on this matter appears particularly close to that of Paul, perhaps closer than has generally been accepted.89 Indeed, as J. Dupont once observed: ‘cet idéal correspond fort exactement à celui que Paul caractérise par l’ἰσότης, “l'égalité”, qui doit régner entre les chrétiens'.90
To conclude, then, this article has endeavoured to provide a different perspective on the Jerusalem collection by exploring the political and socio-economic dimension of ἰσότης and κοινωνία, which, I have argued, represent the key motives of the entire project. When examined in the context of ancient literary and documentary sources, it becomes obvious that the two terms do not primarily bear the theological connotations that generations of scholars have ascribed to them. Paul's rhetorical appeal to ἰσότης and κοινωνία rather suggests that he had very concrete objectives in mind. His intentions seem to have extended beyond the mere alleviation of poverty by means of charitable giving. Indeed, he appears to have aimed at reforming the structural inequalities of Graeco-Roman society that were also becoming apparent in the early church (cf. 1 Cor 11.17–22), by fostering socio-economic ἰσότης between Jews and Gentiles and by establishing a global, socially and ethnically inclusive κοινωνία among them.91 Needless to say, this deeply challenged ancient socio-political theories and dissolved ancient prejudices based on socio-ethnic distinctions.92 In light of these deductions, one is therefore compelled to challenge M. Hengel's conservative conclusion that ‘[i]n the Pauline mission communities…we no longer come across the eschatological and enthusiastic form of sharing goods which we assume to have been practised by the earliest community in Jerusalem’.93 The thought that the socio-economic ideal of the early church quickly vanished because of its unrealistic and impractical ‘communism’ indeed fails to do justice to the evidence concerning the collection. In a similar vein, Haenchen's conclusion that ‘the primitive Church also realized the Greek communal ideal!’94 ought to be reconsidered. The early church did not fulfil it, rather, it superseded it.95 For, in theory at least, and in practice for a short while at first, it brought Jews and Gentiles together into a global community of faith in an unprecedented way. Furthermore, as Paul's collection exemplifies so well, it fostered socio-economic equality and solidarity across socio-cultural and ethnic divides in a manner that no Greek socio-political utopia had ever dared to envisage.
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In the discussion of ‘identity’ in Paul's writings, the question whether the apostle holds to a view of salvation history is a controversial matter. The most important aspects of ‘identity’ play a part, however, in Galatians: namely the individual, the social, the mental and the habitual. In 1.6–2.14 the letter discusses a transformation in the life of the author; in 2.15–21 this is the case for Jewish (Christian) persons and in 3.1–6.17 for non-Jewish (Christian) ones. To be sure, the law is thereby relativized (see the enthymeme in 2.14b). The circumcision commandment should not to be forced upon non-Jewish (Christian) persons (see 5.2–6), because salvation is not mediated by [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char1.gif]ργα νόμου. After joining Christ (cf. 2.20; 3.18, 25; 4.7: οὐκ[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char3.gif]τι), according to Paul, one has to take heed of the danger of a relapse, thus falling behind this event (cf. 2.18; 4.9b; 5.1: restitutive πάλιν). Furthermore, the apostle expects, astonishingly enough, a habitus of the addressees conforming to the law (see 5.14, 23b; 6.2). And the ‘Israel of God’ (compare especially Ps 127[128].6; 4QMMT C31–32; PapMur 42.7) even receives a peace greeting in 6.16. This view probably stands contrary to many exegetical expectations (due to the [purely] non-Jewish identities of Christians through many centuries).
Abstract
German abstract: Was ‘Identität’ bei Paulus angeht, so ist umstritten, ob der Apostel an so etwas wie einer heilsgeschichtlichen Vorstellung festhält. Die wichtigsten Aspekte von ‘Identität’ spielen indes im Galaterbrief fraglos eine Rolle, nämlich der individuelle, der überindividuelle, der mentale und der habituelle: Das Schreiben handelt in 1.6–2.14 von einer Wende im Leben des Verfassers, in 2.15–21 von einer solchen bei Juden(christen) und in 3.1–6.17 bei Heiden(christen). Dabei wird das Gesetz fraglos relativiert (s. das Enthymem 2.14b). Die Beschneidungsvorschrift soll Heiden(christen) nicht aufgenötigt werden (s. nur 5.2–6). Nicht durch [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char1.gif]ργα νόμου wird ja die Rettung vermittelt. Angesichts des vollzogenen Anschlusses an Christus (vgl. 2.20; 3.18, 25; 4.7: οὐκ[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char3.gif]τι) wird vor einem Rückschritt dahinter gewarnt (vgl. 2.18; 4.9b; 5.1: restitutives πάλιν) und, verblüffenderweise, letztlich ein gesetzeskonformer Habitus der Adressaten erwartet (s. nur 5.14, 23b; 6.2). Dem ‘Israel Gottes’ (vgl. bes. Ps 127[128].6; 4QMMT C31–32; PapMur 42.7) gilt schließlich in 6.16 sogar ein Friedensgruß.—Dieses Ergebnis dürfte (wegen der [rein] heidenchristlichen Identitäten vieler Jahrhunderte) in einer gewissen Spannung zu manch exegetischer Erwartung stehen.
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*  Seminarpapier, vorgetragen auf der SNTS-Tagung in Annandale on Hudson am 11.8.2011, freilich nicht durch den Autor, sondern durch seinen (Siegener) Kollegen Hans-Ulrich Weidemann.—Ihm danke ich, nicht nur dafür, dass er mich dort vertreten und mir von dem sich an das Referat anschließenden Gespräch berichtet hat, sondern auch für hilfreiche Hinweise, die in den vorliegenden, nun leicht veränderten Aufsatz eingegangen sind.
1. Identität—und Paulusexegese
 ‘Zu Beginn der siebziger Jahre [des vergangenen Jahrhunderts] tauchte die Identitätsfrage plötzlich überall auf’—so formuliert der französische Soziologe J.-C. Kaufmann in seinem (2005 auf deutsch herausgekommenen) Buch ‘Die Erfindung des Ich. Eine Theorie der Identität’.1 Man mag etwa an die Aufbrüche der Zeit der sog. 68er Revolte denken, in der zumal Jugendliche und dabei nicht zuletzt Studierende andere Lebensentwürfe suchten und versuchten, als die ältere(n) Generation(en) sie praktizierten. Es wird insofern hier sicherlich die individuelle Perspektive der jeweiligen Personen zu bedenken sein, die sich damals bemühten, eine neue Antwort oder neue Antworten auf die Frage ‘Wer bin ich?’ zu finden.2 Zugleich spielt indes auch die überindividuelle Dimension eine Rolle, und zwar schon deshalb, weil so etwas wie ein gewisser Bruch mit vorgegebenen Mustern erwogen oder praktiziert wurde. Außerdem entwickelten sich etwa mit den seinerzeit aus dem Boden schießenden Wohngemeinschaften und Kinderläden wiederum überindividuelle, einigermaßen neue soziale Gebilde. Bei ihnen spielten bestimmte Erwartungen und mentale Konzepte eine Rolle. Und es kam nicht selten zu einem anderen Habitus, nämlich sowohl zu ‘habitualisierten Gewohnheiten und Handlungen von Personen’ als auch zu so etwas wie einem ‘Schema zur Erzeugung immer neuer Handlungen’.3 Bei aller Vorsicht kann man deshalb Identität wohl mit den folgenden Stichworten umreißen, nämlich mit 
· • einer individuellen Dimension,
· • überindividuellen, sozialen Aspekten,
· • einem nicht selten innovativen mentalen Konzept und
· • einem sich dazu fügenden Habitus.
Dabei ist natürlich das Nebeneinander und das Gegeneinander von Gruppen zu berücksichtigen, auch die subjektive Wahrnehmung bzw. Verarbeitung einer solchen Konstellation.4 Auch darf man schwerlich einfach von stabilen Identitäten ausgehen, wird vielmehr den wohl auch einzelnen (sich selbst etwa neu entwerfenden5) Personen möglichen Wandel zu berücksichtigen haben,6 den Psychologie, Ethnologie und Soziologie betonen.7 
Während Kaufmann nun eine ‘Erfindung des Ich’ erst in der Neuzeit für möglich hält,8 mahnt möglicherweise schon die lateinische Wurzel des Terminus ‘Identität’—ῑdem, eadem, idem (vgl. identidem und itidem, im späteren Latein auch identitas)—zu mehr Vorsicht. Für die Zeit des frühesten Christentums kommt im Übrigen hinzu, dass die einigermaßen multikulturelle Situation des Hellenismus die Frage nach dem ‘Ich’ in der Tat oft hervorgerufen haben wird—auch für irgendwie jüdisch geprägte Menschen, und zwar sowohl in Palästina als auch jenseits davon (u.a. im sog. Diasporajudentum, für das beispielsweise J. M. G. Barclay von Identität spricht9).
Für die Zeit zumal des zweiten und dritten Jahrhunderts unserer Zeitrechnung wird denn auch mittlerweile gern mit der Kategorie ‘Identität’ gearbeitet, etwa von M. S. Taylor, J. C. Paget und Ch. Markschies.10 Im Blick auf den Apostel Paulus und seine Umgebung meinen jedenfalls etwa U. Schmidt, mein ehemaliger Assistent, und R. L. Brawley, dass hier sehr wohl die Identitätsproblematik eine Rolle spielt.11 Und ein kurzer Blick auf die jüngere Paulusforschung kann diese Einschätzungen m.E. stützen: 
· • Selbst bei R. Bultmann, der in seiner Deutung dieses neutestamentlichen Autors bekanntlich die Anthropologie sehr stark akzentuiert12 und insofern für soziologische Fragestellungen, die es gerade auch mit der ‘sozialen Gruppe’ bzw. mit solchen Gruppen zu tun haben,13 nicht sonderlich offen scheint, kommt so etwas in den Blick. So meint er hinsichtlich der paulinischen Rechtfertigungsterminologie vom ‘Gegensatz des Paulus zum Judentum’ reden zu sollen.14 Der Apostel beschäftige sich zumal im Galater- und Römerbrief—z.B. in Gal 2.16—mit der ‘Leistung von “Werken”, die das Gesetz vorschreibt’ ([image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char1.gif]ργα νόμου), und die negative Formulierung, dass Rechtfertigung sich nicht hierauf gründe, werde ‘im Galaterbrief den Judaisten gegenüber verteidigt’, und sie besage eben, dass der Apostel hier und im Römerbrief—wie zudem auch im Philipperbrief—‘gegen Judentum und Judaismus streitet’.15 
· • Noch nachdrücklicher—freilich auch sehr anders—wird das Gruppen-Moment in der sog. Neuen Paulusperspektive ins Auge gefasst,16 besonders deutlich etwa bei J. D. G. Dunn. Er verwendet nämlich eben im Blick auf die Wendung [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char1.gif]ργα νόμου (Gal 2.16 [3mal]; 3.2, 5, 10; Röm 3.20, 28; vgl. Röm 2.15) die gerade soziologisch akzentuierenden Begriffe ‘identity markers’ und ‘boundary markers’, und er denkt dabei zumal an die Beschneidungsvorschrift und an Speiseregelungen (s. nur Gal 2.3, 7–9, 11–14).17 Indem Paulus diese das Judentum nach innen hin zusammenhaltenden und von der Umgebung unterscheidenden, abgrenzenden Praktiken für christusgläubige Nicht-Juden, für Heidenchristen ablehne (s. etwa Gal 3.10), kritisiere der Apostel keineswegs das Judentum. Vielmehr wolle er eine wirkliche Öffnung der ursprünglich allein aus Juden bestehenden Gruppe der Jesus-Anhänger sichern—eine Öffnung gerade auch hin zu Nicht-Juden, ‘Heiden’ (s. nur Gal 2.8, 9, 12, 14, 15).18 
· • Was eine gewisse Kontinuität mit dem Judentum und die Verwendung soziologischer Kategorien angeht, lassen sich dem etwa T. L. Donaldson19 und W. S. Campbell anfügen. Letzterer bietet das Wort ‘identity’ denn auch im Titel seines interessanten Paulus-Buches ‘Paul and the Creation of Christian Identity’.20 Obwohl K.-W. Niebuhr und M. Bockmuehl weniger stark mit solcher Terminologie arbeiten, wird man sie ebenfalls hier nennen dürfen. Denn sie stellen die paulinische Sicht des Gesetzes in den Kontext jüdischer Diskussionen über die Tora, deren Regelungen sich in der Diaspora nicht eins zu eins umsetzen ließen, ohne dass doch die grundsätzliche Orientierung am Gesetz aufgegeben worden wäre (vgl. z.B. Gal 5.13–14, 22–23).21 
· • Anders akzentuiert M. Wolter.22 Auch er benutzt soziologische Kategorien und betont dabei das Ethos, nicht zuletzt (ebenfalls) die Kategorie der Liebe (s. bes. Röm 13.9; Gal 5.14; vgl. etwa Lev 19.18).23 Und ebenso hebt er—fraglos zu Recht—die Bedeutung des Christus-Glaubens für die Gruppe der ‘Christen’ hervor, ferner auch die Relevanz des Gottesdienstes,24 speziell des Abendmahls. Allerdings wird bei dem Bonner Neutestamentler die Kontinuität der frühchristlichen Gemeinde zum Judentum eher minimiert. Der diesen Zusammenhang akzentuierenden heilsgeschichtlichen Sicht stehe die von Paulus bei Damaskus gewonnene ‘neue Wirklichkeitsgewissheit’ entgegen, ‘deren Mitte nicht mehr Israels Erwähltsein aus den Völkern bzw.—allgemeiner gesagt—das Gegenüber aus Israel und Völkern’ sei.25 Wolter, nach dem immerhin ‘[v]on einem paulinischen “Antinomismus” im üblichen Sinn des Wortes […] keine Rede sein’ sollte,26 formuliert so: Paulus ‘ist aber nicht nur darum kein “Antinomist”, weil sich bei ihm auch “einige äußerst positive Aussagen über das Gesetz […] finden”. Er ist vielmehr auch in seinen gesetzeskritischen Aussagen kein “Antinomist”, weil das Gesetz und seine Werke von ihm immer nur als Bestandteil der Israelfrage traktiert werden und nicht als Frage nach der Verbindlichkeit moralischer Normen.’27 Bei ‘Werken des Gesetzes’ sei dabei—so die erstaunliche Auskunft—mal an Vorschriften (so Gal 3.10; Röm 3.20), mal an Handlungen (so Gal 2.16; 3.2, 5; Röm 3.28) gedacht.28 
Zusammengefasst: Den unterschiedliche Momente betreffenden Gesichtspunkt der Identität wird man durchaus auch im Blick auf Paulus zu bedenken haben. Freilich ist hier insbesondere die Frage nach dem Verhältnis des Apostels und der von ihm gezeichneten Gruppe(n) der Christusanhänger zum Judentum noch immer umstritten. Dieses Problem ist natürlich gerade auch deshalb schwer zu bewältigen, weil die Auslegung der Schriften des Apostels nicht selten ‘more in relation to the interpreters’ context than in relation to the context of his letters’ geschieht.29 Das Prinzip einer gewissen Priorität der synchronen Betrachtung vor dem diachronen Zugang30 mag helfen, der sich hier andeutenden Gefahr zu begegnen.31 
Zudem lassen etwa soziologische Kategorien und der möglicherweise entsprechend zu begreifende Ausdruck [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char1.gif]ργα νόμου hoffen, auf dem Weg einer in methodischer Hinsicht primär synchron verfahrenden Exegese doch ein Stück weit vorangelangen zu können. Speziell der Galaterbrief mag sich schon deshalb besonders als Textgrundlage empfehlen,32 weil R. L. Brawley vor kurzem bereits den Philipperbrief entsprechend analysiert hat33 und weil der Römerbrief nun einmal ziemlich lang ist. Das kürzere Schreiben an die galatischen Gemeinden spricht zudem nicht nur recht oft von ‘Werken des Gesetzes’, bietet vielmehr überdies fraglos auch individuelle und überindividuelle Momente—übrigens in Gal 4.17 gegenüber den sich (Paulus zufolge) in heikler Weise um die Adressaten Bemühenden die Vorhaltung: ‘sie wollen euch ausschließen’34—. Dabei fällt der Blick nicht zuletzt auf Juden wie Nicht-Juden (s. bes. Gal 2.13–15; 3.28; vgl. 4.8–10; 5.1), ferner auf Mentales (s. nur Gal 2.16) bzw. auf Erwartungen (s. nur Gal 5.2–6)—mit Brawley gesprochen: auf ‘Videos’35—, außerdem auf Handlungsbezogenes (s. nur Gal 2.11–14).
2. Gal 1.6–2.14, bes. 1.11–17: Die individuelle Wende bei Paulus selbst
Paulus nimmt im Galaterbrief bemerkenswert oft auf sich selbst Bezug. Zwar wird man wohl bezweifeln dürfen, ob die 1. Pers. Sing. in Gal 2.18–21 oder auch nur in 2.19–21 dezidiert das individuelle Ich des Verfassers im Auge hat.36 Aber davor hebt er in Kap. 1–2 mit diesem sprachlichen Mittel fraglos eben auf sich ab (zuerst in 1.2, zuletzt in 2.14), und auch danach bringt er sich auf solche Weise verschiedentlich ein ( s. 3.2, 15, 17; 4.1, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 21; 5.2, 3, 10, 11, 16, 21; 6.11, 14, 17), und das offenkundig gerade auch in 4.12–20 und gegen Schluss des Schreibens. Die damit deutlich hervortretende individuelle Dimension lässt keinen Zweifel am persönlichen Engagement des Autors, und zwar nicht zuletzt im Blick auf die weithin heidenchristlichen Adressaten (s. dazu nochmals bes. 4.8–10), bei denen er die von ihm gesehene, behauptete Gefahr einer Fehlorientierung, eines Fehlweges zu überwinden sucht (s. bes. 1.6–9; 2.14, 17b–21; 3.1–2; 4.8–5.1; 5.2–6; 6.11–17).37 
Paulus’ eigene Person wird indes gerade auch dort akzentuiert eingebracht und geltend gemacht, wo er auf seine Berufung zur Evangeliumsverkündigung zu sprechen kommt, also in 1.11–17.38 Für unsere Frage nach der Identität ist dabei von besonderem Interesse, dass es sich hier um nicht weniger als eine Wende handelt. Sie selbst wird als ἀποκάλυψις Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ (V. 12b) beschrieben bzw. so, dass (in V. 16a, b) davon gesprochen wird, Gott habe ‘seinen Sohn offenbart [ἀποκαλύψαι] in mir [d.h. in Paulus], damit ich ihn [nämlich den Sohn Gottes, also Jesus Christus] [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char4.gif]ν τοῖς [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char1.gif]θνϵσιν verkündige [ϵὐαγγϵλίζωμαι]’.39 Die Wende hat es danach inhaltlich zentral mit Jesus Christus zu tun, der Paulus von Gott ‘offenbart’ wurde, und sie bedeutet jedenfalls insofern Erstaunliches, als damit zugleich eine verkündigende Hinwendung zu den [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char1.gif]θνη verbunden war. Davon wird dann sofort im unmittelbaren Anschluss gesprochen (V. 16c, 17; vgl. V. 11, 12a), und zuvor wird in V. 13–14 so etwas wie ein Kontrastbild geboten: Der, welcher später, auch zur Zeit des Galaterbriefs, den ‘Sohn Gottes’ [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char4.gif]ν τοῖς [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char1.gif]θνϵσιν, also zumindest auch: eben den ‘Heiden’, Nicht-Juden,40 bezeugt, hatte vor der Wende die ‘Gemeinde [gerade] Gottes verfolgt und sie zerstört’ (bzw. ‘zu zerstören versucht’41), und das hing, wie zweimal—und innerhalb der Paulus-Briefe nur hier—gesagt wird (V. 13, 14), mit dem Ἰουδαϊσμός zusammen.42 Traditionsgeschichtlich passt zu diesem Terminus, der zuerst in 2Makk 2.21 belegt ist (vgl. zumal 2Makk 8.1; 14.38; 4Makk 4.26),43 schon das mit ihm in Gal 1.13 verknüpfte und bereits angesprochene Motiv der Verfolgung von weniger streng ausgerichteten Personen (s. 2Makk 2.21: τὰ βάρβαρα πλήθη διώκϵιν). Das gilt auch für die paulinische Bemerkung, im ‘Judentum weitergegangen’ zu sein ‘als viele Altersgenossen in meinem [d.h. Paulus’] Volk’ (V. 14); diese Differenzierung innerhalb der jüdischen Kreise fügt sich ja ausgezeichnet z.B. zu 2Makk 2.21 und (2Makk) 8.1.44 Und wenn Paulus sich in diesem Zusammenhang zudem als einstigen ‘Eiferer für die väterlichen Überlieferungen’ bezeichnet, so mag man etwa 4Makk 4.23 assoziieren, wo ähnlich vom ‘väterlichen Gesetz’ gesprochen wird—danach dann übrigens davon, jüdische Frauen hätten trotz der Bedrohung durch Antiochos Epiphanes, ihre παιδία ‘beschneiden’ lassen (V. 25), und der syrische Herrscher habe beabsichtigt, ‘einen jeden Einzelnen aus dem Volk zu zwingen, von unreinen Speisen kostend der jüdischen Lebensart [τὸν Ἰουδαϊσμόν] abzuschwören’ (V. 26).45 
Die mit Jesus Christus gegebene Wende hat nach Gal 1 also zu einem erheblichen Kontrast im Leben des Briefschreibers geführt: Hatte er zuvor eine Linie verfolgt, die auch vor der Nachstellung gegenüber der ‘Gemeinde Gottes’ nicht Halt machte und durch eine recht radikale Einschätzung (‘Eiferer’) der, seiner ‘väterlichen Überlieferungen’ gekennzeichnet war, so verhielt es sich nach der Berufung46 anders, sofern sie ihm [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char4.gif]ν τοῖς [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char1.gif]θνϵσιν zu verkünden aufträgt, ein Auftrag, der dann auch (sogleich) umgesetzt wird (s. nur V. 16b–17). Keine Rede freilich ist davon, dass damit grundsätzlich eine irgendwie jüdische Orientierung aufgegeben werde.47 Gegen eine solche Einschätzung48 macht mindestens zweierlei skeptisch: Hinter dieser Wende steht eben jener Gott, der Paulus von dessen ‘Mutter Leib an ausgesondert und berufen’ hat—so die Formulierung in V. 15, und zwar in Anspielung wohl auf Jes 49.1; Jer 1.5;49 auch lässt der Hinweis von V. 14 auf die eher extreme frühere Rolle unter den jüdischen Altersgenossen natürlich Raum für andere Positionierungen und Verhaltensweisen innerhalb dieses weiteren Rahmens.50 Kurz: Die Identität des Individuums Paulus51 ist nach Gal 1 durch die auf Gott zurückgeführte Begegnung mit Jesus Christus geprägt, bei der aus einem Abgrenzung praktizierenden jüdischen Mann ein gerade auch Nicht-Juden ansprechender Christus-Verkündiger geworden ist52—der damit indes schwerlich sein Jude-Sein aufgegeben hat, vielmehr nur den Ἰουδαϊσμός—.
Damit gelangt schon Überindividuelles in den Blick. Darauf ist nun einzugehen!
3. Gal 2.15–21: Die Wende und das neue Leben bei Judenchristen
Die einigermaßen autobiographischen Bemerkungen, von denen eben die Rede war, werden in Gal 1.18–2.14 weitergeführt. Dabei geht es u.a. um das Verhältnis des Apostels zur Gemeinde der Christus-Gläubigen in Jerusalem, von der er nicht abhängig ist und seiner Ansicht nach auch nicht abhängig zu sein braucht (s. dazu schon 1.11–12, 17).53 Er scheint zu ihr indes prinzipiell in einer recht harmonischen Relation zu stehen (s. bes. 1.18–20; 2.1–10), wie nicht zuletzt der Handschlag ‘der Gemeinschaft’ andeuten wird, mit dem ‘Jakobus und Kephas und Johannes, die als die “Säulen” Ansehen genießen’, ihm und Barnabas zubilligen, sich ϵἰς τὰ [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char1.gif]θνη auszurichten (2.10). Dabei meint das damit anerkannte ‘Evangelium der Unbeschnittenheit’ (2.7) offenkundig auch, dass hinzukommende (männliche) nicht-jüdische Christus-Anhänger sich nicht beschneiden lassen müssen (s. 2.3).54 Freilich, es kommt (im syrischen Antiochien) zu einem Konflikt, und zwar in Sachen Mahlgemeinschaft von Juden und Nicht-Juden, von Juden- und Heidenchristen (2.11–14). Paulus setzt sich in dieser Situation, die bemerkenswerterweise durch τιν[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char2.gif]ς ἀπὸ Ἰακώβου ausgelöst worden war (s. 2.12), mit keinem Geringeren als nun gerade mit Kephas auseinander, der seine frühere, liberalere Praxis aufgegeben und damit ‘die übrigen Juden’, auch ‘Barnabas’, zu einer entsprechenden Änderung bewegt hatte (s. 2.11–14). Die scharfe Formulierung, die Paulus nach 2.14b öffentlich gegenüber Kephas äußert, lautet: ‘Wenn [ϵἰ] du, der du ein Jude bist, nach heidnischer Sitte lebst und nicht nach jüdischer, wie [πῶς] darfst du da die Heiden zwingen, nach jüdischer Art zu leben [ἰουδαΐζϵιν]?’55 Diese Frage, deren m.E. nicht unerheblicher Relevanz noch nachzugehen sein wird,56 steht dem fraglos wichtigen—und jedenfalls zuerst von [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char1.gif]ργα νόμου sprechenden57—Passus 2.15–21 voran. Es darf bei diesem umstrittenen Abschnitt hier wohl offen bleiben, ob dieses Textsegment im engeren Sinn als eine Art Zitat der antiochenischen Rede zu begreifen oder eher eigens auf den Galaterbrief hin formuliert worden ist.58 
Jedenfalls geht es bei der 1. Pers. Plur. von V. 15–17 dezidiert um Judenchristen, wie gleich zu Beginn unmissverständlich zum Ausdruck gebracht wird, und die 1. Pers. Sing. danach (d.h. in V. 18–21) hebt entweder lediglich auf das Individuum Paulus ab, also ebenfalls auf einen Judenchristen (s. nochmals 1.13–17; 2.15), oder es handelt sich um ein rhetorisches Mittel, mit dem eine größere Gemeinschaft angesprochen wird, die nach V. 18 und wegen des zumindest auch weiterhin möglichen Bezuges auf Paulus ihrerseits als judenchristlich zu begreifen ist. Die zweitgenannte Möglichkeit dürfte, wie ja bereits angedeutet,59 vorzuziehen sein. Wichtigstes Argument dafür ist die Interjektion μὴ γ[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char3.gif]νοιτο in V. 17c, also genau zwischen Wir- und Ich-Abschnitt. Denn zu den auffälligen Merkmalen bei der paulinischen Verwendung dieses knappen Einwurfs (bei Paulus ansonsten noch 12mal: Röm 3.4, 6, 31; 6.2, 15; 7.7, 13; 9.14; 11.1, 11; 1Kor 6.15; Gal 3.21)60 zählt gerade auch ein begleitender Wechsel der grammatischen Person (anders nur: Röm 3.3–4; Gal 3.21). Wie bei Gal 2.17c handelt es sich übrigens auch bei Röm 7.7 (und ähnlich auch bei Röm 3.6 [doch vgl. immerhin Röm 3.5c]) um einen Wechsel gerade vom Wir zum Ich.61 Mit der durch die Interjektion signalisierten Lebhaftigkeit der Argumentation dürfte auch der Übergang vom Aorist [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char4.gif]πιστϵύσαμϵν in Gal 2.16b (vgl. bes. V. 18a, 19a, ferner auch V. 19c [Perfekt]) zum Präsens ζῶ bzw. ζῇ in V. 20 (V. 20a, b, c, d; vgl. ferner V. 18b, 21a [συνιστάνω und ἀθϵτῶ]) locker zusammenhängen.62 Für beides nun, für die soeben angesprochene lebensgeschichtliche Wende und für den Status danach, ist wiederum—kaum anders, als es in 1.11–17 für Paulus der Fall war—Christus das entscheidende Identitätsmerkmal, jetzt freilich eben für eine Gruppe, nämlich für eine solche von Judenchristen. Um es unter Rückgriff auf hilfreiche Formulierungen, ja, Formeln von E. P. Sanders63 zu sagen:64 Das getting in hatte es bei ihnen mit dem Glaubensanschluss an Christus zu tun (s. V. 16b: ϵἰς Χριστὸν Ἰησοῦν [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char4.gif]πιστϵύσαμϵν), und beim staying in heißt es: ζῇ […] [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char4.gif]ν [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char4.gif]μοὶ Χριστός, und eben das bestimmt seitdem das Leben des einzelnen Judenchristen ‘im Fleisch’: ‘mein’ Leben, das nun charakterisiert ist durch den Glauben ‘an den Sohn Gottes, der mich geliebt hat und sich für mich dahingegeben hat’ (V. 20). Das judenchristliche Leben scheint damit nicht zuletzt dem Prinzip der Liebe, der Rücksicht auf andere Menschen, verpflichtet zu sein.
Insofern sind die positiven Aussagen zum getting in und zum staying in recht klar: Es handelt sich um das Gläubigwerden an Christus (Jesus) und um ein diesem Mann entsprechendes Glaubensleben. Man sollte hier freilich wohl besser noch präzisieren: Bei jenem Gläubigwerden ist nämlich dasjenige Moment, welches rettet, welches ‘rechtfertigt’, nicht eigentlich die gläubige Haltung des Menschen,65 vielmehr Christus.66 In V. 17a kann ja im Unterschied zu V. 16 das Verb πιστϵύϵιν bzw. das Substantiv πίστις wegfallen und einfach vom δικαιωθῆναι [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char4.gif]ν Χριστῷ gesprochen warden.67 Insofern lässt sich hier so etwas wie eine Unterstützung für die reformatorische Formel solus Christus finden, nicht eigentlich indes für sola fide. Das ist für zwei weitere Züge dieser Passage von einiger Relevanz:
Zum einen ist da an die negativ formulierten Aussagen zu denken, dass es zur Rechtfertigung nicht ‘aus Werken des Gesetzes’ komme (V. 16a, b, c). Wenn diese Bemerkungen nämlich der Position, letztlich: Christus, gegenüberstehen, so ist schon das ein wichtiges Indiz dafür, dass es bei [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char1.gif]ργα νόμου nicht um das Wirken, Handeln gehen dürfte, sondern um etwas dem Christusereignis Vergleichbares, um etwas vom einzelnen Menschen Unabhängiges, um etwas aus derjenigen Dimension, die man gern mit dem Ausdruck extra nos charakterisiert.68 Scheinen also bei ‘Werken des Gesetzes’ nicht eigentlich, jedenfalls nicht unmittelbar opera hominum im Blick zu sein,69 vielmehr so etwas wie ‘Regelungen des Gesetzes’, wird dieser Eindruck im Übrigen diachron u.a. durch 4QMMT C2770 (vgl. B1–2, ferner etwa Apk 2.26) gestützt, synchron u.a. durch 2.1–14 und gerade auch durch 2.19, 21;71 denn hier—besonders deutlich in 2.21b—tritt just der νόμος an die Stelle der [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char1.gif]ργα νόμου,72 also eben etwas Präskriptives. Es lässt sich deshalb im Blick zumindest auf das getting in sagen: Selbst für Juden, für Judenchristen tritt der Rang der Regelungen des Gesetzes, der Halakhot, ja, des Gesetzes, der Tora, generell (s. bes. V. 19: νόμῳ ἀπ[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char3.gif]θανον) hinter den Christi zurück.73 Die Gebote und das Gesetz haben, wie das Christusereignis lehrt (s. V. 17a), die Sünden nicht verhindert, und der Weg eines solchen jüdischen Menschen erschließt sich über Christus, der sich ‘für mich’ liebend hingegeben hat (s. V. 20).
Zum anderen wird—sozusagen—vom solus Christus her in unserem Passus nicht nur der Zeitpunkt des jeweiligen getting in und das sich damit ergebende Leben beleuchtet, sondern auch eine nun mögliche Gefährdung.74 Recht deutlich ist das bei dem in V. 21b offenkundig vorliegenden Enthymem, bei dem dort angedeuteten Syllogismus der Fall.75 Denn bei gedanklicher Ergänzung der sich aufgrund des Vorangehenden (s. bes. V. 16, 20) aufdrängenden zweiten Prämisse, nämlich: ‘Christus ist (für mich, für uns, also:) nicht umsonst gestorben’, ergibt sich (als conclusio) allgemein, ohne zeitliche Fokussierung: ‘Nicht durch das Gesetz (kommt es zur) Gerechtigkeit’ bzw. ‘Durch das Gesetz (kommt es) nicht (zur) Gerechtigkeit’ (vgl. V. 16bγ bzw. V. 16a, cβ). Ähnlich wie V. 21bβ spricht auch V. 18b und selbst V. 21a die Gefahr an, zum ‘Übertreter’, zum ‘Übertreter des Christusereignisses’ zu werden und die ‘Gnade Gottes’ zu verwerfen.76 Wenn diese Möglichkeit einer Rückwendung, einer Rückwendung nach der Wende, angesprochen wird, lässt das zugleich schärfer erfassen, dass in unserem Passus der Blick nicht auf getting in und staying in beschränkt wird, hier vielmehr jedenfalls dreierlei bedacht wird: 
· (i) die Wende (2.15–17a),
· (ii) die Gefahr eines Rückschritts dahinter (2.17b–18; vgl. V. 21bβ),
· (iii) das durch Christus bestimmte Leben (2.19–21).77 
Diese drei (wirklichen oder doch möglichen) Phasen werden hier für Judenchristen bedacht. Dabei spielen, schaut man genau hin, zwei Zeitadverbien eine gewisse Rolle:78 Bei Phase (i) ist es οὐκ[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char3.gif]τι, ein Wort, das hier freilich erst in V. 20a begegnet, aber doch so, dass an die als überwunden vorgestellte Zeit der noch nicht durch Christus bestimmten Existenz gedacht ist, in der man sich ‘nicht mehr’ befindet; bei Phase (ii) findet sich entsprechend πάλιν (s. V. 1879), genauer: das restitutive πάλιν (im Unterschied zum repetitiven), wiederzugeben etwa mit: ‘zurück’ (oder eben mit: ‘restituierend’).80 
So wird der Passus 2.15–21 insofern gut auf die in 2.14b voranstehende Frage zu beziehen sein, als sich hier im Blick auf Judenchristen eine Begründung dafür finden lässt, sozusagen [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char4.gif]θνικῶς καὶ οὐχὶ Ἰουδαϊκῶς zu leben,81 da ja mit Christus die Halakhot und die Tora schon für solche jüdischen Personen irgendwie relativiert worden sind. Das hat, wie bereits die Formulierung von 2.14b nahelegen wird, auch für Leben und Identität von Heidenchristen gewisse Konsequenzen.
Deshalb ist zu Beginn der Beobachtungen zu 3.1–6.17 noch ein wenig näher eben auf die Formulierung von 2.14b einzugehen. Außerdem wird sich im Zusammenhang damit das Wiederauftauchen des οὐκ[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char3.gif]τι und des restitutiven πάλιν in 3.1–5.1 als wichtiger Indikator für die Strukturierung der Kap. 3–6 des Galaterbriefs erweisen.
4. Gal 3.1–6.17: Die Wende und das neue Leben bei Heidenchristen
4.1. Gliederung des Abschnitts
Formal findet Gal 2.14b mit der konditionalen Grundstruktur (ϵἰ) und mit dem πῶς zu Beginn des—auf die Protasis (P) folgenden—Nachsatzes (N) eine ganz besonders enge Entsprechung in 1Kor 15.12,82 also in: ‘Wenn aber Christus verkündigt wird, dass er aus Toten auferweckt worden ist, wie sagen dann einige unter euch, dass Auferstehung Toter nicht ist?’ Damit ist dort offenkundig ein Syllogismus angedeutet, der dann mit V. 13 und V. 20a (Prämissen) und weniger deutlich mit V. 20b, 21 (conclusio) auch einigermaßen unmissverständlich ausgeführt wird. Das geschieht so, dass in V. 13 zunächst der Nachsatz (N) auf die Negation der betreffenden Protasis (┐P) zugeführt wird—und die sich derart ergebende zusammengesetzte Aussage wirkt denn auch evident—, und in V. 20a kommt es dann zur Formulierung der Negation dieser Negation (P)—abgesichert wohl durch V. 1–11—; das Ergebnis ist dann natürlich das Gegenteil des ursprünglichen Nachsatzes (also: ┐N), nämlich: ‘Auferstehung Toter ist’ bzw. ‘gibt es’. Bei Verwendung von in der mathematischen Logik manchmal befolgten Konventionen sieht das so aus (und es lässt sich hier insofern übrigens von der Figur des modus tollens sprechen): 
· (1) N → ┐ P
· (2) [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char6.gif]
· (3) ┐ N
Wendet man nun dieses Schema auf Gal 2.14b an, so ergibt sich in etwa das Folgende: 
· (1*) Wenn du (als Jude[nchrist]) Heiden zwingst, nach jüdischer Art zu leben, ist es (erst recht) für dich Juden(christen) angesagt, streng (nämlich: nicht nicht) nach jüdischer Art zu leben.
· (2*) (Nun aber gilt:) Der Jude(nchrist) muss nicht streng nach jüdischer Art leben (sofern durch Christus die Halakhot relativiert worden sind).
· (3*) (Also:) Du hast Heiden gerade nicht zu zwingen, nach jüdischer Art zu leben.
Diese Gedankenfolge, zu der sich die (von mir durch ‘erst recht’ akzentuierte) Evidenz von (1*) fügt—ferner bemerkenswerterweise auch die semantische Seite des Verbs ἰουδαΐζϵιν83—, scheint mir nun sehr gut zum Kontext von 2.14b und dabei insbesondere zum Nachfolgenden zu passen. Das gilt zunächst insofern, als, wie ja bereits angesprochen wurde,84 2.15–21 durchaus dazu gedacht sein kann, die Wahrheit von (2*) einsichtig zu machen. Diese Verse spielen hier dann eine ähnliche Rolle wie in 1Kor 15 der Beginn des Kapitels, also 1Kor 15.1–11.85 Der rückwärtige Kontext war in Gal 2 durch die Bemerkungen zu Paulus’ Auseinandersetzung insbesondere mit Kephas ja schon sozusagen besetzt, und eben auf diese Differenz der Apostel zielt die scharfe Formulierung 2.14b ab: Das Resultat (3*)—also: kein Judaisierungsdruck auf Heidenchristen!—ist das, was Petrus mit diesem Enthymem letztlich entgegengehalten und gesagt werden soll. Es spielt im Übrigen in der auf 2.15–21 folgenden Argumentation nur noch eine eingeschränkte Rolle, ist dort indes (z.B. in 3.1) natürlich sehr wohl vorausgesetzt, zumal es da doch ohne Frage um Heiden und Heidenchristen geht (s. nur 3.8, 14; 4.8–12; vgl. 3.1). Was in 3.1–6.17 dann primär im Blick eben auf aus den ‘Völkern’ stammende Christus-Anhänger ausgeführt wird, ist indes nicht eigentlich eine nochmalige Konstatierung von (3*), genausowenig wie 1Kor 15.20b, 21 sich bei (3) aufhält; vielmehr wird dort ja eher eine ‘Weiterung’ daraus bedacht, nämlich so etwas wie die Bedeutung Christi als ἀπαρχὴ τῶν κϵκοιμημ[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char3.gif]νων (1Kor 15.20b).86 
Mit so etwas wie einer ‘Weiterung’ hat man es auch in (Gal) 3.1–6.17 zu tun. Die Grundstruktur wird dabei durch die Aufeinanderfolge (i), (ii), (iii) von 2.15–21 bestimmt; darauf lässt gerade auch die Verteilung der nun erneut begegnenden Zeitadverbien, nämlich des οὐκ[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char3.gif]τι (3.18, 25; 4.7) und des restitutiven πάλιν (4.9b; 5.1 [repetitiv: 4.9c, 19; 5.3, ferner 1.9; 2.1]),87 schließen. Als Resultat ergibt sich: 
· (i’) die Wende (nun bei Heidenchristen) (3.1–4.7),
· (ii’) die Gefahr eines Rückschritts dahinter (4.8–5.1),
· (iii’) das durch Christus bestimmte Leben (5.2–6.17).88 
Natürlich wird man hier noch näher differenzieren können (nach meiner Einschätzung vor allem so, dass sich jeweils drei Untereinheiten unterscheiden lassen, nämlich 3.1–14; 3.15–29 und 4.1–7, sodann 4.8–11; 4.12–20 und 4.21–5.1, schließlich 5.2–12; 5.13–6.10; 6.11–1789). Wichtiger für unsere Frage nach der Identität ist freilich, dass damit erneut das Moment der—geschehenen und doch gefährdeten—Wende und hierbei nicht zuletzt gleichsam das Motiv solus Christus hervortritt (Χριστός hier übrigens 20mal, von 3.1 an, zuletzt dann in 6.14), offenkundig gerade auch beim Moment der zu praktizierenden Liebe (ἀγαπᾶν: 5.14; ἀγάπη: 5.6, 13, 22). Die betreffende Wortfamilie spielte ja zuvor lediglich in dem, wie wir schon berührten, stark christologisch bestimmten Vers 2.20—also: in (iii)—eine Rolle, und diese Thematik begegnet nun gerade in (iii’). Eben hier heißt es einmal ὁ νόμος τοῦ Χριστοῦ (6.2), und genau hier ist überdies auch von der Erfüllung des ganzen Gesetzes (ὁ γὰρ πᾶς νόμος) im Liebesgebot (Lev 19.18) die Rede (Gal 5.14). Es wird in diesem Passus also sozusagen das solus Christus auf das Verhalten von Heidenchristen hin bedacht, und solches Leben wird zumindest insofern zugleich auch heilsgeschichtlich reflektiert. Dem ist nun mit einigen wenigen Hinweisen nachzugehen:
4.2. Einige ‘Videos’
4.2.1. Abraham-Nachkommenschaft, Gesetz und Taufe (3.1–4.7)
Vieles ließe sich zu diesem—schaut man genauer hin—sehr facettenreichen ‘Video’ sagen. Ich beschränke mich auf drei Punkte: 
· – Die Wende bei den Heidenchristen wird in 3.1–4.7 eben heilsgeschichtlich eingeordnet. Diese Nicht-Juden werden nämlich deutlich von denjenigen Menschen unterschieden, mit denen das Gesetz und der zeitlich spätere Christus-Glaube zunächst verbunden worden waren (s. nur 3.23–24; vgl. etwa 3.8). Indiz dafür ist, dass—wie vor allem T. L. Donaldson (wieder) ins exegetische Gespräch eingebracht hat—in unserem mit 3.1 zum Ihr übergehenden Passus mehrfach so etwas wie ‘Paul's christological revision of the traditional scenario’ begegnet, wonach nämlich ‘the redemption of Israel […] the necessary prelude to the blessing of the Gentiles’ sein dürfte:90 nämlich in 3.1–14, in 3.15–29 und in 4.1–7. Markantes Signal dafür ist die Aufnahme des in 2.15–21 für Judenchristen verwandten Wir in 3.13a91 und dann auch in 3.23–25 und 4.3, 5b—während im Anschluss daran in 3.14a zu τὰ [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char1.gif]θνη bzw. in 3.26–29 und 4.6a wieder zum Ihr übergegangen wird.92 
· – Speziell in 3.15–29 wird so etwas wie eine traditionelle jüdische Sicht—mit E. P. Sanders gesprochen: Bundesnomismus93—als bekannt vorausgesetzt und in der Grundstruktur auch akzeptiert, aber sogleich doch vom Christusereignis aus uminterpretiert: Danach ist nämlich eben Christus der—eine—Nachkomme Abrahams (s. 3.16; vgl. 3.20a)94 und überdies ein Hinweis auf die Unordnung der Schöpfung (s. 3.22a) bzw. auf die Notwendigkeit einer ‘neuen Schöpfung’ (s. 3.22b, 24b; vgl. 6.15b), und auf die Zugehörigkeit eben zu ihm kommt es an (s. 3.26–29).95 
· – Der bekannte Passus 3.26–28/29 bringt die Bedeutung Christi gerade auch für Heidenchristen in einer für die Identitätsthematik besonders eindrücklichen Weise zum Ausdruck:96 Am Schluss werden sie als über Christus in die Nachkommenschaft Abrahams einbezogen charakterisiert (V. 29; vgl. 3.6–9, 16), und am Anfang ist denn auch davon die Rede, dass sie eben durch den Glauben an Jesus Christus zu den ‘Söhnen Gottes’ gezählt werden (V. 26). Danach werden zwei für unsere Fragestellung wichtige Merkmale angesprochen (V. 27), nämlich zum einen der Initiations- bzw. Übergangsritus (rite de passage [A. van Gennep]) der Taufe und zum anderen dies, dass damit nun Christus für die Getauften bestimmend ist, formuliert mit der Metapher des (sich mit ihm) ‘Bekleidens’.97 Zur Aussage über die Nachkommenschaft Abrahams leitet die Wendung ϵἷς [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char1.gif]στϵ [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char4.gif]ν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ über, ihrerseits eingeleitet durch die berühmte Formulierung: ‘Da ist nicht Jude noch Grieche, da ist nicht Sklave noch Freier, da ist nicht Mann noch Weib’ (3.28).98 Hier ist besonders interessant, dass bei der offenkundig doppelt chiastischen Anordnung der Glieder ein traditionsgeschichtlich vorgegebener Vorrang des Juden, überdies des “Freien” und des Mannes angesprochen, aber doch relativiert wird. Betroffen davon ist also auch das Schöpfungsmerkmal von Gen 1.27LXX (‘männlich und weiblich’99), ferner die in der Antike übliche gesellschaftliche Schichtung (‘Freier’, ‘Sklave’).100 
4.2.2. Freiheit, Knechtschaft und Befreiung (4.8–5.1)
Bei diesem ‘Video’ wären ebenfalls mannnigfache Beobachtungen und interpretative Aussagen möglich. Zwei, drei Hinweise müssen auch hier reichen: 
· – Im Zentrum unserer Passage 4.8–5.1 bemüht Paulus angesichts der (von uns schon angesprochenen) Gefahr eines Rückschritts hinter den Anschluss an Christus soziale Metaphern, um so das Problem möglichst noch bewältigen zu können. Er nimmt in 4.12–20 u.a. auf das seiner damaligen Erkrankung angemessene frühere Verhalten der Galater Bezug, um sie wieder zu einer solch positiven Zuwendung zu bringen (s. V. 12–18), und dass sie hier zunächst ἀδϵλϕοί genannt werden (V. 12),101 passt zu diesem Bildbereich. Gesteigert wird der Impetus noch durch Formulierungen, welche die soziale Gefahr eines Ausgeschlossenwerdens heraufbeschwören (V. 17: [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char4.gif]κκλϵῖσαι ὑμᾶς θ[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char3.gif]λουσιν)102 und von den Adressaten als von des Apostels τ[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char3.gif]κνα sprechen, die ihrerseits erneut unter Wehen geboren werden müssen (V. 19[-20]).103 
· – Der Rahmen und die Gesamtstruktur des Abschnitts haben es indes fraglos mit der Motivik von Freiheit und Knechtschaft zu tun, aber weniger im Sinne der in 3.28 doch wohl auch angesprochenen gesellschaftlichen Rangordnung(en) als vielmehr in einer umfassenderen, ‘religiösen’ Bedeutung. Die Adressaten hatten, so 4.8–11, einst ‘den Göttern, die in Wirklichkeit keine sind’,104 sklavisch gedient (V. 8), und obwohl diese Galater inzwischen—dem wahren—Gott begegnet sind (V. 9a; vgl. 4.8, 11), scheinen sie in den früheren Status zurückzufallen, sofern sie—nach Paulus—‘von neuem’105 (ἄνωθϵν) τὰ ἀσθϵνῆ καὶ πτωχὰ στοιχϵῖα Knechtschaft erweisen (δουλϵύϵιν) wollen (V. 9), ja, auf ‘Tage […] und Monate und Zeiten und Jahre’ achten.106 Da Paulus im Rückblick Ähnliches, aber doch—genau besehen—deutlich weniger Scharfes auch in Bezug auf Juden sagen kann (4.3 [δουλοῦν, genauer: δϵδουλωμ[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char3.gif]νοι]),107 verwundert es nicht allzusehr, dass er die Angesprochenen—im wesentlichen ja Heidenchristen—in 4.21–5.1 dann mit einer zumal auf Gen 12/16–21 (ferner u.a. auf Jes 54.1) Bezug nehmenden ‘Allegorie’ (s. 4.24) anspricht: Sie, die irgendwie ‘unter dem Gesetz’ sein wollen (4.21; vgl. nur 5.2–3; 6.12: Beschneidungsthematik108), laufen seiner Ansicht nach Gefahr, zur Knechtschaft zurückzukehren (5.1b), also eben zu jenem früheren Stadium, von dem in 4.8 die Rede gewesen war. Das wird offensichtlich mit dem Bildfeld verdeutlicht, das von den beiden Freiheit bzw. Sklaverei symbolisierenden, sozusagen kollektiven Frauengestalten Sara und Hagar bestimmt ist.109 Während das Verb δουλϵύϵιν (4.25 [zuvor: 4.8, 9]) und das restitutive πάλιν (5.1 [zuvor zuletzt: 4.9b]) dabei für die Hagar-Gruppe gerade auch an den Bereich des Heidentums denken lassen,110 werden von der Sara-Gemeinschaft Juden bzw. Judenchristen keineswegs ausgeschlossen. Wenn Paulus in 4.26 von dem ‘oberen Jerusalem’ als ‘unserer Mutter’ spricht, rechnet er sich ja fraglos zu dieser Korporation (ähnlich auch: 4.31; 5.1a).111 Ergo: Auch hier geht es um Gruppen, dabei nicht zuletzt um diejenigen Personen, die ‘Christus freigemacht’ hat (5.1a). Freilich, der Zusammenhalt eben dieser Gemeinschaft ist gefährdet.
4.2.3. Kreuz, Neuschöpfung und ‘Israel Gottes’ (5.2–6.17)
Der Abschnitt 5.2–6.17 hat es in seinem Zentrum, in 5.13–6.10, mit dem Leben der Heidenchristen zu tun: Es soll durch die Liebe bestimmt sein und entspricht dann irgendwie dem νόμος (V. 13–14 [auch: Rückgriff auf Lev 19.18]), fügt sich insofern auch in dessen Rahmen ein (V. 23b), ja, erfüllt das ‘Gesetz Christi’ (6.2)—der ja seinerseits gerade auch in seinem Tod die Haltung der Liebe praktiziert hatte und der nun selbst in dem Christus-Gläubigen lebt (so 2.20).112 Diese also—verblüffenderweise—letztlich gesetzeskonforme Existenz113 erhält demnach so etwas wie ihre Identität eben durch Christus (vgl. noch V. 24: οἱ δ[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char2.gif] τοῦ Χριστοῦ) und das πνϵῦμα (s. V. 16, 17, 18, 22, 25; 6.1, 8). Indes, in den Randpassagen dieses—oft als paränetisch aufgefassten114—Briefsegments ist doch bemerkenswert nachdrücklich und deutlich von dem die Rede, was nach Paulus die galatischen Gemeinden bedroht. Diese ‘Video’-Sequenzen beginnen denn auch in 5.2 und 6.11 jeweils damit, dass sich der apostolische Verfasser (vgl. 1.1) mit Vehemenz einbringt: mit einem Imperativ (ἴδϵ bzw. ἴδϵτϵ) und mit einem Hinweis eben auf sich ([image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char4.gif]γὼ Παῦλος bzw. τῇ [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char4.gif]μῇ χϵιρί). Zu dem, was er so einleitet,115 können hier ebenfalls nur einige wenige, knappe Hinweise gegeben werden: 
· – Stärker als das Positivum der Liebe (s. bes. 5.6: πίστις δἰ ἀγάπης [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char4.gif]νϵργουμ[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char3.gif]νη) wird hier betont, dass der σταυρός (τοῦ Χριστοῦ) (5.11; 6.12, 14), das Kreuz (Christi), so etwas wie eine Beendigung von anderen Optionen sei.116 Genannt werden Beschneidung (s. 5.11; 6.12[-13]; vgl. 6.15), σάρξ (6.12[-13]) und κόσμος (6.14; vgl. 4.3 und [4.9]: τὰ στοιχϵῖα τοῦ κόσμου). Das concretum der den Heidenchristen von bestimmten Personen oder Kreisen nahegelegten Beschneidung (vgl. noch 5.2–3, 6, auch 2.3)117 wird also in einen umfassenderen Kontext gestellt (vgl. nochmals 1.16; 2.8–10; 3.8, 14).
· – Die zeitliche, ja, apokalyptische Dimension118 der universalen Umordnung durch das Christusgeschehen wird gegen Schluss in 6.15 durch den Begriff καινὴ κτίσις zum Ausdruck gebracht (vgl. nochmals 3.22b, 24b)—ein Sachverhalt der, wie berührt, auch in 3.28 schon anklang,119 überdies in 1.(3-)4 (wo ja von der durch Christus erfolgenden und erfolgten Herausnahme bzw. Rettung [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char4.gif]κ τοῦ αἰῶνος τοῦ [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char4.gif]νϵστῶτος πονηροῦ die Rede ist).120 Der neue Status von Heidenchristen ist nach Paulus also geradezu eine Sache der Abfolge von Äonen (vgl. 1.5).
· – Auf diesem Hintergrund verdient besondere Beachtung, dass die apokalyptischen Erwägungen zum Kosmos nicht zur Negation der Heilsgeschichte121 führen, vielmehr in 6.16 auf ein Segenswort [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS58_04/S0028688512000148_char4.gif]πὶ τὸν Ἰσραὴλ τοῦ θϵοῦ hinauslaufen.122 Diese Wendung wird nämlich schon angesichts eben der heilsgeschichtlichen Züge des Galaterbriefs (s. nur 1.13–15; 2.15–21; 3.1–4.7 [bes. 4.4–6]; 4.21–5.1) nicht im übertragenen Sinn verstanden (und nicht etwa nur auf Christen oder gar allein auf Heidenchristen bezogen) werden dürfen.123 Der paulinische Sprachgebrauch bei der Wortfamilie Ἰσραήλ/Ἰσραηλίτης (Corpus Paulinum [ohne Eph 2.12]: 16mal/3mal) kommt stützend hinzu, überdies Traditionsgeschichtliches (s. bes. Ps 127[128].6 [vgl. V. 1, 5]; 4QMMT C31–32; PapMur 42.7).124 Die Neuschöpfung, die gerade auch eine geänderte Identität von Heiden ermöglicht, nämlich eben die von Heidenchristen, wird bei dem insofern in der Tat apokalyptisch denkenden Apostel so nicht als Ende, vielmehr als Vollendung der Heilsgeschichte begriffen.
5. Gal 1.1–5; 6.18: Briefrahmen—und Zusammenfassung
Der Briefrahmen, 1.1–5 und 6.18, nimmt ebenfalls auf das für den Absender entscheidende apokalyptische Ereignis Bezug, auf das Christusgeschehen (s. bes. 1.1b, 3–4; 6.18a)—und dabei wird übrigens zu Beginn wie zum Beschluss eine mit ἀμήν endende sprachliche Form gewählt125—. Für die unsere Beobachtungen bestimmende Frage nach der Identität lässt sich auch deshalb sagen: Paulus fasst im Galaterbrief Christus, nicht zuletzt die Auferweckung Christi durch Gott (s. 1.1b), auch Jesu Tod (s. bes. 2.20–21), als diejenige Größe auf, die ihn, den Verfasser des Schreibens, zu einer Wende geführt hat, ebenso andere Juden, ja, selbst Heiden. Das bestimmt einen neuen Habitus, und das mentale Konzept dahinter lässt sich etwa durch eine dem Verhalten Christi gemäße tätige Liebe charakterisieren, umgreifender noch durch den Begriff καινὴ κτίσις (von 6.15). So sehr damit die Weite der Menschheit, auch: der ‘Völker’, in den Blick kommt, so wenig wird dabei die Heilsgeschichte geleugnet: Zwar wird das Gesetz fraglos relativiert—für Judenchristen und, Paulus zufolge, sozusagen auch für Heidenchristen, die gerade nicht der Beschneidungsregel unterworfen werden sollen—obwohl eben die Beschneidungsforderung von bestimmten Personen propagiert wird (die dabei, wie ja schon angesprochen, möglicherweise sogar mit dem Ausschluss Nicht-Beschnittener drohen [s. nochmals 4.17]).126 Aber die ethische Substanz des νόμος wird vom Autor dieses kämpferischen, polemischen Briefes durchaus nicht aufgegeben.127 Das Beharren auf der Inklusion unbeschnittener Nicht-Juden in die Gruppe der Christus-Gläubigen, die sehr wohl eben auch Juden umfasst (s. nur 2.15–17a; vgl. 4.4–5), ist schon deshalb keine Negierung des Weges Gottes mit den Seinen, keine Revozierung heilsgeschichtlichen Denkens.128 Das ist um so weniger der Fall, als ja gegen Schluss des Galaterbriefs (nämlich in 6.16) ausgerechnet dem ‘Israel Gottes’ ein Segensgruß gilt.129 
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95S. dazu M. Bachmann, ‘Jüdischer Bundesnomismus und paulinisches Gesetzesverständnis, das Fußbodenmosaik von Bet Alfa und das Textsegment Gal 3,15–29’, Antijudaismus im Galaterbrief (s. Anm. 68), 57–77/80 (zuerst: 1994), bes. 74–5 (Tableau).
96S. dazu zumal Strecker, liminale Theologie (s. Anm. 7), bes. 351–9, und Asano, Community-Identity Construction (s. Anm. 32), 180–206. Vgl. o. (bei) Anm. 90, ferner M. Bachmann, ‘Die Botschaft für alle und der Antijudaismus: Nachdenken über Paulus und die Folgen’, Ernstfall Frieden. Biblisch-theologische Perspektiven, hg. v. M. Hofheinz/G. Plasger (Wuppertal: Foedus, 2002) 57–74, bes. 71.
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Abstract
The three Pastoral letters present themselves as Paul's personal correspondence, but their contents would fit better the genre of a community letter. The pseudonymous author has forged them as personal letters from ‘Paul’, because he had to reckon with his readers' critique concerning their authenticity, above all with critical scrutiny directed at possible contradictions in their circumstances of origin. Through the genre of a private letter he has attempted to concoct previously unknown letter-situations, and to make understandable the late discovery of the letters. At the same time, through the construction of three letters he has made a claim for general validity in respect of geography and time, so as to spread the ‘right meaning’ of the statements in the Corpus Paulinum.
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German abstract: Die drei Pastoralbriefe präsentieren sich als persönliche Korrespondenz des Paulus, ihrem Inhalt hätte aber die Gattung des Gemeindebriefes besser entsprochen. Der pseudonyme Verfasser hat sie als persönliche Briefe des ‘Paulus’ fingiert, weil er mit einer Echtheitskritik seiner Leser, allem voran mit einem auf allfällige Widersprüche in den Entstehungsverhältnissen gerichteten kritischen Blick rechnen musste. Durch die Gattung des Privatbriefes hat er versucht, bisher unbekannte Briefsituationen vorzugeben und die späte Entdeckung der Briefe verständlich zu machen. Zugleich hat er durch die Dreizahl der Briefe den Anspruch auf Allgemeingültigkeit in geographischer und zeitlicher Hinsicht erhoben, um ‘die richtige Deutung’ der Aussagen des Corpus Paulinum zu verbreiten.
Keywords
· Pastoralbriefe; 
· Deuteropaulinen; 
· Pseudepigrapha; 
· Echtheitskritik; 
· Briefsituation; 
· Corpus Paulinum
Footnotes
* Main Paper auf dem 64th General Meeting der SNTS vom 4.–8. 8. 2009 in Wien. Ich danke Prof. Dr. David Wider (Kwansei Gakuin University, Japan), der das Manuskript sprachlich verbessert hat.
In den drei Pastoralbriefen (hiernach: Past) geht es um persönliche Korrespondenz des Paulus, deren Inhalt aber die Gattung des Gemeindebriefes besser entsprochen hätte. Dennoch hat der pseudonyme Verfasser der Past persönliche Briefe des ‘Paulus’ fingiert, und zwar weil er, wie die Autoren der anderen deuteropaulinischen Briefe, mit einer Echtheitskritik seiner Leser, allem voran mit einem auf allfällige Widersprüche in den Entstehungsverhältnissen gerichteten kritischen Blick rechnen musste. Durch die Gattung des Privatbriefes hat er versucht, neue, bisher unbekannte Briefsituationen zu schaffen und die späte Entdeckung der Briefe verständlich zu machen. Zugleich hat er durch die Dreizahl den Aussagen seiner Briefe Allgemeingültigkeit verliehen, wobei das Corpus Pastorale als Interpretament ‘die richtige Deutung’ der Aussagen des Corpus Paulinum bieten soll.
1. Einführung: Warum persönliche Briefe an Timotheus und Titus?
· TOP
· Persönliche Korrespondenz und Echtheitskritik
· Die Briefe an Timotheus und Titus
· Schlussfolgerungen
Die Past1 stellen einen neuen Typ des ‘paulinischen’ Briefes dar: Sie sind persönliche Briefe, die Paulus an seine Mitarbeiter gesandt haben will. Für diesen Brieftyp gibt es keine echte Parallele in den Protopaulinen.2 Der Verfasser der Past hat die in der griechisch-römischen Antike bekannte Gattung des persönlichen Briefes3 zum ersten Mal in die paulinische Brieftradition eingeführt.
Für die Past charakteristisch ist weiter, dass sie im Plural, und zwar als Corpus aus drei Briefen, auftauchen. Diese Besonderheiten fallen besonders ins Gewicht, wenn man die Past mit den übrigen Deuteropaulinen vergleicht. Unter Annahme ihrer Pseudonymität ist eine Erklärung bezüglich ihrer Absicht gefordert, zumal die Besonderheiten immer wieder als Argument gegen die Pseudepigraphie vorgebracht werden: Eine Absicht sei unter der pseudepigraphischen Hypothese schwer anzugeben, denn, wie Frederik Torm bereits 1932 bemerkte: ‘Schon die gewählte, ganz neue Form, die Adresse an einen einzelnen Mann, […] mußte den Zeitgenossen sehr auffallend sein und konnte dem Verfasser die Anerkennung der Briefe nur erschweren’.4
Warum also nicht Gemeindebriefe, sondern persönliche Briefe? Diese Frage stellt sich auch gegenüber der Echtheitshypothese. Und in diesem Falle ist noch schwieriger zu beantworten, warum Paulus nicht direkt an die Gemeinden in Ephesus und Kreta geschrieben hat. Offensichtlich hat der Verfasser mit Absicht persönliche Briefe gestaltet, deren Inhalt der historische Paulus direkt an die Gemeinden gerichtet hätte.
In formaler Hinsicht stellen die Past echte persönliche Korrespondenz dar, die in einer spezifischen Kommunikationssituation wurzelt (vgl. 1 Tim 1.3; 2 Tim 4.9–15.21; Tit 1.5). Trotzdem geht es in den Briefen, insbesondere in 1 Tim und Tit, aber auch in 2 Tim, nicht nur um persönliche Angelegenheiten zwischen Absender und Adressaten, sondern um Anordnungen an eine Gesamtgemeinde.5 Für die wichtigsten Inhalte der Briefe, die Gemeindeordnung (z.B. 1 Tim 2.8–15; 3.1–13; 5.3–15, 17–25; Tit 1.5–9; 2.1–10; vgl. Did 15.1–2; 1 Klem 44.1–6; Pol 5.2–3) und die Bekämpfung der Irrlehre (1 Tim 1.3–7, 18–20; 4.1–11; 2 Tim 2.18; 3.1–9; 4.3; Tit 1.10–16; 3.9–11 u.a.; vgl. Did 11.1–2; 16.3–4) hätte sich die Gattung des Gemeindebriefes eher geeignet als die eines persönlichen Briefes.
Der Sachverhalt ist umso merkwürdiger, als ‘Paulus’ seinen interimistischen Vertretern sehr spezifische Anweisungen gibt im Blick auf seine vorläufige Abwesenheit (1 Tim 1.3; 3.14: Paulus hofft, bald zu Timotheus zu kommen) oder das rasche Ausrichten dessen, ‘was noch fehlt’ (Tit 1.5; 3.12: Titus muss eilends zu Paulus nach Nikopolis kommen).6
Aus diesen Beobachtungen lässt sich folgern, dass die Gattung des persönlichen Briefes für die Past nicht konstitutiv ist; dem Inhalt der Briefe hätte ein Gemeindebrief als Rahmen besser entsprochen. Warum aber hat der pseudonyme Verfasser die Briefe dennoch als persönliche Korrespondenz gestaltet? Das ist unsere erste Frage.
Im Blick auf den zweiten Punkt, nämlich die Dreizahl der Briefe, kann vor allem der Bezug auf das Corpus Paulinum geltend gemacht werden.7 Peter Trummer hat darin Recht, die Entstehung der Past ‘im Zuge einer Neuedition des bisherigen Corpus [Paulinum]’8 zu begreifen. Es bleibt dann aber noch zu fragen, welche Funktion sie in dieser Neuedition haben sollen. Ferner ist auch zu erklären, warum das Corpus Pastorale zwei Briefe an Timotheus und einen an Titus umfasst.
Im Folgenden werden wir auf diese Fragen eingehen, und zwar behandeln wir zuerst die Gattung des persönlichen Briefes (2) und anschliessend die Dreizahl der Past (3).
2. Persönliche Korrespondenz und Echtheitskritik
· TOP
· Einführung: Warum persönliche Briefe an Timotheus und Titus?
· Die Briefe an Timotheus und Titus
· Schlussfolgerungen
2.1. Die Echtheitskritik als Hintergrund
Warum hat der pseudonyme Verfasser die persönlichen Briefe des ‘Paulus’ konstruiert, um das zu übermitteln, was der historische Paulus wahrscheinlich eher durch Gemeindebriefe mitgeteilt hätte? Unsere These lautet, dass der Verfasser mit der Echtheitskritik seiner Leserschaft gerechnet hat. Durch diese Briefgattung hat er nämlich versucht, ein Aufdecken seiner Fälschung zu vermeiden.
In seiner rezeptionsgeschichtlichen Analyse der Pseudepigrapha hat Armin Daniel Baum überzeugend nachgewiesen, dass im Frühchristentum wie im nichtchristlichen Altertum literarische Fälschungen unabhängig von ihrem Inhalt negativ beurteilt wurden.9 Das lässt sich durch die seit der ausführlichen Studie von Wolfgang Speyer feststehende Tatsache unterstützen, dass es im Umfeld des Neuen Testaments die Idee des geistigen Eigentums10 und dementsprechend auch eine Echtheitskritik11 gab. Die letztere setzt ja eine negative Einstellung zur literarischen Fälschung voraus.
Diese Sicht wird bestätigt durch jene bekannte Episode, nach der ein Presbyter in Kleinasien im zweiten Jahrhundert wegen Fälschung der Paulusakten seines kirchlichen Amtes enthoben wurde, obwohl er es ‘aus Liebe zu Paulus’ (amore Pauli) getan habe.12 Trotz seiner guten Absicht hat der Tatbestand der Fälschung ihn sein Amt gekostet.13 Daraus wird ersichtlich: Die literarische Fälschung wurde, aus welchem Motiv sie auch vorgenommen worden sein mag, im Prinzip abgelehnt.14
Eine besonders wichtige Rolle spielte die Echtheitskritik dort, wo ein Streit um theologische Lehrmeinungen15 zur Fälschung motiviert hatte. Denn dabei war strittig, welche Ansicht auf die große Vergangenheit zurückzuführen sei. Das eben ist nun auch der Fall bei den Deuteropaulinen, die gegen die ‘Irrlehre’ ihre eigene Position als ‘richtigen’ Paulinismus Paulus in den Mund legen wollen.16
Wenn man mit diesem literaturgeschichtlichen Hintergrund rechnet, dann liegt die Annahme nahe, dass ein Verfasser, der seinen Standpunkt durch literarische Fälschung rechtfertigen wollte, sein Werk so gestalten musste, dass es ohne Verdacht als echte Schrift eines angeblichen Autors akzeptiert werden konnte. Darin kann der Verfasser der Pastoralbriefe keine Ausnahme sein.
2.2. Die Entstehungsverhältnisse als wichtigstes Kriterium der Echtheit
Was hat der Verfasser der Past beachten müssen, um die Echtheit seiner Schriften glaubhaft zu machen? Als Kriterien der Echtheitskritik galten in der christlichen Antike folgende Gesichtspunkte: (1) Stil/Wortschatz, (2) Inhalt, (3) Entstehungsverhältnisse und (4) externe Zeugnisse zur betreffenden Schrift.17
Dafür fehlen leider zeitgenössische Belege, aber Eusebius stützt sich bei seiner Dreiteilung der christlichen Bücher in anerkannte, angezweifelte und gefälschte Schriften auf diese Argumente: ‘Kein in der Überlieferung anerkannter kirchlicher Schriftsteller hat diese letzteren Schriften irgendwo der Erwähnung gewürdigt. Überdies weicht auch die Art ihrer Darstellung von der der Apostel ab. Auch ihre Gedanken und das in ihnen zum Ausdruck kommende Streben stehen im stärksten Gegensatz zu der wahren, echten Lehre und geben dadurch deutlich zu erkennen, daß sie Fiktionen von Häretikern sind’. (HE III 25.6–7)18 Er verneint ferner anderswo die Echtheit der Pilatusakten aufgrund der falschen chronologischen Angaben (HE I 9.3–4). Man wird m.E. die gleichen Beurteilungskriterien auch für die Zeit der Past voraussetzen dürfen.
Welches Kriterium der Echtheitskritik war bei der Neuschöpfung eines persönlichen Briefes von ‘Paulus’ besonders wichtig? Da persönliche Briefe ein andersartiges Verhältnis zwischen Absender und Empfänger voraussetzen als Gemeindebriefe, legt sich die Annahme nahe, dass der Verfasser der Past vor allem mit der Überprüfung der Entstehungsverhältnisse rechnen musste.
Der Verfasser der Past unterlässt es zwar nicht, Stil und Inhalt der Protopaulinen zu imitieren,19 scheint aber keinen großen Wert darauf zu legen, beides genau und ohne Abweichung zu übernehmen. Der Schein der Echtheit wird seines Erachtens durch die Anzeichen stilistischer, sprachlicher und theologischer Besonderheit nicht beeinträchtigt. Darin unterscheiden sich die Past nicht von den anderen Deuteropaulinen.20
Dagegen muss es für den Verfasser der Past wie für die Verfasser der anderen Deuteropaulinen eine ernstzunehmende Aufgabe gewesen sein, glaubhafte Entstehungsverhältnisse zu konstruieren. Eine Briefsituation, die sich in die Biographie des Paulus21 nicht widerspruchsfrei einordnen ließe, würde den Verdacht auf Fälschung auf sich ziehen.
Wenn dem aber so ist, dann dürfte das Bestreben, widerspruchsfreie Entstehungsverhältnisse zu fingieren, nicht nur in den Past, sondern in allen Deuteropaulinen wirksam sein. Bevor wir uns der Analyse der Past zuwenden, werfen wir daher einen Blick darauf, wie die Verfasser der deuteropaulinischen Gemeindebriefe die fiktiven Entstehungsverhältnisse konstruiert haben.
2.3. Zur fiktiven Briefsituation der deuteropaulinischen Gemeindebriefe
Den Verfassern der Deuteropaulinen geht es, wie wir vermuten, vor allem um die Darstellung einer Briefsituation, die sich in die Biographie des Paulus einordnen lässt. Zu diesem Zweck haben diese Verfasser zu einem gemeinsamen Mittel gegriffen, nämlich zur Darstellung einer undeutlichen Briefsituation. Sie versuchten je auf ihre Weise, die Abfassungsverhältnisse undeutlich zu halten, um eine eindringliche Echtheitsprüfung zu verunmöglichen.
2.3.1. Der Kolosserbrief
Im Kolosserbrief ist diese Technik der undeutlichen Briefsituation in Bezug auf die Abfassungssituation und die Lage der Adressaten durchaus sichtbar.
Der Verfasser des Kol schließt sein Schreiben an die Situation der Gefangenschaft des Paulus an, indem er diese aus Phlm übernimmt.22 Diese Abfassungssituation war für eine Fälschung sehr nützlich, denn die Vorstellung, dass Paulus während seiner Gefangenschaft außer Phil und Phlm noch andere und bisher unbekannte Briefe geschrieben hat, lässt keine Widersprüche aufkommen. Für den pseudonymen Verfasser günstig war ferner die Tatsache, dass Paulus mehrmals im Gefängnis war (2 Kor 11.23). Das macht im Falle einer Nachfrage schwer identifizierbar, wann und wo ‘Paulus’ diese Briefe geschrieben hat.
Damit verbunden ist die Charakterisierung der Adressaten: Der Kol will an eine Gemeinde gerichtet sein, die Paulus nie besucht hat (Kol 1.7; 2.1). Damit unternimmt es der Verfasser, eine bisher unbekannte Briefsituation im Rahmen der Missionstätigkeit des Paulus zu verorten.
Weiter dürfte die Stadt Kolossä deshalb als fiktive Adresse gewählt worden sein, weil nicht mehr feststellbar war, ob dieser Brief vor dem Tod des Paulus tatsächlich die Adressatengemeinde erreicht hat und dort gelesen wurde. Im Jahre 61 n.Chr. hat ein Erdbeben zusammen mit Laodizea und Hierapolis wahrscheinlich auch Kolossä zerstört.23 Diese Tatsache dürfte der Abfassung des pseudopaulinischen Briefes entgegengekommen sein, denn unabhängig davon, ob die Stadt Kolossä wieder aufgebaut wurde oder nicht, muss die Zerstörung die frühere Situation der Gemeinde verwischt und damit die Gefahr einer Entdeckung der Pseudonymität des Kol verringert haben.24 In dieser Weise hat der Verfasser eine Nachprüfung darüber erschwert, ob Paulus tatsächlich diesen Brief geschrieben hat, und wenn ja, wann und wo.
2.3.2. Der Epheserbrief
Bei der vieldiskutierten adscriptio des Epheserbriefes (1.1) ist davon auszugehen, dass ursprünglich nach τοῖς οὖσιν kein Ortsname angegeben war. Eine sekundäre Streichung von [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS56_02/S0028688509990270_char9.gif]ν Ἐϕ[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS56_02/S0028688509990270_char1.gif]σῳ (oder Laodizea, aufgrund der Aussage von Marcion25) ist völlig undenkbar, denn dafür lässt sich kein plausibler Grund nennen.26
Auf der anderen Seite ist aber auch wenig wahrscheinlich, dass sich der Eph hier als ‘katholisch’, nämlich als Brief an alle Christen, darstellen will. In fiktiver Weise setzt der Brief eine Verbindung zwischen Absender (Paulus) und Rezipienten voraus (vgl. Eph 3.3; 6.21–22). Das macht die Auskunft fraglich, dass die ‘Lücke’ in der adscrptio die Allgemeinheit des Briefinhalts anzeigen soll.27
Die Anschrift des Eph (τοῖς ἁγίοις τοῖς οὖσιν) erinnert an diejenige des Römer- (1.7), des 2. Korinther- (1.1) und des Philipperbriefes (1.1). Die Leser, die mit diesen Paulusbriefen vertraut waren, werden also nach τοῖς οὖσιν einen Ortsnamen erwartet haben, was dann zur Ergänzung von [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS56_02/S0028688509990270_char10.gif]ν Ἐϕ[image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS56_02/S0028688509990270_char2.gif]σῳ geführt hat. Der Verfasser des Eph hat m.E. mit dieser intertextuellen Wirkung der ‘Lücke’ gerechnet: Er hat die Anschrift absichtlich unvollständig gelassen, um eine sekundäre Auslassung der Ortsangabe vorzutäuschen.28 Damit blieb unbekannt, wohin dieser Brief ursprünglich gerichtet war. Auch das gehört zur Technik der undeutlichen Briefsituation.
2.3.3. Der 2. Thessalonicherbrief
Auch im zweiten Thessalonicherbrief29 ist die erwähnte Technik sichtbar. Die Beziehung des 2 Thess zu 1 Thess ist immer noch umstritten. Auf der einen Seite steht die literarische Abhängigkeit außer Zweifel;30 auf der anderen Seite besteht Uneinigkeit unter den Exegeten, ob und wie der Ausdruck δι’ [image: http://journals.cambridge.org/fulltext_content/NTS/NTS56_02/S0028688509990270_char11.gif]πιστολῆς ὡς δι’ ἡμῶν31 in 2 Thess 2.2 sich auf 1 Thess bezieht32.
Der griechische Text lässt sich übersetzen sowohl mit: ‘durch einen—angeblich oder fälschlich—von uns (sc. stammenden oder geschriebenen33) Brief’ als auch mit: ‘… als—tatsächlich—von uns (stammend oder geschrieben)’.34 Diese Unklarheit lässt sich wohl auf die Absicht des Verfassers zurückführen, das Verhältnis zwischen 1 Thess und 2 Thess bewusst offenzulassen.35 Diese Annahme wird dadurch verstärkt, dass sich in 2 Thess kein expliziter Hinweis auf 1 Thess findet.36
2 Thess 2.2 spielt implizit auf 1 Thess an, aber durch die vage Bezugnahme wird auch der Interpretation Raum gegeben, hier sei ein anderer pseudopaulinischer Brief gemeint. Die Entstehungsverhältnisse des 2 Thess, vor allem der zeitliche Abstand zu 1 Thess, werden im Unklaren gelassen. Sogar die von einigen modernen Exegeten vertretene Vermutung ist daher möglich (aber m.E. unhaltbar), dass der 2 Thess dem 1 Thess zeitlich vorausgeht.37 Dies alles dürfte eine Wirkung der Strategie des Verfassers sein, das Verhältnis der beiden Thessalonicherbriefe undeutlich zu halten, damit die Briefsituation verschiedenen Deutungsmöglichkeiten offensteht.
2.3.4. Fazit
Der Überblick über die Angaben in Kol, Eph und 2 Thess zeigt, dass die Verfasser der deuteropaulinischen Gemeindebriefe sich bemühen, eine Briefsituation zu fingieren, die der paulinischen Biographie nicht zuwiderläuft. Dabei präzisieren sie die konstruierten Entstehungsverhältnisse nicht näher, sondern lassen sie eher undeutlich, damit sie nicht falsifizierbar sind.
2.4. Persönliche Korrespondenz als Fälschungsstrategie der Pastoralbriefe
Hinsichtlich der undeutlichen Entstehungsverhältnisse, die wir eben im Blick auf die deuteropaulinischen Gemeindebriefe nachgezeichnet haben, bilden die Past keine Ausnahme. Ihr Verfasser greift aber zu einer neuen Strategie, nämlich zur Fälschung der persönlichen Briefe des Paulus.
Für die Vortäuschung von Entstehungsverhältnissen bietet die Gattung des persönlichen Briefes zwei Vorteile: Sie ermöglicht eine solche grundsätzlich leichter als ein Gemeindebrief und lässt andererseits Raum für Erklärungen, warum der persönliche Brief bisher unbekannt und ohne externe Zeugnisse geblieben ist.
Anders als der Gemeindebrief ist ein persönlicher Brief schwer zu falsifizieren, zumal wenn Absender und Empfänger schon gestorben sind und nicht mehr bezeugen können, ob der Brief eine Fälschung ist oder nicht.38
Ferner passt es zu einem persönlichen Schreiben, dass es zunächst der Öffentlichkeit unbekannt bleibt und plötzlich irgendwo ‘auftaucht’. Von daher lässt sich auch das Fehlen von externen Zeugnissen über diese Briefe erklären.
Der Verfasser der Past, der zeitlich wahrscheinlich an der Wende vom ersten zum zweiten Jahrhundert39 (oder etwas später?) schrieb, hielt es für gefährlich, weitere Gemeindebriefe des ‘Paulus’ plötzlich ans Licht treten zu lassen, für die sich (nach dem lange zurückliegenden Tod des Paulus) sonst keine Bezeugungen finden liessen. Diese würden einen zu starken Fälschungsverdacht auf sich ziehen. Für ein solches Unternehmen war es wohl zu spät.40 Wahrscheinlich hat diese Sachlage den pseudonymen Verfasser dazu geführt, persönliche Briefe des Paulus zu erfinden.
Wenn aber Anordnungen über die Gemeindeverwaltung in Form eines persönlichen Briefes des Paulus gegeben werden sollten, dann war dazu die Konstruktion einer Situation nötig, die Paulus aus der Ferne an seinen weiterhin in der Gemeinde tätigen Mitarbeiter schreiben liess. Im nächsten Abschnitt werden wir sehen, wie der Verfasser der Past eine solche Situation für seine drei Briefe konstruiert.
2.5. Fiktive Entstehungsverhältnisse der Pastoralbriefe
Wiederholt ist darauf hingewiesen worden, dass die Abfassungssituationen der Past, insbesondere des 1 Tim und Tit, nicht mit der aus Apg und Protopaulinen rekonstruierbaren Biographie des Paulus in Übereinstimmung gebracht werden können.41 Es stellt sich dann aber die Frage, warum und wie der Verfasser zu einer solchen Darstellung gekommen ist. Auch wenn ihm die Apostelgeschichte wahrscheinlich nicht bekannt war,42 wäre es ihm zumindest möglich gewesen, sich an die Angaben der Protopaulinen zu halten und so den Echtheitsanspruch zu stützen.
Die Abfassungssituation des 1 Tim, in der es um die zeitweilige Trennung von Paulus und Timotheus und die Reise nach Mazedonien geht (1 Tim 1.3; 3.14–15), hat allerdings einen Anhaltspunkt im ersten Korintherbrief: Der Verfasser hat diese Situation wahrscheinlich mittels der Darstellung in 1 Kor 16.5–11 gestaltet.43 Zwar stimmt es nicht mit der Situation des 1 Tim überein, dass nicht Timotheus, sondern Paulus (1 Kor 16.8,10) in Ephesus ist. Aber dort wartet Paulus auf die Rückkehr des Timotheus mit der Erwartung, selber durch Mazedonien nach Korinth zu reisen (16.5). Die beiden Korintherbriefe schweigen darüber, ob er später tatsächlich von Ephesus ausgegangen ist. Hier dürfte der Verfasser der Past eine Lücke gefunden haben, an die er 1 Tim angeschlossen hat.44 Dabei spielt es keine Rolle, dass dieser Reiseplan in der Tat nicht realisiert wurde (2 Kor 1.15–16), denn es wird nichts darüber gesagt, wo genau ‘Paulus’ diesen Brief geschrieben haben will (undeutliche Abfassungssituation!).
Die Situation des Tit (Tit 1.5) ist schwieriger im Lebenslauf des Paulus unterzubringen, lässt sich doch weder für die paulinische Missionstätigkeit auf Kreta noch für die Verbindung des Titus zu dieser Insel ein Anhaltspunkt in den neutestamentlichen Überlieferungen finden. Über die Mission auf Kreta kann man nur spekulieren. Dass es zur Zeit der Past ‘eine von Ephesus ausgehende Mission auf Kreta’ gegeben hat,45 bleibt auch reine Vermutung. Bezüglich einer paulinischen Missionswirksamkeit auf Kreta liegt also alles im Dunkeln.
Daraus lässt sich zumindest schließen, dass sich der Verfasser der Past für den 1 Tim und Tit je eine den Lesern vorstellbare, aber nicht näher bekannte Situation in der Biographie des Paulus ausgedacht hat. Dies hängt mit der fingierten Kommunikationssituation zusammen, die es nötig machte, dass der abwesende Paulus aus der Ferne an seinen Mitarbeiter vor Ort Anordnungen über die Gemeindeverwaltung gibt. Diese in den Protopaulinen nicht vorausgesetzte Situation hat der Verfasser selber konstruiert.
Die Briefsituation des 2 Tim ist zwar deutlicher als diejenigen des 1 Tim und Tit: Paulus befindet sich im römischen Gefängnis (2 Tim 1.8, 16–17) und steht kurz vor seinem Tod (4.6–8). Über die Zeit seiner römischen Gefangenschaft gibt es allerdings nur sehr wenig Informationen (vgl. Apg 28).46 Hier hat der Verfasser also an eine Lücke in der Biographie des Paulus angeknüpft.
2.6. Fazit
Die Wahl der Gattung des persönlichen Briefes, die dem Inhalt der Past nicht entspricht, lässt sich durch den Sachverhalt erklären, dass der Verfasser mit der Echtheitskritik, vor allem mit der Überprüfung der Entstehungsverhältnisse gerechnet hat und versucht, sie zu zerstreuen. Wichtig war ihm dabei, bei den Lesern nicht den Eindruck zu erwecken, die vorgetäuschte Briefsituation widerspreche der bekannten Biographie des Paulus. Die Verfasser der deuteropaulinischen Gemeindebriefe haben diese Aufgabe dadurch gelöst, dass sie die Entstehungsverhältnisse der Briefe irgendwie undeutlich liessen. Der Verfasser der Past hingegen hat die Form eines Gemeindebriefes aufgegeben und stattdessen persönliche Briefe konstruiert. Bei dieser Gattung verursachen die späte Entdeckung der Briefe und der Sachverhalt, dass die Korrespondenz zwischen Absender und Empfänger bisher unbekannt war, keine weiteren Probleme.
3. Die Briefe an Timotheus und Titus
· TOP
· Einführung: Warum persönliche Briefe an Timotheus und Titus?
· Persönliche Korrespondenz und Echtheitskritik
· Schlussfolgerungen
Wir wenden uns nun der zweiten Frage zu: Warum hat der Verfasser nicht einen einzigen, sondern drei Briefe geschrieben, und zwar zwei an Timotheus und einen an Titus? Im Folgenden sollen zuerst Timotheus und Titus als Adressaten und dann der Inhalt der drei Briefe verglichen werden.
3.1. Das Corpus Pastorale als Interpretament des Corpus Paulinum
Die Past stellen sich dar als eine Sammlung von drei persönlichen Briefen, deren jeweilige Abfassungssituation miteinander in keinem Zusammenhang steht. Worin besteht der Vorteil dieses Arrangements gegenüber der Fingierung eines einzigen Briefes?
Wie anfangs bemerkt wurde, legt die Gestalt der Briefsammlung den Zusammenhang mit dem Corpus Paulinum nahe.47 Von daher lässt sich m.E. folgendes sagen:
(1) Hinsichtlich der literarischen Fälschung dürfte die Form einer Briefsammlung dazu beigetragen haben, die Entdeckungsumstände dieser persönlichen Briefe verständlich zu machen.48 Die Briefe erwecken den Anschein, als seien sie ohne Beziehung zueinander entstanden49 und später sozusagen zufällig gesammelt und entdeckt worden, wie es beim Corpus Paulinum der Fall war. Durch diese Form der Briefsammlung soll also verständlich werden, wie die bisher unbekannten persönlichen Briefe des Paulus ans Licht gekommen sind.
Die Gestalt der Briefsammlung macht ferner glaubhaft, dass Paulus neben den Gemeindebriefen auch persönliche Briefe zu schreiben pflegte. Dies trägt zum Schein der Echtheit dieser Briefe bei. Auch in dieser Hinsicht will das Corpus Pastorale im Seitenblick auf das Corpus Paulinum akzeptiert werden.
(2) Das Corpus Pastorale stellt aber nicht eine neue Briefsammlung des Paulus dar, sondern versteht sich als Teil, m.a.W. als Ergänzung und Abschluss ‘eines in einer langen Entwicklung stehenden und durch sie (sc. Past) abzuschließenden Corpus Paulinum’, wenn auch nicht einfach als ‘Schlußpunkt oder “Ausrufezeichen” ’, wie es Peter Trummer formuliert.50 Es hat m.E. eine wichtigere Funktion innerhalb des solcherweise erweiterten Corpus Paulinum.
Die Past fungieren in dieser Neuedition des Corpus Paulinum ja als Interpretament der Gemeindebriefe; d.h. sie weisen die richtige Interpretation der Aussagen des Paulus auf, die wohl in den nachpaulinischen Gemeinden Dissens verursachten. Dies legt sich durch die Beobachtung nahe, dass der Verfasser der Past durchaus die Themen behandelt, die sich auf Aussagen in den Protopaulinen zurückführen lassen, z.B. über das Gesetz (1 Tim 1.6–11), den Gehorsam gegenüber Machthabern und Obrigkeit (1 Tim 2.1–3; Tit 3.1–2),51 das Verhalten der Frauen (1 Tim 2.8–15; 5.3–1652), die Reinheitsgebote (1 Tim 4.1–5; Tit 1.15), das Verhältnis zwischen Sklaven und Herren (1 Tim 6.1–2) und die Deutung der Auferstehung (2 Tim 2.8–13,18). Zu diesen Problembereichen versucht der Verfasser also das letzte Wort zu haben, indem er ‘Paulus’ auf seine früheren Äußerungen zurückkommen, sie erläutern oder sogar korrigieren lässt.53
Diese Wirkung haben die Past allerdings erst dann, wenn die in ihnen enthaltenen Aussagen Allgemeingültigkeit erlangen. Tatsächlich beanspruchen diese Aussagen sogar eine höhere Gültigkeit gegenüber denen des Paulus zum gleichen Thema, indem sie diese modifizieren oder redigieren wollen.54
Jeder Brief des Corpus Pastorale kann aber an sich noch keinen allgemeingültigen Anspruch erheben, da der Gültigkeitsbereich seines Inhalts auf das persönliche Verhältnis zwischen Paulus und Timotheus/Titus begrenzt ist, während die Gemeindebriefe davon sprechen, was für jede paulinische Gemeinde mehr oder weniger allgemeingültig ist. In dieser Hinsicht steht der persönliche Brief gegenüber dem Gemeindebrief im Nachteil. Dieser Schwierigkeit begegnet der Verfasser der Past, indem er nicht einen einzigen Brief, sondern deren drei vorlegt.
3.2. Timotheus und Titus: ihre Gemeinsamkeiten und Unterschiede
Wenn die Dreizahl der Briefe des Corpus Pastorale die obengenannte Absicht des Verfassers im Hintergrund hat, muss die Adressatenwahl in diesem Zusammenhang eine wichtige Rolle spielen.
Zwischen den beiden Adressaten gibt es Gemeinsamkeiten. Aus den Protopaulinen und (nur zu Timotheus) aus der Apg ist zu erkennen, dass beide zu Paulus in einem sehr nahen Verhältnis stehen. Timotheus wurde wahrscheinlich von Paulus selber bekehrt (Apg 16.1–3).55 Das spiegelt sich wohl in der Anrede an Timotheus als ‘mein liebes und getreues Kind’ (1 Kor 4.17; vgl. ferner Phlm 10, wo Onesimus als ‘mein Kind’ angesprochen wird). Ähnliches gilt für die Bezeichnung des Titus als ‘mein Gefährte und mein Mitarbeiter’ (2 Kor 8.23). Titus zog mit Paulus (und Barnabas) zum Apostelkonzil nach Jerusalem als Frucht und Zeuge der paulinischen Heidenmission (Gal 2.3).
Beiden ist ferner in der Missionstätigkeit des Paulus eine gemeinsame Funktion eigen: Sie werden von Paulus an seine Gemeinden gesandt, um dort den Willen des Paulus zu erläutern und dadurch das Verhältnis zwischen Paulus und der Gemeinde zu stärken (zu Timotheus vgl. 1 Thess 3.2–3; Phil 2.19–23; 1 Kor 4.17; 16.10; zu Titus 2 Kor 2.13; 7.6–7, 13–14). Ihre Funktion bestand also darin, die Botschaft des Paulus an die Gemeinde zu vermitteln. Wie wichtig ihre Bedeutung war, wird durch die Anrede ‘rechtmäßiges (γνήσιος) Kind’ (1 Tim 1.2; Tit 1.4) zum Ausdruck gebracht. Sie unterstreicht die Legitimität und Vorzüglichkeit der Angesprochenen56 und damit der ihnen anvertrauten Anordnungen (= Inhalt der Past) gegenüber anderen, ‘von der Wahrheit abgeirrten’ (2 Tim 2.18) Interpretationen des Paulus (vgl. ferner 1 Tim 1.18–20; 4.1–5; 2 Tim 1.15; 4.14–15; Tit 3.10–11).
Allerdings ist zugleich auch ein wichtiger Unterschied zwischen Timotheus und Titus nicht zu übersehen. Dem Verfasser und den Lesern der Past war wahrscheinlich Timotheus viel bekannter als Titus. Dies spiegelt sich in den Darstellungen der beiden Briefe wider: Während die Abfassungssituation des 1 Tim durch Daten gekennzeichnet wird, die den Lesern vertraut waren, ist diejenige des Tit völlig unbekannt.
In 1 Tim begegnen mehr vertraute Personen- und Ortsnamen. Überhaupt ist Timotheus als Mitarbeiter des Paulus viel bekannter als Titus, oft wird er als Mitabsender der Protopaulinen genannt (1 Thess, 2 Kor, Phil und Phlm, vgl. ferner 2 Thess 1.1 und Kol 1.1). Zusammen mit Paulus war er in der Mission tätig (Phil 2.22) und wurde oft, wie oben erwähnt, als Vertreter von Paulus entsandt. Die Annahme liegt daher sehr nahe, dass er im paulinischen Missionsgebiet weithin bekannt war.57 Auch dürfte Ephesus deswegen als Adresse des Timotheus gewählt worden sein, weil die Stadt ein bekannter Wirkungsort des Paulus war (vgl. Apg 19.10; 20.31).58
Titus spielte eine entscheidende Rolle bei der Überwindung des Konfliktes zwischen Paulus und der korinthischen Gemeinde (2 Kor 7.6, 13–15) und bei der Kollektensammlung (2 Kor 8.6,16–24). Auch beim Apostelkonzil begleitete er Paulus und Barnabas nach Jerusalem (Gal 2.1–3). Er war also für Paulus eine starke Stütze in kritischen Situationen. Eine weitere Spur des Titus findet sich aber weder in den Protopaulinen noch in der Apostelgeschichte. Offensichtlich hatte man über ihn weniger Information zur Hand als über Timotheus. Dies legt sich besonders durch das Schweigen der Apg nahe.
Diese Sachlage hat es dem Verfasser erleichtert, eine briefliche Kommunikation zwischen ihm und Paulus zu erfinden.59 Auch der Aufenthalt auf Kreta gehört zu den ‘verborgenen’ Nachrichten über Paulus, weil niemand sicher wissen konnte, ob Paulus dort eine Gemeinde gegründet hat.
In Tit finden sich noch andere Mitarbeiter des Paulus, deren Namen aber nicht weiter bekannt sind: Artemas (3.12) und Zenas der Rechtsgelehrte (3.13).60 Sie verstärken den Eindruck, dass es in Tit um anderswo nicht bezeugte Verhältnisse geht.
Der Unterschied zwischen 1 Tim und Tit ist damit deutlich. 1 Tim wird an den bekannten Timotheus adressiert, der in Ephesus, einem der bekanntesten paulinischen Missionsorte, weilt. Dagegen hatten die Leser relativ wenig Kenntnis von Titus als einem Mitarbeiter des Paulus und von Kreta als seiner Wirkungsstätte.
Dieser Unterschied lässt sich m.E. am besten deuten, wenn Tit als Ergänzung und Erweiterung des 1 Tim gelesen wird. Durch Tit will der Verfasser den Lesern zu verstehen geben, dass die Anweisungen des Paulus für die ephesische Gemeinde (= Inhalt des 1 Tim) als allgemeingültige Lehre mutatis mutandis auch für unbekannte Gemeinden in Kreta gegeben wurden. Dieser Sachverhalt lässt sich auch so formulieren, dass Timotheus der ‘Hauptadressat’ des Corpus Pastorale ist, während Titus den ‘zweiten Adressaten’ darstellt.
3.3. Räumliche und zeitliche Ausdehnung durch die Dreizahl der Briefe
Dieses Verhältnis von Timotheus und Titus entspricht dem Verhältnis der drei Briefe innerhalb des Corpus Pastorale: Dem Inhalt des Corpus Pastorale wird Allgemeingültigkeit dadurch verliehen, dass der Gültigkeitsbereich des 1 Tim räumlich durch den des Tit und zeitlich durch den des 2 Tim ausgedehnt wird.
3.3.1. 1 Tim und Tit: Räumlich-geographische Ausdehnung des Gültigkeitsbereichs
Für die räumliche Ausdehnung des Gültigkeitsbereichs spielt die Verwandtschaft von 1 Tim und Tit eine sehr wichtige Rolle.
Sowohl thematisch als auch strukturell haben 1 Tim und Tit Gemeinsamkeiten. In beiden Briefen, die je an einen jungen ‘Nachfolger’ des Paulus (1 Tim 1.3; Tit 1.5) adressiert sind,61 geht es um ‘Gemeindeleitung’, nämlich ‘um Probleme der Ordnung der Gemeinden und um ihre Verwaltung (vgl. 1 Tim 3,15; 5,17–22; 2 Tim 2,2; Tit 3,10f) und in Konsequenz davon um die Anforderungen an Leute in verantwortlichen Positionen (1 Tim 3,1–7.8–13; Tit 1,5.9)’.62
Dem entspricht auch ihre Gliederung. Beide Briefe bestehen aus folgenden drei Teilen: (a) Kritik an der Irrlehre, (b) Anweisungen zum Kampf für den rechten Glauben und (c) konkrete Ermahnungen. Dabei fällt auf, dass Tit wie eine verkürzte Fassung des 1 Tim wirkt: 
· (1) Tit 1.5–9//1 Tim 3.1–13 (Voraussetzungen für das Bischofs- und Presbyteramt)
· (2) Tit 1.14–16//1 Tim 1.4–11; 4.1–5 (jüdische Fabeln und Gebote, rein/ unrein)
· (3) Tit 2.1–10//1 Tim 5.1–6.2b (rechtes Verhalten gegenüber Männern und Frauen verschiedenen Alters und gegenüber Sklaven)
· (4) Tit 3.1–2//1 Tim 2.1–3 (Gehorsam gegenüber Machhabern und Obrigkeit)63
All dies lässt sich als Strategie des Verfassers deuten, den Gültigkeitsbereich des Inhalts von 1 Tim geographisch auszudehnen: Was Paulus Timotheus gegenüber anordnet, wird nicht auf Ephesus (1 Tim 1.3) begrenzt, denn er gibt auch dem in Kreta tätigen Titus (Tit 1.5) Anweisungen parallelen Inhalts.64 Die Anweisungen, die Paulus seinen Mitarbeitern für die Zeit seiner Abwesenheit gegeben hat, gelten über das ursprüngliche Gebiet hinaus für weitere paulinische Gemeinden.
3.3.2. 1 Tim und 2 Tim: Zeitliche Ausdehnung des Gültigkeitsbereichs
Für die zeitliche Ausdehnung ist das Verhältnis der beiden Timotheusbriefe zueinander wichtig. 2 Tim stellt sich ausdrücklich als letzten Gefangenschaftsbrief65 des Paulus dar, den dieser bei seinem Aufenthalt in Rom (Apg 28) abgefasst hat.66 Paulus ist nun als Gefangener in Rom (1.8,17); ihm steht offenbar der Tod bevor (vgl. 4.6–18). Dass dies der letzte ‘Paulusbrief’ sei, soll den Lesern durch intertextuelle Anspielung auf die anderen Gefangenschaftsbriefe, vor allem auf Phil, bewusst gemacht werden.67
Diese Situierung des 2 Tim lässt die Leser erkennen, was Paulus bis zuletzt in Sorgen hielt: die Irrlehrer, die von der Wahrheit, vom richtigen Verständnis des paulinischen Evangeliums, abgeirrt sind (vgl. 2 Tim 2.18; 4.4). Da es auch in 1 Tim und Tit um dieses Thema geht, weist das Problem der Irrlehre über jede konkrete Briefsituation hinaus und bildet eine Herausforderung für das paulinische Christentum auch in der Situation nach dem Tod des Paulus.68
4. Schlussfolgerungen
· TOP
· Einführung: Warum persönliche Briefe an Timotheus und Titus?
· Persönliche Korrespondenz und Echtheitskritik
· Die Briefe an Timotheus und Titus
Unsere Beobachtungen lassen sich wie folgt zusammenfassen: 
· (1) Die Past sind trotz ihres Inhalts, zu dem eher die Gattung eines Gemeindebriefes passen würde, als persönliche Briefe des Paulus formuliert. Dies hängt mit der antiken Echtheitskritik zusammen, deren zentrales Anliegen die Prüfung der Entstehungsverhältnisse war. Im Falle von persönlicher Korrespondenz kann die Briefsituation leichter fingiert werden als bei einem Gemeindebrief, und ausserdem lässt sich leichter erklären, warum der Brief bisher unbekannt war.
· (2) Die Dreizahl der Past macht durch die Form einer Briefsammlung die Entdeckungsumstände dieser persönlichen Briefe verständlich und gibt den Lesern einen Hinweis auf die Gewohnheit des Paulus, neben Gemeindebriefen auch persönliche Briefe zu schreiben. Das Corpus Pastorale hat aber zugleich die Funktion, als Interpretament des Corpus Paulinum seine ‘richtige’ Interpretation vorzulegen.
· (3) Das Corpus Pastorale verleiht seinen Äußerungen Allgemeingültigkeit dadurch, dass der Gültigkeitsbereich des Inhalts von 1 Tim räumlich durch Tit und zeitlich durch 2 Tim ausgedehnt wird.
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‘What has Corinth to do with Jerusalem?’ Long before Tertullian asked a similar question (Praescr. 7), we may assume that this was an objection some of the Corinthians put to Paul when he first mentioned the collection for the poor among the saints in Jerusalem (cf. Rom 15.26).1 What, indeed, did the privileged Colonia Laus Iuliae Corinthiensis have to do with the religious and cultural centre of the Jewish people?2 What political treaty, economic agreement, socio-cultural connection, or even ethnic relationship existed between the two cities that could justify Paul's request? It is possible to imagine that some Corinthians may have been fairly perplexed at the purpose of the collection at first.3 However, our familiarity with the topic has somewhat prevented us from appreciating the sheer audacity and radical nature of Paul's project. True, it is not as though Gentiles were totally estranged to the idea of bestowing benefactions upon the Jews. Some so-called ‘god-fearers’, for whatever religious or socio-political reason, did show themselves benevolent through the sponsorship of buildings or the giving of alms, for instance (e.g., Luke 7.4; Acts 10.2).4 However, the collection Paul had in mind represented an act of charity altogether different. Indeed, this article will argue that it was intended to transcend geo-political, socio-economic, and ethnic distinctions in a revolutionary way, as well as redefine the social foundations of the emergent Christ-believing communities.
If the Corinthians may have been somewhat puzzled at the significance and purpose of this collection, their perplexity seems nothing compared to that of modern scholars with respect to its actual theological motivations (as is illustrated by the enormous amount of secondary literature on the topic). It is beyond the purview of this article to offer a detailed review of the history of scholarship. It is sufficient to mention that the collection has been traditionally understood along four main lines of interpretation (which are not necessarily mutually exclusive): (1) the fulfilment of an eschatological event;5 (2) the expression of the Gentiles' moral and/or social obligation towards the Jews;6 (3) an ecumenical offering;7 (4) a charitable act in the form of material relief.8 What is particularly important for us to recognise is that an overwhelming majority of these treatises have primarily focused on the theological rationale of the collection, ignoring its more practical economic implications, or even its political dimension.9 For, as H. D. Betz has astutely remarked: ‘A financial contribution which involved Greeks as donors and Palestinian Jews as recipients was certainly a political matter’.10 A ‘matter of ecclesiastical politics’, he concedes, but a matter of politics nonetheless, socio-economic politics, if I may add.11 That is to say, it must have been more than a random act of generosity, which in and of itself may not have been worth all the trouble. Indeed, I shall propose that, for Paul, the whole enterprise was rooted in the conviction that the advent of the eschatological kingdom of God had inaugurated a new socio-economic order, which was to become distinctive of the emergent Christ-believing communities on a global scale.12 The Jerusalem collection was thus the practical expression of κοινωνία across socio-cultural and ethnic boundaries. It was the manifestation of a persistent concern for socio-economic equality and solidarity within the Christ-centred ekklēsia.13 I will go as far as to say that it was the practical embodiment of an ecclesiastical ideal, which itself seems to have been inspired by that of the first Jerusalem community, the so-called ‘community of goods’ inaugurated after the Pentecost event (Acts 2.44; 4.32). In a sense, I shall argue for a greater degree of continuity between Paul's model of community and that of the Jerusalem church. This perspective, it must be said, does not intend to demean the work of previous scholarship. Rather, it is meant to emphasise what seems to me to have been a neglected aspect of the collection by bringing a different set of questions to the material.14 This task is important in so far as, until recently, economic concerns, and the question of poverty in particular, have been much neglected issues in Pauline Studies.15 This article seeks to contribute to this new field of research and to provide some insight into what may well have been Paul's overarching objective for this project.
To begin with, I propose to draw our attention to the ways in which Paul carefully describes the collection throughout his letters. In 1 Cor 16.1–4, Paul's earliest reference to the project chronologically, he calls it a λογεία, which is the general term for any kind of voluntary, or compulsory, monetary collection.16 In 2 Corinthians 8, which could well be the earliest letter of what is now known as 2 Corinthians, as M. M. Mitchell has recently suggested,17 when the Corinthians' eagerness to give has cooled down, Paul then presents it as a divine privilege or gift, in which they can participate voluntarily and out of love (cf. αὐθαίρετοι, 8.3).18 No less than eight times is the term χάρις indeed employed to refer to either the collection per se, or to God's favour enabling them to give (8.1, 4, 6–7, 9, 19; 9.8, 14; cf. 1 Cor 16.3).19 In 2 Corinthians 9, which many scholars consider to constitute a different letter,20 the collection is then described several times as a διακονία [τῆς λειτουργίας] (9.1, 12–13; cf. Rom 16.31), and εὐλογία (9.5). As J. R. Harrison has amply demonstrated, in these two chapters Paul's rhetoric eventually results in a dramatic alteration and critique of the honorific conventions and social expectations of the Graeco-Roman system of benefaction.21 What remains unclear, however, is to what extent Paul's rhetoric is related to the actual nature of the project. Was it simply a charitable act in which the Corinthians were mere ‘brokers’ of God's grace, as the language of reciprocity somewhat evokes (cf. Rom 15.27)?22 Or was it primarily driven by the principle of ἰσότης introduced in 8.13–14, that is, by the necessity that there be a certain equality or fairness in the distribution of wealth within the early church (v. 14: ὅπως γένηται ἰσότης; cf. v. 13: ἀλλ᾽ ἐξ ἰσότητος)? The reference to ἰσότης is deeply intriguing at this point, especially since it appears only five times in the Septuagint and in Pseudepigraphical literature (Job 36.29; Zech 4.7; Letter of Aristeas 1.263; Ps.-Phoc. 1.137; Ps. Sol. 17.41), and only one other time in the entire NT (Col 4.1).23 The term itself is not alien to Greek thought, as H. Windisch noticed long ago (‘Dies Wort…zwar ohne hebräisches Äquivalent…ist ein Terminus der hellenistischen Philosophie’), occurring numerous times in ancient discussions of legal and political theory.24 In a civic context, ἰσότης denotes the sense of equality, fairness, and impartiality, in relation to justice (δικαιοσύνη/τὸ δίκαιον) and the law (νόμος), an ideal which is further expressed by the common compound nouns ἰσοπολιτεία or ἰσονομία (e.g., Aristotle Eth. Nic. 8.11.5, 8.13.5; Diogenes Laertius 8.10; Dio Chrysostom Or. 17.9–10).25 For Aristotle, ‘reciprocal’ or ‘proportional equality’ is what ensures the preservation of states (Pol. 2.1.5: τὸ ἴσον τὸ ἀντιπεπονθὸς σῴζει τὰς πόλεις). When applied more specifically to human relationships, ἰσότης is then what enables the most perfect expression of friendship. Φιλότης ἡ ἰσότης (‘equality is friendship’), the proverb indeed stated (Aristotle Eth. Nic. 8.5.5; cf. Eth. Nic. 8.7.2–4, 9.8.2; Eth. Eud. 7.6.9; Iamblichus, VP 30.167–168).26 Although the Greek principle seems to have informed Paul's reflection here, as Betz has confidently asserted,27 Paul actually illustrated the kind of equality he had in mind by citing almost verbatim Exod 16.18 in the following v. 15.28 Yet, in his recollection of Israel's story he omitted the important fact that after all the manna had been collected, exactly one omer was measured out and distributed to each so as to ensure equal provision of food. Paul thus seems simply to have wanted to emphasise that none had either too much (οὐκ ἐπλεόνασεν) or too little (οὐκ ἠλαττόνησεν), since each received as ‘was fitting’ (εἰς τοὺς καθήκοντας παρ᾽ ἑαυτῷ; Exod 16.18), i.e., in proportion to their need. It is therefore unlikely that by appealing to the principle of ἰσότης and Exod 16.18 Paul wished to impose an exact equalisation of resources across all the churches, an impractical, if not impossible objective to attain. Rather, his edited citation suggests that the goal was to achieve a relative, proportional equality by restoring a certain balance between need and surplus. As G. Griffith has proposed, Paul was not so much advocating ‘quantifiable equivalence’ among the churches, but sought to implement a (dynamic) ‘process of equalization within the body of Christ where those who have a surplus share with others who have needs’.29 G. Stählin is then also probably right to assert that Paul saw ἰσότης, ‘on the part of the Christian’, as ‘a regulative principle of mutual assistance, as in the ideal picture of Ac. 2.44f.; 4.36f.’.30 If this were truly the case, then Paul's ideal of ἰσότης among Jews and Gentiles would constitute another severe critique of the socio-economic and ethnic stratification of Graeco-Roman society.31
Yet, what is even more significant is Paul's use of the term κοινωνία to describe the collection. It first appears in 2 Cor 8.4 and 9.13, and then in Rom 15.26, which, from a chronological point of view, is the last reference to the collection written from Corinth itself. Interestingly, in the latter two instances κοινωνία has generally been translated as a (monetary) ‘contribution/distribution’ (cf. Tyndale 1534, KJV 1611, RSV, NAS, NIV, NJB, ESV), ‘une contribution/dons’ (Louis Second 1910, Nouvelle Edition Genève), and ‘eine Sammlung/Kollekte’ (Zürcher Bibel 2008, Schlachter 2000; cf. Luther Bibel 1545: ‘eine gemeine Steuer’!), thereby differing from the more common rendition ‘fellowship’ or ‘sharing’ (or ‘communion’, ‘Gemeinschaft’).32 In modern times, this interpretation seems to have been largely dependent on the influential work of H. Seesemann, upon whom F. Hauck relied heavily in his article in G. Kittel's theological dictionary.33 Given the importance of this tool in biblical studies, it is hardly surprising that Seesemann's position was to be adopted by a string of commentators (except R. Jewett and the editor of BDAG who follow G. W. Peterman—see below).34 Seesemann argued that in Rom 15.26 especially Paul gave the abstract word κοινωνία, which here signifies ‘Mitteilsamkeit’ (it is not clear to me what Seesemann understands by ‘Mitteilsamkeit’), a concrete significance by associating it with the infinitive ποιήσασθαι. So that, in this instance, it could only mean ‘Kollekte’.35 Notably, J. Y. Campbell, who had published his seminal study a year ahead of Seesemann, had come to the same (short-sighted) conclusion: ‘Here [Rom 15.26] κοινωνία must mean “contribution”. No parallel to this meaning is to be found in earlier writers.’36 As we shall see, Campbell missed some important evidence, which his successors would not notice either. Hence, almost none of them would depart from his and Seesemann's conclusions.37 But despite their confident assertions, it is highly questionable that Paul's audience would have understood the expression ‘κοινωνίαν τινὰ ποιήσασθαι’ in the way they suggest. As Peterman rightly argued, the term κοινωνία never has the concrete significance of ‘(monetary) contribution’ in surviving ancient sources, its unusual collocation with τινά and ποιοῦμαι notwithstanding.38 Instead, he suggested that Bauer's understanding remained valid: ‘sie haben sich vorgenommen, e. enges Gemeinschaftsverhältnis herzustellen mit d. Armen’ (they have undertaken to establish a rather close relation with the poor).39 Although Peterman's study could hardly be said to be exhaustive—he adduced only three pieces of literary and epigraphic evidence—his intuition was nonetheless correct.40 A more thorough investigation of about 25 inscriptions and 120 papyri containing the word κοινωνία, and ranging from IV BCE to VI CE, plainly shows that the meaning ‘(monetary) contribution’ does not occur41—I cannot be as definite vis-à-vis the literary sources, however, since I have only conducted a limited and sporadic examination of the 812 instances of the term prior to II CE found in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae. In documentary sources (papyri and inscriptions), which perhaps best illustrate the everyday language of the time, κοινωνία is indeed mainly used to describe sharing in sacrifices (ἡ κοινωνία τῶν ἱερῶν/θυσιῶν; e.g., SEG 21.530; SGDI 3.3634),42 participation in the politeia, festivals or public projects (e.g., SEG 40.394; IGDS 117), marriage relationships (e.g., I.Priene 109; BGU 4.1051, 1052), political alliance (e.g., SEG 51.532), and professional associations or business partnerships (e.g., P.Col. 7.124; P.Lond. 2.311).43 To the best of my knowledge, the phrase ‘κοινωνίαν τινὰ ποιοῦμαι’ remains unattested in inscriptions and papyri.
Nevertheless, several analogous literary constructions may shed some light on the matter. In his Antiquitates Romanae, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, for instance, employs the expression ‘τὴν κοινωνίαν ἐποιεῖτο’ to describe the married life of a certain Arruns with a young woman (Ant. Rom. 13.10.2). A second set of examples comes from three of Aesop's fables. In the first one, a lion, a donkey, and a fox enter into a ‘hunting partnership’: κοινωνίαν ποιησάμενοι εἰς ἄγραν (Fab. 154).44 In the second tale, only a lion and a donkey associate with each other: κοινωνίαν πρὸς ἀλλήλους ποιησάμενοι ἐξῆλθον ἐπὶ θήραν (Fab. 156),45 while in the third one, a bat, a fish, and a shearwater decide to form a ‘business partnership’: κοινωνίαν ποιήσαντες ἐμπορεύεσθαι διέγνωσαν (Fab. 181).46 Similarly, in one of Isaeus's judicial orations, a certain Theopompus denies having made a pact with his brother Stratocles to divide the inheritance of their deceased cousin Hagnias in the following way: ὥστ' οὐκ ἐνῆν κοινωνίαν οὐδὲ διομολογίαν ποιήσασθαι περὶ αὐτῶν (Isaeus 11.21). It is difficult to imagine how, in any of these cases, someone would translate these expressions as ‘to make a (monetary) contribution’. But perhaps the most insightful parallels are found in Plato and Demosthenes. Towards the end of his Laws, Plato explains a rule in a way that strikingly resembles Rom 15.26 both syntactically and conceptually. ‘During the fruit harvest’, he writes, ‘all are obliged to form an association/partnership in such a manner’: ὀπώρας δὲ δὴ χρὴ κοινωνίαν ποιεῖσθαι πάντας τοιάνδε τινά (Plato Leg. 844D; cf. Resp. 371B).47 Similarly, in Demosthenes' third Philippic Oration one can read the following: κοινωνίαν βοηθείας καὶ φιλίας ποιήσασθαι (Demosthenes Or. 9.28). The precise sense of the phrase is not easy to determine, though in context it must be referring to the establishment (ποιήσασθαι) of a common agreement or partnership (κοινωνία) among the Greeks to help each other (βοηθεία) and unite politically and militarily (φιλία) against the threat of Philip of Macedon.48
This political connotation of κοινωνία is not as unusual as it may first appear.49 In P.Schøyen I 25, the famous bronze tablet of the treaty between the Romans and the Lycians, κοινωνία is added to the common formula ‘ϕιλία καὶ συμμαχαία’, which usually officialises the political alliance between Rome and its allies (l.7: ϕιλί[α καὶ συμμαχαία κ]αὶ κοινωνία).50 Likewise, on the base of a rotunda dedicated to Hadrian, the Laodiceans from Syria identify themselves as the friends, allies, and κοινωνοί, ‘political associates’ or ‘partners’ we may translate, of the Roman people (ϕίλης συμμάχου κοινωνοῦ δήμου Ῥωμαίων; IG II2 3299 = OGIS 603; cf. SEG 45.2358).51 Unlike κοινωνία, the substantive κοινωνός is actually much more frequently attested in ancient sources as the object of the verb ποιέω, and generally refers to political allies, business associates, or the recipients of some benefaction.52 For example, in a II BCE honorary decree from Claros, a certain Polemaios is praised for his eagerness to make his fellow citizens his κοινωνοί in the conduct of his life upon returning victorious from sacred athletic contests: σπεύδων ἀπ' ἀρχῆς κοινωνοὺς ποιήσασθαι τῆς τοῦ βίου προαιρέσεως (ll. 11–13).53 As the rest of the inscription makes clear, this meant that he would share generously of his good fortune and wealth with his city through the distributions of sweet wine and various other material and financial benefactions, such as ἔρανος loans which he extended to foreigners and refugees.54 Here again, the way Polemaios is depicted as inaugurating his ‘politique de générosité envers le peuple’, is strikingly reminiscent of Paul's language.55 To return to the question of Rom 15.26, then, I would like to propose that Paul's audience most likely did not understand the phrase ‘κοινωνίαν τινὰ ποιήσασθαι’ to refer to a financial contribution per se. It is indeed more probable that they understood it to be describing some kind of partnership or association with socio-political ramifications, which Paul envisaged between the Gentile churches and their Judean counterparts, and which would ultimately manifest itself in the form of a concrete monetary gift.56 This interpretation, I suggest, could easily be applied to 2 Cor 8.4 and 9.13 as well.57
More generally, this particular translation issue should alert us to the fact that we must be more precise when we translate and reflect upon the significance of κοινωνία, which, we ought not to forget, is employed almost exclusively by Paul in the NT.58 The term ‘fellowship’ (understand ‘spiritual fellowship’), which is quite a popular understanding, is often all too vague a word to capture fully the essence of what Paul is trying to convey.59 As Betz noted long ago, κοινωνία is ‘drawn from the language of administration and law…and the legal meaning should not be ignored in favor of the personal or communal notion of fellowship’.60 I would also like to add that it may actually be more helpful to think of κοινωνία as the noun derived from the adjective κοινός.61 Much like κοινωνία, this abstract word can assume various shades of meanings. In substantive form, it can designate the general public interest (Isocrates 14.21; Demosthenes Ep. 1.5, 9–10), public matters (Demosthenes Or. 18.257; Res Gestae 1.2: τὰ κοινὰ πράγματα = res publica), public funds (Demosthenes Or. 8.23; Xenophon An. 4.7.27; Aristotle Pol. 2.6.23), different sorts of socio-political entities such as the polis, leagues, local communities, subdivisions of the government (cf. Herodotus 1.67, 3.156, 5.109; Thucydides 1.90, 2.12; SIG 457; P.Thead. 17; P.Oxy. 1.54), clubs or associations, and what we would call professional ‘guilds’ (SIG 1113; P.Oxy. 1.53; P.Oxy. 1.84).62 In essence, however, it generally conveys the idea of commonality, and by extension, of community on the basis of a common bond. When employed to characterize social attitudes, J. de Romilly observed that κοινός often expresses ‘l'idée de partage’, ‘la bonté généreuse’.63 Plutarch, for instance, associates it with the words εὐμενής and ϕιλανθρωπία in his depiction of Phocion's natural benevolence (Phoc. 10.4), while in his encomium on Rome Dionysius of Halicarnassus describes the city as κοινοτάτην τε πόλεων καὶ ϕιλανθρωποτάτην (Ant. Rom. 1.89.1).64 This may also explain why in Aristotle's Politics, in which κοινωνία repeatedly refers to the basic socio-political units undergirding the fabric of society, the κοινωνία of the polis intrinsically implies, indeed demands from its citizens, sociability, communality, interdependency, and solidarity, thereby placing the Athenians, in theory at least, under the common obligation to assist one another.65 Meanwhile, at the household level, κοινωνία requires mutual assistance and the sharing of all things among its members (Aristotle Pol. 1.3.12). Overall, it is highly significant that κοινός and κοινωνία appear to possess no particular religious connotation.66 Therefore, I see no warrant to regard κοινωνία strictly as ‘ein religiöser Terminus’,67 as Seesemann suggested, or to argue, as Hauck did, that the ‘κοινων- group…in Paul…has a directly religious content’.68 Seesemann's deduction that κοινωνία never has a secular meaning (‘einer profanen Bedeutung’) in Paul because it is often found in proximity to religious terms (‘religiöser Begriffen’) such as χάρις and ἀγάπη, and therefore belongs to the same (lexical, presumably) sphere (‘der gleichen Sphäre’), is not only methodologically flawed (because of the questionable ‘religious vs. secular’ nomenclature it introduces), but also manifestly incorrect.69 Besides Rom 15.26 and 2 Cor 8.4 and 9.13 already treated in this article, other examples such as Gal 2.9 (δεξιὰς κοινωνίας) or 1 Cor 10.16 (κοινωνία τοῦ αἵματος τοῦ Χριστοῦ/τοῦ σώματος) clearly demonstrate that a strictly ‘religious’ connotation cannot always be attributed to κοινωνία.70 Furthermore, as Harrison's work has amply illustrated, the term χάρις cannot be said to possess a purely theological sense, but is most frequently found in the context of civic benefaction.71 Accordingly, this should caution us against systematically imposing our own theological ‘colouring’ upon the term whenever Paul uses it. If we do so, we might indeed run the risk of obscuring Paul's thought, which is not solely animated by lofty theological motives, but is also deeply concerned with social, political, and economic issues.
When κοινωνία is thus associated with ἰσότης, the socio-economic dimension of Paul's collection becomes even more evident. It evokes a certain sense of political unity and socio-economic equality within the (global) community of Christ-followers to an extent that is observed nowhere else in the NT except perhaps in Luke's summary depiction of the original Jerusalem community.72 The linguistic and conceptual similarities are indeed particularly striking. Twice in Acts 2.44 and 4.32, Luke describes the early disciples as being one soul (ψυχὴ μία), freely selling some of their possessions to provide for those in need, and holding everything in common (ἅπαντα κοινά). In 2.42, he actually defines such state of community as being in κοινωνία—which is the only time the term appears in the Gospels and in Acts.73 The problem of the historicity of these two allegedly ‘fictional’ passages has been amply commented upon in the past.74 There is no need for me to expand on this issue in any detail, except to say that for Luke's overall apologetic purpose to have borne some sort of credibility and legitimacy, his account must have rested upon a factual historical foundation of some sort.75 As R. M. Grant has asserted, the ‘situation Luke described in Acts was not just the product of his imagination’.76 But what is perhaps more important for us to reflect upon is the rhetorical function of these passages. Although it is quite possible that the Essenes influenced early forms of ecclesiastical community—‘Essene tenets and practices…at least provide concrete and tangible evidence for a Palestinian matrix of the early church as it is described in Acts’77—it is improbable that Luke's description was driven by the Qumran community ideal, which required new members to surrender all private property upon entrance (1QS 1.11; 5.1–3, 6; cf. Josephus B.J. 2.120–122; Ant. 18.18–22; Pliny Nat. 5.17). The two groups indeed differed significantly in some aspects of their administrative structure.78 Similarly, it is not necessary for us to envisage Luke as ‘borrowing’ the topic of the Pythagorean ‘golden age’,79 a utopia which was later developed more fully by Plato.80 Holding women and children in common is certainly not in view here, nor is the complete abolition of private property really suggested.81 What is more, Plato's ideal, which, on his own admission, was mostly applicable among the Guardians (Resp. 3.413C–417B, 5.462E–464B, 8.543A–C), failed to be embraced by Graeco-Roman society at large.82 It was severely criticised by the likes of Aristotle (see especially Politics ch. 2), Epictetus (2.4.8–11), and Seneca (Ep. 90.38–40), and even ridiculed by Aristophanes in his Ecclesiazusae. L. Cerfaux's word of caution thus remains valid: ‘Les réminiscences littéraires des Acts ne doivent pas créer d'illusion. En réalité, les principes chrétiens sont tout autres que ceux des pythagoriciens, des stoïciens (qui ont repris le thème à leur façon) ou des Esséniens’.83 Therefore, it is perhaps best to appreciate Luke's language as echoing aphorisms as to what constituted perfect friendship, τελεία ϕιλία, sayings which are well-attested in the Graeco-Roman culture of the time.84 The proverb ‘κοινὰ τὰ ϕίλων’ is indeed quoted by such notable authors as Plato (Resp. 4.424A; Lysis 207C; Leg. 5.739C), Aristotle (Eth. Nic. 8.9.1), Euripides (Orest. 735; Phoen. 243), Cicero (Off. 1.51: ‘ut in Graecorum proverbio est, amicorum esse communia omnia’), Martial (2.43.1), Seneca (Ben. 7.4.1: ‘omnia dicitis illis esse communia’), Philo (Abr. 235; Mos. 1.156), Plutarch (Adul. amic. 65A), Iamblichus (VP 19.92), Diogenes Laertius (8.10), and some Cynic philosophers ([Crates], Ep. 26; [Diogenes], Ep. 10).85 For Aristotle, friendship actually consisted of being in κοινωνία: ἐν κοινωνία γὰρ ἡ ϕιλία (Eth. Nic. 8.9.1; cf. 8.12.1, 9.12), he affirms, so that brothers and friends (ἑταίροι) have πάντα κοινά (Eth. Nic. 8.9.1). In an appeal to his Hellenistic audience, Luke thus seems to have intended his slightly idealised portrayal of socio-economic equality to constitute the evidence that the early church was capable of achieving the highest level of social harmony—and perhaps he also meant to encourage his audience to pursue the ideal (if we allow for these summaries to bear some performative ethical potential).86 It could attain what many considered to be the ultimate goal, and most intimate form, of social intercourse, that which defined the very essence of friendship. In a sense, Luke may simply have wanted to illustrate the fact that the early church's ‘spirit of openness and sharing…constituted true κοινωνία friendship’.87 And, as A. C. Mitchell has incisively remarked, he did so with a precise goal in mind: ‘to unify his community across social lines’.88 Intriguingly, Luke's thought on this matter appears particularly close to that of Paul, perhaps closer than has generally been accepted.89 Indeed, as J. Dupont once observed: ‘cet idéal correspond fort exactement à celui que Paul caractérise par l’ἰσότης, “l'égalité”, qui doit régner entre les chrétiens'.90
To conclude, then, this article has endeavoured to provide a different perspective on the Jerusalem collection by exploring the political and socio-economic dimension of ἰσότης and κοινωνία, which, I have argued, represent the key motives of the entire project. When examined in the context of ancient literary and documentary sources, it becomes obvious that the two terms do not primarily bear the theological connotations that generations of scholars have ascribed to them. Paul's rhetorical appeal to ἰσότης and κοινωνία rather suggests that he had very concrete objectives in mind. His intentions seem to have extended beyond the mere alleviation of poverty by means of charitable giving. Indeed, he appears to have aimed at reforming the structural inequalities of Graeco-Roman society that were also becoming apparent in the early church (cf. 1 Cor 11.17–22), by fostering socio-economic ἰσότης between Jews and Gentiles and by establishing a global, socially and ethnically inclusive κοινωνία among them.91 Needless to say, this deeply challenged ancient socio-political theories and dissolved ancient prejudices based on socio-ethnic distinctions.92 In light of these deductions, one is therefore compelled to challenge M. Hengel's conservative conclusion that ‘[i]n the Pauline mission communities…we no longer come across the eschatological and enthusiastic form of sharing goods which we assume to have been practised by the earliest community in Jerusalem’.93 The thought that the socio-economic ideal of the early church quickly vanished because of its unrealistic and impractical ‘communism’ indeed fails to do justice to the evidence concerning the collection. In a similar vein, Haenchen's conclusion that ‘the primitive Church also realized the Greek communal ideal!’94 ought to be reconsidered. The early church did not fulfil it, rather, it superseded it.95 For, in theory at least, and in practice for a short while at first, it brought Jews and Gentiles together into a global community of faith in an unprecedented way. Furthermore, as Paul's collection exemplifies so well, it fostered socio-economic equality and solidarity across socio-cultural and ethnic divides in a manner that no Greek socio-political utopia had ever dared to envisage.
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Abstract
In this essay I take issue with Paul Trebilco's recent argument in this journal that the Christian self-designation of ἐϰϰλησία has a background in the Septuagint. I argue that its Graeco-Roman political meaning in the sense of ‘civic assembly’ was decisive in its adoption by Paul, and that Paul wished to portray his communities as alternative organizations existing alongside the civic assemblies. At the same time, however, I am critical of Richard Horsley's anti-imperialist understanding of the Pauline communities. Paul's contrast between two types of ἐϰϰλησία is an expression of his view on two types of πολίτευμα, a distinction which finds its background in the Stoic doctrine of dual citizenship. Through a sustained analysis of ἐϰϰλησία in the Hellenistic and Roman periods I show that, in many respects, the functioning of the Christian ἐϰϰλησία mirrors the operations of the civic assemblies.
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1. Introduction: Ἐϰϰλησία as a Self-designation of the Hellenists in Jerusalem?
Recently, Paul Trebilco argued in this journal that the first Christians to use the self-designation of ἐϰϰλησία were the Jewish-Christian Hellenists of Jerusalem, first referred to in Acts 6.1.1 In his view, the term ἐϰϰλησία was chosen because of its strong background in the LXX, and it was used, rather than the alternative term συναγωγή, because the latter, which occurs more than twice as often in the LXX, was already in use by Jewish communities as a designation for their groups and their buildings. According to Trebilco, by choosing the equivalent term ἐϰϰλησία, the Hellenists ‘could use ἐϰϰλησία to claim theological continuity with the OT people of God, without thereby saying that other Jews were not the OT people of God’.2 Trebilco is absolutely right in observing that none of the other (non-Christian) Jews ‘were using ἐϰϰλησία with reference to a contemporary “assembly” in the way they were using συναγωγή, and thus that ἐϰϰλησία was “free”’.3 
I will argue, however, that the background to the NT use of the term ἐϰϰλησία lies not primarily in the LXX but rather in the continuing importance of the civic assemblies of the Greek cities even in the Roman Empire. I will develop this alternative view from Section 3 onwards, but will first deal with two assumptions which Trebilco makes with regard to the supposed LXX background of ἐϰϰλησία. In the course of Section 2, I will also start to engage critically with another dominant view concerning Paul's understanding of ἐϰϰλησία, the anti-imperialist interpretation by Richard A. Horsley.
To begin with Trebilco's views, the first problematic assumption which he makes is that the self-designation of ἐϰϰλησία can be demonstrated to predate its use in both Luke's Acts and in Paul's letters, and actually goes back to the Jewish-Christian Hellenists in Jerusalem (mentioned in Acts 6.1)4 and to (the same Hellenists within) ‘the churches of Judea’ persecuted by Paul (referred to in Gal 1.22).5 He argues that as they were the first to apply the self-designation of ‘ἐϰϰλησία’ and were steeped in the LXX, the origins of this term must lie in the LXX. In this regard, let me first say that I have no reason to doubt the historicity of the Hellenists as portrayed in Acts, yet unlike Trebilco I believe there is no evidence in Acts that the self-designation of ἐϰϰλησία arose with them, nor is this claim made by Luke. In Acts it is claimed that the term ‘Χϱιστιανοί’ was first used in Antioch (11.26) but nothing similar is claimed with regard to the term ‘ἐϰϰλησία’, as if the Ἑλληνισταί in Jerusalem were the first to apply it as a self-designation.
There are several reasons why Trebilco's argument is not compelling, or even that it is unlikely that what he is suggesting was the case: 
· (1) To begin with, the first occurrence of ἐϰϰλησία in Acts does indeed concern the Christian ἐϰϰλησία in Jerusalem (5.11) before the Ἑλληνισταί are introduced (6.1–7). Yet the fact that, as Trebilco notes, ‘at first, Luke associates ἐϰϰλησία with Jerusalem, and the surrounding region’,6 does not at all imply that the term arose in Jerusalem but could simply be due to Luke's geographical and chronological framing of Acts, and could even be his own terminology.
· (2) Secondly, the actual term ἐϰϰλησία is not used in the passage on the Ἑλληνισταί in Acts 6.1–7, which is strange if they were the ones who developed this Christian self-designation.
· (3) Thirdly, the only thing one could say is that in his defence speech before the Jerusalem council (7.2–53), Stephen, one of the seven Ἑλληνισταί chosen to serve the poor (6.5), does indeed refer to Israel's ‘ἐϰϰλησία in the wilderness’ (7.38). He does so in a description of Moses: ‘He is the one who was in the ἐϰϰλησία in the wilderness with the angel who spoke to him at Mount Sinai, and with our ancestors; and he received living oracles to give to us’ (7.38). However, in the grand narrative of Stephen's speech, the reference to the ἐϰϰλησία in the wilderness in the time of Moses is made without suggesting any parallel or identification with the Christian ἐϰϰλησία in the time of Stephen. In Stephen's speech the term occurs only once, and rather more as a designation of place, and it is not used again in this speech, nor in its narrative framework in Acts 7. I do not agree with the way in which Trebilco stretches the typological comparison between Moses and Christ in Acts 7 so as to include their respective assemblies: the assembly of Israel and the Christian assembly.7 Hence, nothing urges us to see in Stephen's reference to Israel's ἐϰϰλησία in the wilderness a self-designation first applied by the Ἑλληνισταί to the Christian church, derived from the LXX. Interestingly, as Trebilco himself admits, Luke's use of the term ἐϰϰλησία in Stephen's speech is noteworthy because the LXX phrase referring to the assembly in the wilderness would rather have been συναγωγή.8 According to Trebilco this substitution is necessary because Luke wants to avoid the term συναγωγή, which Jews contemporary with him used as a designation for their gatherings, whereas Luke wishes to emphasize the continuity between the Christian assembly and the assembly of Israel. In my view, however, Luke's preference for ἐϰϰλησία here is similar to what Trebilco admits to be the case for Josephus: 
He [Josephus] regularly uses phrases such as ‘calling the people together in assembly (συγϰαλέσας τὸ πλῆθος εἰς ἐϰϰλησίαν)’, which recalls Graeco-Roman usage, and at times he adds ἐϰϰλησία to a text from the LXX. This suggests that in his use of ἐϰϰλησία, Josephus is reflecting the fact that the term is well known in the Graeco-Roman world, and so he is assisting his readers to understand events in Jewish history in terms that are familiar to them.9 
This is exactly what seems to be the case in Acts 7.38, and not only here but also in 14.27, where Luke, in his description of how, upon their arrival in Antioch, Paul and Barnabas ‘call the ἐϰϰλησία together’, applies normal technical terminology for calling a civic assembly (see, e.g., Appian Bell. civ. 2.1). Both the assembly of Israel in Acts 7.38 and the Christian assembly of Antioch in Acts 14.27 are described in the terminology of the Greek civic assemblies. This terminology also comes to the fore directly in Acts, in Luke's description of a spontaneously organized civic assembly in the theatre of Ephesus which did not meet the requirements of an ἔννομος ἐϰϰλησία and was hence unlawful (19.29–40).10 On this basis there seems to be no evidence in Acts that ἐϰϰλησία was first used as self-designation by the Hellenists of Jerusalem, nor that this terminology derives from the LXX.
· (4) Finally, it seems methodologically unsound when, in support of his view that the self-designation of ἐϰϰλησία arose with the Jerusalem Hellenists, Trebilco suggests that Paul, both in his references to his persecution of ‘the ἐϰϰλησία [of God]’ (Gal 1.13; 1 Cor 15.9; Phil 3.6) and in his mention of ‘the ἐϰϰλησίαι of Judea that are in Christ’ in the period soon after his conversion (Gal 1.18, 22–23), recalls the self-designation of ἐϰϰλησία used by the Jerusalem church, or—to be even more precise—by the Hellenists in the Jerusalem church.11 However, as Paul uses the term ‘ἐϰϰλησία’ more than forty times in his surviving authentic letters (eight occurrences of which appear in the expression ‘ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ’), there is no reason why the three references to his persecution of ‘the assembly [of God]’ together with his reference to the post-conversion ‘assemblies of Judea’ should contain the original self-designation used by (the Ἑλληνισταί in) the Jerusalem church which Paul recalls, rather than a term of different origins that was also retrospectively applied by Paul to the Christian communities which he had persecuted.
2. The Origins of the Terminology of Ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ
The second assumption by Trebilco which I find questionable is that the full phrase ‘ἐϰϰλησία of God’ (ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ)—which occurs frequently in the Pauline letters—is an adaptation of the LXX terminology of ἐϰϰλησία ϰυϱίου. While Trebilco claims that the self-designation of ἐϰϰλησία derives from the Jerusalem Hellenists, he seems to imply that it was probably primarily Paul who coined the whole phrase ‘ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ’.12 According to Trebilco, ‘the phrase “assembly (or assemblies) of God” was highly evocative for Paul in that it clearly connects the “gatherings” or “assemblies” of Christians with God's people of the OT, in a way that “the ἐϰϰλησία of Christ” would not’.13 In his view, Paul based the phrase on the frequently used LXX phrase ‘assembly of the Lord’ (ἐϰϰλησία ϰυϱίου), substituting θεοῦ for ϰυϱίου: 
Paul preferred ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ over ἐϰϰλησία ϰυϱίου because the latter would have been confusing with regard to the referent of ϰύϱιος. To ensure that the rich element of continuity with the OT and its use of ‘the assembly of Yahweh/the Lord’ was preserved, ϰύϱιος would need to be taken to refer to Yahweh, yet apart from places where he quotes Scripture, Paul always uses ϰύϱιος to refer to Christ. If Paul and others before him did find a helpful precedent in the use of ἐϰϰλησία ϰυϱίου in the LXX, they substituted θεοῦ for ϰυϱίου, and in so doing emphasised the initiative and centrality of God in their experience of ‘gathering’. We can suggest that it was more straightforward to use ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ, which also continued to underline continuity with the OT assembly, without introducing confusion about to whom ϰύϱιος referred.14 
In Trebilco's view, the Pauline term ‘ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ’ is Paul's adaptation of the LXX's ‘ἐϰϰλησία of the Lord’, from which the title ‘Lord’, susceptible to Christological misinterpretation, was removed and replaced with ‘God’. In his emphasis on the LXX background of this phrase Trebilco signals a great improvement, as he criticizes the view long held by scholars such as J. Roloff, K. P. Donfried, J. A. Fitzmyer and, we may add, R. A. Horsley, who believe that ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ is the Greek translation of qahal El or qahal YHWH.15 Nevertheless, Trebilco's own interpretation seems too ingenious and strained. As Trebilco himself concedes, ‘This connection with the OT is not something for which Paul argues; nowhere does he quote a passage related to the qahal Yahweh / ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ ϰυϱίου, and say “this relates to us”, or “now we are the assembly of God”’.16 Hence, I would rather take a different approach. The phrase ‘assembly of God’ (ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ) occurs twelve times in the NT—eleven times in the Pauline letters and once in Acts—but only once in the Septuagint, in 2 Esd 23.1 (Neh 13.1).17 Conversely, the phrase ‘assembly of the Lord’ (ἐϰϰλησία ϰυϱίου) occurs seven times in the LXX, notably in Deuteronomy, but this phrase is nowhere to be found in the NT writings. For these reasons, I would argue that the phrase ‘ἐϰϰλησία ϰυϱίου’ is not the exemplar on which Paul modelled his depiction of the Christian congregation, especially because Paul does not argue anywhere for such a continuity.
The approach I want to explore is based on the assumption that Paul wishes to contrast the Christian ‘assembly of God’ with the civic assemblies (ἐϰϰλησίαι) of the Greek cities in the Roman Empire, as a parallel, alternative organization existing alongside the latter. This wish to distinguish the church as an alternative to the earthly state could be seen as part of a line leading to Tatian, Origen and Augustine. According to Clifford Ando, these three figures posit ‘the Christian community as an alternative political structure to contemporary municipalities and even to the Roman empire’. Ando differentiates this line from another line of development which includes the majority of Christian authors, who ‘argued that God himself had favoured the foundation of a world empire by Augustus in order that Christianity might spread more easily through its homogeneous population’, and in this way actually reveal ‘the power exercised by Augustan ideology in reshaping popular narratives of Roman history’.18 In a sense, one could argue, the Pauline writings belong to both lines. On the one hand, Paul views the Roman State as God's servant (Rom 13.1–7) and—as is perhaps the view of the author of 2 Thessalonians—Rome's current emperors or political forces as still inhibiting the arrival of ‘the lawless one’ (2 Thess 2.3–6).19 On the other hand, Paul's preferred Christian self-designation of ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ might well fit the first line of development exemplified by Tatian, Origen and Augustine. According to Tatian, the Christian community realizes a single form of government for all humanity under a single code of law, in clear competition with the Romans (Tatian Ad Gr. 28). Origen similarly contrasts the earthly πατϱίς, for which Celsus argues, with ‘another sort of πατϱίς, created by the Logos of God’ (Origen Cels. 8.75), while Augustine, in his De civitate Dei, develops the contrast between the heavenly and the earthly civitas.20 This critical attitude towards the political organizations can also be recognized in Paul's writings. Augustine's differentiation between the earthly and the heavenly civitas or πολίτευμα is also made by Paul, and it is very probable that both their writings reflect the Stoic notion of two kinds of citizenship, and the existence of two commonwealths.21 Paul speaks of the citizenship of Christians, which is not a citizenship of earthly cities but of a heavenly nature. Instead of setting their minds on earthly things, Christians possess a citizenship of heaven (Phil 3.20) and are consequently encouraged to live as free citizens of that heavenly government (Phil 1.27). This is fully in line with the Stoic doctrine of dual citizenship, according to which humanity was at the same time a citizen of a particular political constellation and also, at least in the case of the philosophers, a citizen of the cosmic city. In Stoic political theory there was a tension between these two forms of citizenship, to the extent that Seneca acknowledged that the wise man has a problematic relationship to the cities of the earth (Seneca De otio 8.1–3). However, he also notes that normally one would stress that people can serve both commonwealths at the same time (cf. Seneca De otio 4.1). In the same way, Paul's call to peaceful coexistence with society (1 Cor 10.32–33) and loyalty to its government (Rom 13.1–7) could be reconciled with his establishment of assemblies which were loyal to the heavenly πολίτευμα.
With regard to the present topic, I want to argue that Paul's differentiation between the two πολιτεύματα finds its most frequent expression in his characterization of the Christian community as the ἐϰϰλησία of God. This self-designation is not found in the LXX (with the sole exception of 2 Esd 23.1), and seems to be contrasting terminology provoked by the frequently used contemporary terminology referring to the civic assembly of the Greek cities. The only occurrence of the phrase ‘ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ’ in the NT writings outside the Pauline corpus also seems to reveal this mechanism. In his meeting with the elders from Ephesus in Acts 20.28, Paul entrusts them with the guidance of ‘the assembly of God’, not that of the civic assembly of Ephesus on which Luke had just reported (19.29–40). Both Paul and Luke, then, use the phrase ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ to distinguish the Christian assembly from the earthly civic assemblies. I disagree with Trebilco, who downplays the political overtones of Paul's use of ἐϰϰλησία terminology when he states that ‘in Paul's writings there is no explicit discussion of the alternative ideas associated with the Greco-Roman usage of ἐϰϰλησία, Paul never associates the word with other political language, and he sets up no explicit antithesis of one ἐϰϰλησία against another—all of which suggests that its Greco-Roman meaning was not critical for its adoption by Paul’.22 In fact, it is possible to argue the opposite and say that Paul's differentiation between two πολιτεύματα is further expressed in his frequent use of the phrase ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ which, as I wish to emphasize, refers to a parallel, alternative organization existing alongside the civic assemblies of the Greek cities in the Roman Empire.
It is highly relevant that this double meaning of ἐϰϰλησία (as the civic, political assembly and as ‘the church’) is explicitly alluded to in Origen's Contra Celsum from c. 249 CE, where he describes the Christian and the civic political organizations as two contrasting but potentially overlapping assemblies. His comparison offers an interesting insight into how Christianity defined itself vis-à-vis the political forces of the time. According to Origen: 
…everywhere in the world in order that men might be converted and reformed He [i.e., God] made the gospel of Jesus to be successful, and caused assemblies (‘churches’) to exist in political opposition to the assemblies of superstitious, licentious, and unrighteous men (ϰαὶ γενέσθαι πανταχοῦ ἐϰϰλησίας ἀντιπολιτευομένας ἐϰϰλησίαις δεισιδαιμόνων ϰαὶ ἀϰολάστων ϰαὶ ἀδίϰων). For such is the character of the crowds who everywhere constitute the assemblies of the cities. And the assemblies of God which have been taught by Christ, when compared with the assemblies of the people where they live, are ‘as lights in the world’… The assembly of God, say, at Athens is meek and quiet, since it desires to please God. But the assembly of the Athenians is riotous and in no way comparable to the assembly of God there. You may say the same of the assembly of God at Corinth and the assembly of the people of the Corinthians, and of the assembly of God, say, at Alexandria and the assembly of the people of Alexandria. If the man who hears this has an open mind, and examines the facts with a desire to find out the truth, he will be amazed at the one who both planned and had the power to carry into effect the establishment of the assemblies of God in all places, living beside the assemblies of the people in each city. (Origen Cels. 3.29–30; trans. H. Chadwick, with alterations)
After Origen construes this antithesis between the Christian and the civic assemblies, and even characterizes the relationship of the former to the latter as one of political opposition, he opens up the possibility that both assemblies are not necessarily mutually exclusive: 
And so also, if you compare the council of the assembly of God with the council in each city, you will find that some council members of the [Christian] assembly are worthy to hold office in a city which is God's, if there be any such city in the world. (Origen Cels. 3.30)
Here, and elsewhere, Origen draws the full consequences of the view that Christianity is an assembly of God which parallels the political assembly of the Greek cities of the ancient world (see further 8.5 and 8.74–75). In this, I believe Origen belongs to the same line of development as Paul. The political meaning of ἐϰϰλησία must have been the first to spring to people's minds. This has been noted by some scholars, such as Dieter Georgi, Wayne A. Meeks and Richard A. Horsley. According to Meeks: 
The commonest use of ἐϰϰλησία was to refer to the town meeting of free male citizens of a city of Greek constitution, and it continued to be so employed even though the Hellenistic and then the Roman monarchies had robbed the voting assemblies of much of their power.23 
Although, as we will soon see, Meeks is wrong in downplaying the importance of the assembly in the Hellenistic and Roman periods (which only makes sense if compared to the assembly's prerogatives in the Classical period but fails to do justice to its widespread and continued existence as an institution in Hellenistic-Roman times), he rightly opposes the habitual translation of the term as ‘church’ and emphasizes that the meaning ‘assembly’ is the primary meaning of ‘ἐϰϰλησία’. Some scholars have also recognized the potentially political character of the implied opposition between the civic and Christian assemblies. According to Dieter Georgi, the Christian assembly constitutes ‘a concrete alternative social utopia’.24 Richard Horsley goes further, and in doing so exactly mirrors Origen's depiction of the Christian assemblies as standing ‘in political opposition to the assemblies’ of the cities (Origen Cels. 3.29–30), although he does not seem aware of this passage. According to Horsley: 
Paul evidently understood the ἐϰϰλησία of a Thessalonica or Corinth…as the political assembly of the people ‘in Christ’ in pointed juxtaposition and ‘competition’ with the official city assembly… Paul, moreover, understood that in catalyzing local assemblies among the peoples and cities, he was building an international political-religious movement also known by the political term ἐϰϰλησία, in either singular or plural. Paul's ἐϰϰλησίαι are thus local communities of an alternative society to the Roman imperial order.25 
Apart from this important insight, Horsley does not further explain this at any length using the ancient sources, although he does remark that ‘the “assembly” of the Greek polis…involved praise, acclamation, and discussion of issues of concern to the citizenry, which were also some of the principal activities that Paul's communities carried on at gatherings of the “assemblies”’ and that ‘a key aspect of Paul's mission strategy by which he was building an alternative society was the way in which he used the basic forms and key terms of Greco-Roman political rhetoric in order to persuade his assemblies to maintain their solidarity’.26 
In the present essay I wish to demonstrate and discuss the parallels between the Christian and the civic assemblies based on the sources. The picture which arises fully confirms Horsley's characterization of the Christian assembly as ‘an alternative society’, yet, as we will see in the course of this essay, it has different emphases. In line with my criticism of Trebilco's position above, and given the continuing importance of the civic ἐϰϰλησία in the Hellenistic and Roman imperial periods (the topic of the next section), I am less convinced than Horsley that Paul's alternative society ‘is rooted in the history of Israel’ and that ‘the underlying foundation’ of Paul's terminology of ‘the ἐϰϰλησία of God’ is ‘the qehal yhwh, the “assembly of the LORD”, the assembly of historical Israel’.27 Rather, I regard Paul's terminology as consciously used as an antithesis to the civic assembly of his time.
I will now first comment on the continuing importance of the civic assemblies of the Greek cities in the Hellenistic and Roman periods (Section 3), before demonstrating how Paul's actual use of the ἐϰϰλησία terminology hints at a competition with the Greek civic assemblies and the Roman State (Section 4), and finally showing how Paul's description of the Christian assemblies is very similar to descriptions of the functioning of the civic assemblies (Section 5).
3. The Continued Existence of the Civic Assembly in the Hellenistic and Roman Periods
The ἐϰϰλησία as the political assembly of the city not only existed in Classical Greece, the Hellenistic period and in pre-imperial Rome (where the Latin rendering of ἐϰϰλησία was ‘comitia’, designating an institution that existed alongside the senate, which was summoned by a magistrate who possessed the formal right to convoke the Roman people),28 but also continued to exist in the Roman period, both in the Greek cities of the East and in Rome itself. With regard to the city of Rome, for example, Josephus reports that after the murder of Gaius Caligula and before the election of Claudius ‘a meeting of the senate was convened; and the people also met in the Forum, where they customarily hold their assemblies (ἐϰϰλησιάζειν)’ (A.J. 19.158–159).
It is true that the Greek cities feared the abolition of their ἐϰϰλησίαι. Athens, for example, was concerned that the Roman State ‘shall decide what form of government we are to have. And let us not permit our holy places to be kept locked against us, our gymnasia in squalid decay, our theatre deserted by the assembly, our courts voiceless, and the Pnyx, once consecrated to sacred uses by divine oracles, taken away from the people’ (Athenaeus Deipn. 5.51). In the aftermath of the Battle of Actium, Augustus indeed punished the cities which had supported Antony ‘by levying money and taking away the remnant of authority over their citizens that their assemblies still possessed’ (Cassius Dio Hist. rom. 51.2.1). Moreover, in 29 BCE Augustus ordered that ‘the populace should have no authority in any matter, and should not be allowed to convene in any assembly at all; for nothing good would come out of their deliberations and they would always be stirring up a good deal of turmoil’ (Cassius Dio Hist. rom. 52.30.2).
Nevertheless, the assemblies of the Greek cities continued to exist in imperial times, although they were clearly dependent upon Roman approval. For example, in 102 CE, after the right of assembly had been abrogated in Prusa, the newly appointed proconsul of Bithynia, Varenus Rufus, granted the populace of Prusa their right of public assembly once again, as Dio Chrysostom reports in his speech to the inhabitants of Prusa: ‘In the first place, my friends, we ought to feel grateful to the most noble Varenus, not only for the general goodwill he has displayed toward our city, but also because, when we wished to hold an assembly once more, he gave his permission, not only readily but even gladly’ (Or. 48.1). Even if Dmitriev is correct in saying that the ‘evidence points to a gradual decline of the importance of the status of Greek cities of Roman Asia Minor’, that the ‘administration of such cities became more open to the authority of the governor’ and that proconsuls are known to have consented to requests to hold assembly, convened such assemblies and approved of the assemblies’ decisions, his analysis implies that the assemblies continued to meet.29 There is ample evidence that this occurred in cities such as Antioch in Syria (Tacitus Hist. 2.80; Philostratus Vit. Apoll. 6.38), Tarsus (Strabo, Geogr. 14.5.14), Parium, a small Greek town on the Hellespont (Lucian De morte Peregrini 15) and Athens (Philostratus Vit. soph. 2.561). Philo, in his treatise Quod omnis probus liber sit, comments on the aspirations of the cities of his time: ‘The councils and assemblies meet almost every day to discuss more than anything else how to confirm their freedom if they have it, or to acquire it if they have it not’ (Prob. 138).
Such is the omnipresence of the political assemblies even in the Roman period that Josephus, in his integration of the Jewish Scriptures into his Jewish Antiquities, also mentions Samuel the prophet calling an Ἐϰϰλησίαν … τῶν Ἑβϱαίων, ‘an assembly of the Hebrews’ (A.J. 6.86), while the term is lacking in the Masoretic text and in the LXX (1 Sam 12.1 MT: ‘Samuel said to all Israel’; LXX: ‘Samuel said to all the men of Israel’). In his Jewish history of the imperial period, Josephus also reveals that Herod the Great called assemblies of the people in both Jerusalem and Jericho.30 Likewise, during the Jewish war against Rome, after the insurrection against the zealots by Ananus and following their occupation of the temple in Jerusalem and selection of a new high priest, the senior Jewish chief priests are described as ‘leaders of outstanding reputation’ who held public addresses ‘in the ἐϰϰλησίαι’ in order to influence the situation (B.J. 4.159). In his description of Ananus's speech to the general assembly of Jerusalem, Josephus clearly invokes the atmosphere of a meeting of the ἐϰϰλησία: ‘And now, the populace being convened to a general assembly…Ananus arose in the midst and…spoke as follows’ (B.J. 4.162).
Whatever the case with regard to the existence of civic assemblies in specific Jewish-Israelite cities such as Jerusalem and Jericho, what we have seen at large is that even in the Roman imperial period the ἐϰϰλησία remains an institution, in Rome itself and in the cities of the Eastern Mediterranean.31 In Rome, together with the senate and the law courts, the assembly constitutes the fabric of public life (Cassius Dio Hist. rom. 38.19.1). In Athens, the life of the city is dominated by ‘the ecclesiasts’ (the members of the popular assembly), the jurymen and the clerks (Dio Chrysostom Or. 7.108). In Philo's vivid descriptions of the cities of his age, worthless, restless men haunt ‘market-places, theatres, law-courts, council-halls, assemblies (ἐϰϰλησίαι), and every group (σύλλογοι) and gathering (θίασοι) of men’ (Abr. 20; cf. Spec. 1.55 and 2.44). In Philo's words, ‘those who spend their days in the heart of the city’ include those who ‘also sit as councillors, jurymen, and members of assembly, and sometimes undertake the burden of administering the market, or managing the gymnasium and the other public services’ (Prob. 6). Thus, in the Roman period the assembly is still omnipresent and it is no wonder then that people must have understood the Christians’ predominant self-designation as ἐϰϰλησία in a political or para-political way. As I will show in the next section, the way Paul applies the ἐϰϰλησία terminology throughout his letters reveals that he regards the Christian communities as an alternative political structure existing alongside the Greek civic assemblies and the Roman State.
4. The Competitive Nature of Paul's Use of Ἐϰϰλησία Terminology
First, it is remarkable that while Jewish writers never seem to describe the meetings in their synagogues as assemblies, Paul does so very often. The source book on the Jewish synagogue by Runesson, Binder and Olsson only refers to the term ἐϰϰλησία in a few instances, mostly in Philo, and even in these few instances I believe the authors are mistaken in their assumption that this term is applied to the synagogue.32 Some of these passages adopt the ἐϰϰλησία terminology from the LXX but do not prove that their authors technically described the Jewish synagogue meeting as an ἐϰϰλησία.33 Only one such passage may refer to the synagogue but, as we will see later, Philo refers to the political ἐϰϰλησία as a counter-example to the synagogue. He notes that whereas the political ἐϰϰλησίαι are in practice open to all since access cannot be controlled, the holy congregation should take precautions so that all of the unworthy are precluded from entering.34 The observation that ἐϰϰλησία is not used as a self-designation by non-Christian Jews is also made by Trebilco, who notes: ‘Of course other (non-Christian) Jews could have used ἐϰϰλησίαι for their gatherings, as well as συναγωγή; it simply seems that, as far as we know, none of them were using ἐϰϰλησία with reference to a contemporary “assembly” in the way they were using συναγωγή, and thus ἐϰϰλησία was “free”’.35 Indeed, as he concludes with reference to Donald Binder's monograph on the ancient synagogue, ‘ἐϰϰλησία does not feature among the terms used by Jewish communities for themselves and their buildings’.36 If this is the case, and Jewish parallels for naming the synagogue an ἐϰϰλησία are lacking, it is all the more remarkable that Christians applied the term ἐϰϰλησία so frequently.
The earliest example of this is Paul, who used the term both frequently and consistently. Indeed, as Origen rightly noted, the term often occurs in the phrase ‘the ἐϰϰλησία of God’, a phrase that occurs in letters as diverse as 1 Thessalonians, 1 Corinthians and Galatians. In 1 and 2 Corinthians, Paul addresses ‘the ἐϰϰλησία of God that is in Corinth’ (1 Cor 1.2; 2 Cor 1.1). Also, in 1 Corinthians, he continues to speak of the ἐϰϰλησία of God, in this context of course pointing to the ἐϰϰλησία of God in Corinth (1 Cor 11.22). He also makes a more general statement in his injunction in 1 Corinthians to ‘[g]ive no offence to Jews or to Greeks or to the assembly of God, just as I try to please everyone in everything I do’ (1 Cor 10.32–33), coming close to a differentiation between the non-Christian Jews and the non-Christian Greeks on the one hand, insofar as they do not attend the meetings of the Christian ἐϰϰλησία, and the Christian assembly on the other (1 Cor 10.32). Similarly, in both 1 Corinthians and Galatians he talks in a general way about the ἐϰϰλησία of God that he used to persecute (1 Cor 15.9; Gal 1.13). Although at the local level of cities, Paul's use of the term ἐϰϰλησία already seems to stand in contrast with the political assembly when he speaks of ‘the ἐϰϰλησία of God that is in Corinth’ (1 Cor 1.2; 2 Cor 1.1), the ἐϰϰλησία at Cenchreae (Rom 16.1) and the ἐϰϰλησία of the Thessalonians (1 Thess 1.1; cf. 1 Thess 2.1), this antithesis becomes even more apparent when he speaks of the ἐϰϰλησίαι of God in the plural (1 Cor 11.16).
Here there seems to be a further competitive edge to the way in which Paul applies the terminology of ἐϰϰλησία. First, the ἐϰϰλησίαι are combined at a provincial level. Throughout his letters, Paul emphasizes the collective nature of ἐϰϰλησίαι at the provincial level. Thus, he speaks of ‘the ἐϰϰλησίαι of Galatia’ in both 1 Corinthians and Galatians (1 Cor 16.1; Gal 1.2). Likewise, he speaks of ‘the ἐϰϰλησίαι of Asia’ (1 Cor 16.19), ‘the ἐϰϰλησίαι of Macedonia’ (2 Cor 8.1) and ‘the ἐϰϰλησίαι of Judea’ (Gal 1.22; cf. 1 Thess 2.14: ‘the assemblies of God in Christ Jesus that are in Judea’). He also comes very close to speaking of the ἐϰϰλησίαι of Achaia, although in this case the phrase is slightly different as he talks about ‘the assembly of God that is in Corinth, including all the saints throughout Achaia’ (2 Cor 1.1). This way of referring to the ἐϰϰλησίαι of Galatia, Asia, Macedonia, Judea and Achaia at the provincial or, in the case of Judea, sub-provincial level, seems to hint at a conscious paralleling of the Roman provinces which points to an alternative structure of the Roman Empire. The Greek political system also had supra-local provincial assemblies.37 However, here Paul seems to combine the supra-local assemblies with the Roman provincial system. Even though the ἐϰϰλησίαι of a particular province do not merge into a single ἐϰϰλησία, it is noteworthy that these ἐϰϰλησίαι cohere at a provincial level.
Secondly, the political overtones become even stronger when, beyond the provincial level, Paul, at the end of his letter to the Romans, talks of ‘all the ἐϰϰλησίαι of the nations’, πᾶσαι αἱ ἐϰϰλησίαι τῶν ἐθνῶν (Rom 16.4). This universal, even global notion of ἐϰϰλησίαι, was unparalleled in the Greek world and the Roman Empire. In all likelihood, the genitive ‘of the nations’ is to be understood here as a genitive of separation: ‘all the ἐϰϰλησίαι of the nations’ are the ἐϰϰλησίαι from the nations, in line with what Paul had said before, ‘… us whom he has called, not from the Jews only but also from the nations (ἐξ ἐθνῶν)’ (Rom 9.24; cf. 1 Cor 12.2). Thus, it seems that Paul intended to forge an alternative, non-ethnic, global community, which takes the form of a collective of assemblies from the nations.
These political overtones cannot be missed, as not only the Greek cities but also the city to which Paul writes, Rome, possesses a political assembly, the comitia. The ἐϰϰλησία in the house of Prisca and Aquila in Rome, to which Paul subsequently sends his greetings (Rom 16.5), is clearly part of this universal network of the ἐϰϰλησίαι of the nations. These universal ἐϰϰλησίαι are then further defined as ‘all the ἐϰϰλησίαι of Christ’ (Rom 16.16). Thus, the worldwide ἐϰϰλησίαι are not only set apart as the ἐϰϰλησίαι of God, but also as the ἐϰϰλησίαι of Christ (cf. further Gal 1.22, ‘the assemblies of Judea that are in Christ’ and 1 Thess 2.14, ‘the assemblies of God in Christ Jesus that are in Judea’). Along the lines of Origen, these ἐϰϰλησίαι of the nations, which are materialized at both the provincial and local levels, really seem to be of a different kind from the ordinary, political, civic ἐϰϰλησίαι: they are, ultimately, ‘ἐϰϰλησίαι of the saints’ (1 Cor 14.33), who are—in Pauline thinking—opposed to ‘the unrighteous’ (cf. 1 Cor 6.1–2, 9). Interestingly, the term ‘ἐϰϰλησίαι of the saints’ seems to have a LXX ring to it, since Psalm 88.6 also speaks of the ‘assembly of saints’. It may well be that Paul's primarily political ἐϰϰλησία terminology, which he applies in order to contrast the earthly and heavenly πολιτεύματα and ἐϰϰλησίαι, is subsequently further coloured by this phrase from the LXX Psalms. As a matter of fact, this phrase serves to sharpen the difference between the Christian and the civic assemblies.
Indeed, against the contemporary background of the political ἐϰϰλησία, Paul's frequent and consistent use of ἐϰϰλησία assumes a clearly political meaning. This is particularly evident in the way in which Paul characterizes the Christian ἐϰϰλησίαι as ἐϰϰλησίαι of the nations, ἐϰϰλησίαι of God, ἐϰϰλησίαι of Christ and ἐϰϰλησίαι of the saints. As we have seen, for Origen it is but one step to contrast these assemblies explicitly with the ἐϰϰλησίαι of ‘superstitious, licentious, and unrighteous men’, to which the Christian ἐϰϰλησίαι stand in political opposition (Cels. 3.29–30). For this reason I agree with Horsley's contrast between the Christian and the civic assemblies. From Origen's perspective, the Christian assemblies embraced higher ethical standards in such a way that they—in Paul's terminology—constituted ‘ἐϰϰλησίαι of the saints’. Yet, I disagree with Horsley when he pushes this contrast further, claiming that Paul's alternative society ‘is rooted in the history of Israel, in opposition to the pax Romana’, ‘stood sharply against the Roman imperial order’, and that ‘“Acceptance and integration into society at large” would have been the last thing Paul wanted for his assemblies’.38 This view conflicts with Paul's exhortation to the Corinthian assembly to ‘[g]ive no offence to Jews or to Greeks or to the assembly of God’ (1 Cor 12.32), and with his appeal to the Christians in Rome to subject themselves to the civic authorities (Rom 13.1–7).
Moreover, Paul's implicit criticism of the morality of the civic assemblies is not unparalleled. A similar criticism of the popular, civic assembly is also undertaken by philosophers. According to Dio Chrysostom, the philosopher holds council chambers, theatres and assemblies in low esteem (Or. 80.2). Also, Apollonius of Tyana, according to Philostratus, refused to attend the assembly of the Athenians because they gathered at a place where gladiatorial events were also staged. According to Philostratus, Apollonius ‘attacked these practices, and when the Athenians invited him to attend the assembly of the Athenians, he refused to enter a place so impure and reeking with gore. And this he said in an epistle to them’ (Vit. Apoll. 4.22).
In some instances, Horsley's views on Paul's critical attitude towards the civic assemblies seem to be nuanced, for example when he writes that ‘Paul is a “radical” in his rejection of the established order, although not a “revolutionary” who attempted to overthrow it’.39 However, this nuance is usually lacking. For example, Horsley incorrectly contrasts the semi-separate πολίτευμα of certain Jewish diaspora συναγωγαί, which, he says, was ‘officially or tacitly approved by the Roman authorities’, with Paul's insistence that ‘our πολίτευμα is in heaven, and it is from there that we are expecting a σωτήρ’ (Phil 3.20). In Horsley's understanding, Paul's words amount to ‘both an alternative constitution or form of government and an alternative emperor for an alternative society’.40 Whereas the πολιτεύματα of the diaspora Jews were ‘semi-independent ethnic communities that ran their own affairs according to ancestral Israelite traditions rather than according to the laws of particular cities’, according to Horsley, Paul, who seems to ‘be following what was a standard practice of self-governance among diaspora Jewish communities’, goes much further: 
Paul's concern here is more than simply a parallel to the practice whereby Jewish diaspora communities conducted their own internal affairs independently, insofar as the Roman authorities would allow. Paul's insistence that the community handle its own disputes internally [1 Cor 6.1–11] seems to be a more complete declaration of independence and autonomy from the established (Roman imperial) order.41 
Horsley is certainly right in combining Paul's use of the term ἐϰϰλησία with his notion of a Christian πολίτευμα, and I disagree with Trebilco's view that ‘Paul never associates the word [ἐϰϰλησία] with other political language, and he sets up no explicit antithesis of one ἐϰϰλησία against another’.42 Both terms are part of the same political vocabulary. Paul's characterization of the Christian community as an ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ which functions as an alternative organization existing alongside the civic ἐϰϰλησίαι of the Greek cities in the Roman Empire can be regarded as his most frequent expression of the idea that there are two πολιτεύματα, an earthly πολίτευμα and a heavenly one, of which Christians are citizens. Indeed, together with Tatian, Origen and Augustine, Paul belongs to that line of thought which understands the Christian community as an alternative political structure to contemporary civic ἐϰϰλησίαι and earthly πολιτεύματα. It seems, however, that Horsley overemphasizes the political opposition between the Christian and public assemblies. As we have already seen in Section 2 above, it is precisely the analogy with the Stoic doctrine of dual citizenship and two commonwealths that shows that people can belong to both spheres at the same time. There is no reason thus to assume that Paul's views are inherently subversive to the political institutions of his time. The way in which Paul exhorts the members of Christian communities to ‘[g]ive no offence to Jews or to Greeks or to the ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ’ (1 Cor 10.32–33) and to respect and honour the governing authorities (Rom 13.1–7), shows that in principle his views are as constructive as those of Seneca.
5. The Functioning of Christian and Civic ’Εϰϰλησίαι
The way in which Paul uses the term ἐϰϰλησία should not only be understood as a conscious adoption of the terminology of the public assembly. As it transpires from Paul's description of the Christian assembly, the actual functioning of the Christian ἐϰϰλησία also mirrors the operations of the civic assemblies. Otherwise well-known but separate features of the Pauline communities could acquire a new coherence when read in the light of the civic ἐϰϰλησία. Both the civic and the Christian ἐϰϰλησία function as places of instruction, they are both almost naturally fraught with factions and divisions, they are considered as places where the use of ratio should be endorsed and the influence of ‘mania’ should be restrained and both are accessible to all citizens, although in both types of community, women, if present at all, should not be allowed to speak.
5.1. The ἐϰϰλησία as a Place of Instruction
In Paul's understanding, the ἐϰϰλησία is a place of instruction. In 1 Cor 4.17 he exhorts his Corinthian readers to become his imitators and tells them that he will send Timothy for this reason, ‘to remind you of my ways in Christ Jesus, ϰαθὼς πανταχοῦ ἐν πάσῃ ἐϰϰλησίᾳ διδάσϰω: as I teach them everywhere in every assembly’ (1 Cor 4.17; cf. Acts 11.26). Similarly, Dionysius of Halicarnassus talks about the way in which particular speakers in the meetings of the civic assembly (ἐν ταῖς ἐϰϰλησίαις) attempt to instruct the people present (διδάσϰοντες τὸν δῆμον) and to change their minds about the laws which are being introduced (Ant. rom. 8.71.5).
Furthermore, and more specifically, the ἐϰϰλησία proves to be the place of moral instruction. Plutarch, for example, describes how Lycurgus, the reputed founder of the Spartan constitution, ‘wishing to recall the citizens from the mode of living then existent, and to lead them to a more sober and temperate order of life, and to render them good and honourable men’, used the public assembly as a place of moral instruction (Apoph. lac. 225F-226B). Similarly, the ἐϰϰλησία is the setting in which individuals must respond to criticisms of their way of life. According to Plutarch, for example, Polycharmus, an otherwise unknown Athenian popular leader, was challenged to give ‘in the assembly an answer to criticism of his way of life’ (Quaest. conv. 726 B). Such criticism could be so painful that people refused to reply to accusations, even rising from their seats and leaving the ἐϰϰλησία (Plutarch Praec. ger. rei publ. 799E-F).
5.2. Factions and Divisions within the ἐϰϰλησία
As scholars have already noted, the factions and divisions present in the Christian assembly at Corinth (1 Cor 11.18–19) particularly mirror the factions and divisions which seem to characterize the political civic ἐϰϰλησίαι everywhere.43 Assemblies are continuously thrown into confusion by fiery orators who disturb the assembly (Dio Chrysostom Or. 2.22; Lucian Pseudol. 16; Plutarch Praec. ger. rei publ. 810D).44 However, even Demosthenes, the greatest Athenian orator, could be booed out of the assembly (Plutarch Vit. X orat. 845A-B). Citizens needed to be reminded to be ‘temperate and well-behaved in assembly’ (Dio Chrysostom Or. 48.2). Such was the potential for disturbance and unruliness in the ἐϰϰλησία meetings, that Plutarch, in his discussion of the responsibilities of the symposiarch (who presides over a symposium), remarks that ‘such a man will keep our party temperate and will not allow it to become now a “democratic assembly”, a rabble-ruled assembly, now a sophist's school, and again a gaming-establishment, and then perhaps a stage and a dancing-floor’ (Quaest. conv. 621B). According to Cassius Dio, the public assembly of Rome was also a place where people banded together and indulged in bitter abuse and conflict (Hist. rom. 24.83.5). One of them, Publius Furius, was even slain by the Romans ‘in the very assembly’ in the year 98 BCE: ‘He richly deserved to die, to be sure, for he was a seditious person, who after first joining Saturninus and Glaucia had veered about, deserted to the opposing faction, and joined them in attacking his former associates’ (Cassius Dio Hist. rom. 28.95.3). Sometimes the divisions within the assembly are understood as the direct result of the behaviour and tactics of the Roman ruler. According to Philostratus, it was Apollonius of Tyana who tried to convince the citizens of Antioch to stop their feud into which the Ruler of Syria had plunged them ‘by disseminating among the citizens suspicions such that when they met in assembly they all quarrelled with one another’ (Vit. Apoll. 6.38). Similarly, Philostratus also reports on the quarrels in the Athenian ἐϰϰλησία, this time between the Athenian citizens and the sophist Herodes the Athenian, who is accused of acting like a tyrant. In this case the citizens appeal to the Roman rulers in Greece, the Quintilii, in the hope that they would report the situation to the Emperor (Vit. soph. 2.559).
The cases of Antioch and Athens suffice to show that the assemblies of Greek cities were caught up in the political strife and competition between different factions, and that Rome could be the cause or the solution to such strife. According to Philostratus, the meetings of an assembly could become more prudent and moderate when a city—such as Smyrna—was much frequented by important foreign visitors, ‘because it will be on its guard against being convicted of wrongdoing in the presence of so many eminent persons’ (Vit. soph. 2.613).
All the passages demonstrate that, generally speaking, the civic ἐϰϰλησίαι were known for their factions and inner strife. Plutarch not only confirms this when he, as we have already seen, emphasizes that a good symposiarch will not allow a symposium gathering to become a rabble-ruled ‘democratic assembly’ (Quaest. conv. 621B), but also does so in another passage where he draws attention to the ease with which discussions at symposia can move πρὸς ἀγῶνας ἐϰϰλησιαστιϰούς, that is, in the direction of ‘ecclesiastical strife’, the kind of strife which characterizes the meetings of the ἐϰϰλησία (Quaest. conv. 713F). The best way to prevent a meeting from developing in this direction, according to Plutarch, is musical entertainment, a function which could be fulfilled by the singing of hymns in a Christian meeting (1 Cor 14.26; Col 3.16).
Finally, an interesting passage from Strabo shows that in the period immediately preceding Paul, the civic ἐϰϰλησία of Tarsus was also infected by a particular faction, so Augustus sent his court philosopher, the Stoic Athenodorus of Tarsus, friend of Cicero and of Strabo himself, who brought ‘accusations in the assembly against the faction’ (Geogr. 14.5.14). Thus, the ἐϰϰλησία is inextricably linked with strife, factions and disorder, and from this perspective the disturbances within the Christian ἐϰϰλησία at Corinth are no surprise.
5.3. The Use of ratio in the ἐϰϰλησία and the Criticism of ‘Mania’ 
Against this background it is no wonder that rather than adding to the already existing confusion characteristic of ἐϰϰλησία meetings Paul is not keen to allow members of the Christian ἐϰϰλησία at Corinth to speak in tongues without any restriction (1 Cor 14). Instead, he strongly endorses the use of reason in the meetings of the Christian assembly. As he says, ‘in the assembly I would rather speak five words with my mind, in order to instruct others also, than ten thousand words in a tongue’ (1 Cor 14.19). The reason why Paul wants to restrict the practice of speaking in tongues is, as he says: ‘If…the whole ἐϰϰλησία comes together and all speak in tongues, and outsiders or unbelievers enter, will they not say that you are out of your mind?’ (1 Cor 14.23). Thus, by endorsing the use of ratio, he tries to ban ‘mania’ from the Christian assembly. As Stephen Chester has shown, the practice of speaking in tongues is paralleled by the phenomenon of divinely gifted madness within Graeco-Roman religion and would therefore not necessarily alienate outsiders.45 Uninterpreted tongues, however, Chester argues, are rather evaluated negatively by Paul inasmuch as they fail to communicate the gospel to outsiders.46 
It is noteworthy, I would add, that Paul shares this feeling with the more general view in the Graeco-Roman world that divine madness should not have a place in the meetings of the civic assembly. As we know from Greek sources, the accusation of ‘mania’ was easily brought against people in the assembly. For example, in one of Plato's dialogues, Euthyphro tells Socrates that just as Socrates is being indicted for making innovations in religion, so people also laugh at him, ‘and say I am crazy (μαινόμενος) when I say anything in the assembly about divine things and foretell the future to them’ (Plato Euthyphr. 3B-C). ‘Mania’ is thus to be avoided when gathered in an assembly. Perhaps somewhat similar is a practice in the assembly in Rome: should someone ‘with the disease called the sacred disease’, that is, epilepsy, collapse during the assembly, the meeting of the ἐϰϰλησία would be postponed (Cassius Dio Hist. rom. 46.33). Likewise, childish behaviour in the assembly was censured. According to Lucian, someone was criticized because ‘he acted in the assemblies as children do on the seventh day of the month, joking and making fun and turning the earnestness of the people into jest’ (Pseudol. 16).
5.4. Accessibility of ἐϰϰλησία Meetings
Paul's belief that speaking in tongues conflicts with the particular context of an assembly meeting is particularly important to him because, as mentioned above, outsiders were able to attend the meetings of the Christian assembly. Unlike a private association, entry to which required special permission or even initiation, the meetings of the Christian assembly were in principle open to the wider public. This is fully in line with the practice of the civic assemblies. Although theoretically only the male citizens of the city could attend the meetings of the assembly, in practice, as many passages in Greek literature attest, this rule was not enforced and non-citizens and visiting strangers also attended the civic meetings. Dio Chrysostom, in a speech to the assembly of Prusa, refers to the possibility of a stranger attending a meeting of the assembly, who will then notice the discrepancy between the many eulogies given in the assembly and the different reality of the market place (Or. 51.2). Another example appears in Dio Chrysostom's speech delivered before a public gathering of the citizens of Tarsus. In this speech, Dio addresses the tensions between the citizens of Tarsus and those who are ‘outside the constitution’. Dio criticizes the ambiguous relationship between the citizens and outsiders and argues that this destabilizes a city. In his description of these circumstances it seems to be implied that in periods where citizens adopt a favourable attitude towards outsiders, the latter are even admitted to the popular assemblies (Or. 34.21).47 
An interesting example of non-citizens attending the meeting of the civic assembly is also given by Josephus when he describes the tensions between the Greeks and Jews in Alexandria. According to Josephus: 
On one occasion, when the Alexandrians were holding a public assembly on the subject of an embassy which they proposed to send to Nero, a large number of Jews flocked into the amphitheatre along with the Greeks; their adversaries, the instant they caught sight of them, raised shouts of ‘enemies’ and ‘spies’, and then rushed forward to lay hands on them. (B.J. 2.490)
Thus, as we have also seen in the previous case of the outsiders attending the meetings of the assembly in Tarsus, in practice such meetings were open, and only in times of crisis were strict rules enforced. As another passage in Josephus's writings shows, the meeting of the assembly was also the place where one could come to renounce one's adherence to Judaism. According to Josephus, at the beginning of the Jewish war, a certain Antiochus, the son of the chief magistrate of the Jews in Antioch, ‘entered the theatre during an assembly of the people and denounced his own father and the other Jews’ (B.J. 7.47). In times of crisis the assembly meetings were clearly and understandably restricted to citizens only. In less tumultuous periods, however, the assembly, at least in practice, could also be attended by non-citizens and foreigners.
This practice is also described by Philo, according to whom ‘in assemblies (ἐν ταῖς ἐϰϰλησίαις) there are not a few worthless persons who steal their way in and remain unobserved in the large numbers which surround them’, and for that reason, Philo says, Jewish law precludes the unworthy from entering the ἱερὸς σύλλογος, the holy congregation (Spec. 1.325). Unlike Runesson, Binder and Olsson's source book on the Jewish synagogue,48 I do not believe that Philo identifies the synagogue in this passage as an ἐϰϰλησία. Rather, as I understand it, Philo here refers to the civic assemblies as a counter-example to the holy congregation. Whereas access to the meetings of the civic assemblies is not controlled effectively, the Jewish law explicitly expels from the ‘holy congregation’ those ‘whose generative organs are fractured or mutilated’ (Deut 23.1) and ‘banishes not only harlots, but also the children of harlots’ (Deut 23.2; Spec. 1.325–326).49 Thus, Philo attests to the fact that the meetings of civic assemblies might be attended by non-citizens, strangers and outsiders.50 Like the civic assemblies, the Christian assemblies are also attended by outsiders, and as we have seen above it is for this very reason that Paul is keen to maintain the public convention regarding the meetings of the assembly: ‘mania’ should be banned and speakers should use reason in order to instruct.
The open accessibility of the Christian ἐϰϰλησία meetings holds true regardless of the locations where they took place. As Edward Adams shows, during the first two centuries Christians did not exclusively meet in houses, but gathered in a range of settings, both domestic and non-domestic.51 These different settings, however, are not incompatible with an ἐϰϰλησία meeting. Meetings of the civic political assembly were not restricted to a fixed type of building and could take place anywhere, including temples, theatres and the Forum. In Classical Athens they took place in the Pnyx, in Rome either in the Capitol or the Forum, and in other Greek cities, normally, but not necessarily, in a theatre.52 As an institution the ἐϰϰλησία was not dependent upon a particular architectural setting. Thus, it is possible to regard meetings of Christians as meetings of an ἐϰϰλησία which, whatever their actual location, were also open to outsiders. What rendered such a meeting an ἐϰϰλησία was probably the fact that it was formally called (cf. Acts 14.27).
Similarly, civic assemblies were also formally called. In Rome, the civic assembly was called by a tribune (δήμαρχος) through the means of heralds (Appian Bell. civ. 2.1.3). In Greek cities, in order to convene a lawful assembly (an ἔννομος ἐϰϰλησία, as Luke calls it in Acts 19.39; cf. Lucianus Deor. conc. 14), either the city fathers (οἱ πρυτάνεις; Lucian, Men. 19), the magistrates (οἱ ἄρχοντες; Pausanias Descr. 7.14.2), or the Roman proconsul summoned the citizens to an assembly (Dio Chrysostom Or. 45.15).53 Similarly, in the Christian assembly those who called the meeting would have been the ἐπίσϰοποι and the διάϰονοι of the assembly (Phil 1.1; Rom 16.1), or according to the later Pauline epistles, the πρεσβύτεροι (1 Tim 5.1–2, 17, 19; Titus 1.5).
For a civic assembly to take place it was, as a rule, not necessary that all citizens were present; the meeting of an assembly was not dependent on a fixed number of people attending. With regard to Rome, this is nicely illustrated in a story by Appian about a fake meeting of the ἐϰϰλησία in the Forum. It was arranged by a certain Milo (who was charged with murder) and consisted of a crowd of hired slaves and rustics, chaired by one of the tribunes who had been bought with the aim of acquitting Milo, thus allowing him to avoid a regular trial (Appian Bell. civ. 2.3.22). This incident offers us an interesting insight into the actual running of the ἐϰϰλησία in Rome, and shows that an assembly meeting could proceed with whoever was present. In Rome, it was only necessary to attend the meeting if one wished to seek office, as we learn from Cassius Dio, according to whom, in 53 BCE, ‘Pompey revived the law about elections that commanded those who seek an office to present themselves without fail before the ἐϰϰλησία, so that no one who was absent might be chosen’ (Hist. rom. 40.56.1). Nevertheless, in the Graeco-Roman world, even notable figures could remain absent from the assembly. According to Philostratus, for example, Isocrates the Sophist did not attend the political assemblies in Athens, one of the reasons being the political opposition within the assembly ‘towards those who had a talent above the average for public speaking’ (Vit. soph. 1.505). Only by way of exception did particular cities expect all citizens to be present. Pausanias mentions the local practice of the Thebans, who ‘were wont to conduct their assemblies with every voter present’ (Descr. 9.1.5).
Thus, neither with regard to the organizational form nor to the quorum of those present in the actual meetings is there a difference between the Christian and the civic assemblies. As we have seen, just as a civic assembly was not restricted to a particular type of building, but could be convened in a temple, a theatre or the Forum (even haphazardly, as we understand from Appian), a Christian assembly could also take place anywhere.
5.5. The ἐϰϰλησίαι and the Status of Women
Finally, it is also possible to compare the civic and Christian assemblies with regard to their views on women's participation in the life of the ἐϰϰλησία. On the one hand, the status of women differs greatly in this respect. In the civic ἐϰϰλησία women were not welcome, whereas Paul does admit them to meetings of the Christian assembly. On the other hand, however, Paul's refusal to allow them to speak in the ἐϰϰλησία is in accord with widespread feelings outside the Christian community. If the following passage in 1 Corinthians 14 is authentic, Paul holds the following view: ‘As in all the assemblies of the saints, women should be silent in the assemblies (Ὡς ἐν πάσαις ταῖς ἐϰϰλησίαις τῶν ἁγίων, αἱ γυναῖϰες ἐν ταῖς ἐϰϰλησίαις σιγάτωσαν). For they are not permitted to speak, but should be subordinate, as the law also says. If there is anything they desire to know, let them ask their husbands at home. For it is shameful for a woman to speak in the assembly (αἰσχρὸν γάρ ἐστιν γυναιϰὶ λαλεῖν ἐν ἐϰϰλησίᾳ)’ (1 Cor 14.33–35). Paul here seems to refer to a common view in society.54 We do indeed have proof of this in an interesting passage from Appian about taxes being imposed upon women in Rome and the response to this by a particular woman, Hortensia, who spoke out against it publicly. According to Appian, ‘[w]hile Hortensia thus spoke the triumvirs were angry that women should dare to hold a public meeting (ἐϰϰλησιάσουσι) when the men were silent’ (Bell. civ. 4.5.34).
Other authors also confirm that the civic assembly is a male institution. Even if there were instances where, in exceptional cases, women are said to have had their own ἐϰϰλησία meeting, this is not the same as evidence for women coming into the regular civic assembly. Plutarch, for instance, tells a story of how, during a war between the Thessalians and the Phocians, the women of Phocis held an ἐϰϰλησία meeting, and agreed with the plan proposed in the normal, exclusively male civic assembly that should the men of Phocis be beaten and destroyed by the Thessalians, the Phocian women and children, already assembled in one particular place, should then also be killed by those guarding them (Mulier. virt. 244 C-D). This story is extraordinary, but nonetheless confirms that the normal assembly was restricted to male citizens alone. An exception to this rule occurs in a novel by Chariton, when he describes how the hero and heroine, Chaereas and Callirhoe, safely return to Syracuse and all citizens, men and women alike, assemble in the ἐϰϰλησία—which is held in the theatre—and sing their praises, ‘the men uttering praise of Chaereas, and the women of Callirhoe’ (Chaer. 8.7.1–2). Apparently, women might be allowed access to the assembly, and might even speak and make decisions (cf. 8.8.13); however, as a rule, civic assembly meetings were not open to women and even if, in the case of Paul's Christian assemblies, they were structurally allowed to take their place in the ἐϰϰλησία, their right to speak was nevertheless curbed.
6. Concluding Reflections
Both the terminology and the phenomenon of the civic assemblies of Greek cities help us to understand the way in which the Christian community understood itself as ἐϰϰλησία. However, this does not mean that the model of the civic ἐϰϰλησία is the one and only model on which we should draw. The civic ἐϰϰλησία model, for instance, does not explain the communal meal of the Christians. Other models of voluntary and professional associations, the philosophical schools and the synagogues remain useful.55 However, the added value of the civic assembly model consists in the fact that it also accounts for the terminological self-designation of Christian communities as ἐϰϰλησίαι. Against this background, the Christian community as an ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ differentiates itself from the normal civic assembly.
I agree with Trebilco that for Paul ‘talk of “the assembly” is actually shorthand for “the assembly of God”’ and that if Christians ‘speak simply of “the assembly”, they assume that it is “of God”, and do not need to spell out the fuller self-designation within the group’.56 In contrast to Trebilco, however, I do not believe that the full phrase ‘ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ’ is dependent on its one and only occurrence in the LXX in 2 Esd 23.1 (Neh 13.1) or on the alternative, more frequently used LXX phrase ἐϰϰλησία ϰυϱίου. Rather, for Paul, the phrase ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ is the recurrent expression of his underlying view on the two πολιτεύματα, and helps him to characterize the Christian ἐϰϰλησία as an alternative organization existing alongside the civic ἐϰϰλησίαι of the Greek cities, which continued to be important in the Roman period. In its only other occurrence in the NT writings outside the Pauline Corpus, in Acts the full phrase ‘ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ’ serves precisely to contrast the Christian ἐϰϰλησία τοῦ θεοῦ in Ephesus (20.28) from the civic ἐϰϰλησία of the Ephesians (19.32, 39–40). Horsley is fully aware of this political and alternative nature of the Christian ἐϰϰλησίαι, yet he seems to overemphasize the political opposition between the Christian and civic assemblies, as he believes that Paul almost issued a ‘declaration of independence and autonomy from the established (Roman imperial) order’.57 A comparison of Paul's view of the two πολιτεύματα with Stoic thought, however, indicates that a more balanced view on the peaceful coexistence of both πολιτεύματα and ἐϰϰλησίαι is possible.
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