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SUMMARY
Promoter : PROF B.C. LATEGAN
Department : NEW TESTAMENT
Degree : DOCTOR IN THEOLOGY

The study on wisdom and foolishness was done in the realization that our
descriptions of language in terms of single decontextualized sentences could never
hope to reveal the true essence of the structure and use of natural language. A
sentence is not a purpose unto itself. Sentences occur in situations, they are
embedded in discourse, they are surrounded by sentences and perhaps pictures or
actions and gestures with which they must link. In order to understand why Paul has
chosen to describe the cross event in seemingly mutually exclusive terms we must
reckon with overall text strategies and with the links of the sentence with its textual,
discoursal and situational environment.

Once you are commiited to describing language in terms of processes, a text
becomes a communicative interaction between its producer and its consumer within
relevant social contexts. The moment one canalizes a text as communicative
interaction one is under an obligation to develop a proper apparatus or model which
will take into consideration concepts such as stra.cgies (a goal determined weighing
of various alternatives) and tactics (the choice of words and sentence patterns).

Hence the development of the interactional model. Working and analyzing wisdom
and foolishness within this model 1 have found it to be two strategic phrases in
Paul’s strategy to achieve the double edged goal of defending his apostleship and
provoking the Corinthian reinterpretation of their calling. Through the use of irony
Paul attempts to implement a system of value that is itself ironic. As prospected by 1
Cor. 1:18-2:5, the world of God’s calling takes to itself and transcends the
appearances of the realities that occur within it, In that world foolishness expresses
the value of wisdom and wisdom foolishness. Strength expresses the value of
weakness and weakness expresses strength. Wisdom and foolishness become two
important terms through which Paul would enable his reader to perceive the world’s
realities and their value in terms of their opposites.
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What Pau! intends to achieve through the ironic use of wisdom and foolishness can
best be understood by means of the different strategies he employed.

His apologetic strategy is to concede his limitation of wisdom and strength, a
limitation which has already engendered criticism of Paul or constitutes an
accusation he anticipated.

In establishing an ironic perspective in 1:18-2:5 of the cross, Paul takes hold of the
very categories of the controversy and gives them paradoxical values. When
interpreted in the light of the cross Paul’s apparent lack of wisdom and so called
foolishness becomes ironic testimony on his behalf. It is these realities, he would
claim, that demonstrate God’s backing of his apostleship. Paul engages the
Corintians not at the point of whether he lacks wisdom or whether he is foolish, but
at their valuation of wisdom and foolishness. He engages his readers not over the
evidence, but over the criteria, the system of values, which shapes their
interpretation.

Paul’s epideictic strategy is to juxtapose and maximise the tension between what he
considers to be the reality of the Corinthian calling and what he understands to be
their perception of it. What is praven in the calling of the Corinthians is God’s and
Paul’s ironic system of values, namely wisdom that is foolish and a foolishness that is
fuil of wisdom.
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OPSOMMING
Promotor :  PROF B CLATEGAN
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Graad : DOKTOR IN TEOLOGIE

Die doel van hierdie proefskrif en basiese voorveronderstelling ten grondslag van
hierdie studie was om aan te toon dat teks en konteks interafhanklik is.

Navorsing in die veriede het gepoog om die terme wysheid en dwaasheid vanuit 'n
sogenaamde historiese konteks te bepaal. Die wyse waarop die historiese konteks
van die twee begrippe dikwels gekonstrueer is, gaan egter mank aan 'n gebrekkige
taalbeskouing. Om die twee begrippe te verstaan moet daar rekening gehou word
met oorhoofse teks strategie¢ sowel as die interaksie tussen teks en konteks.

Die vraag na hoe die interaksie tussen teks en konteks daaruit sien word
beantwoord met behulp van die interaksionele model. Hierdie model het insigte
vanuit die leser georiénteerde vakdissiplines soos pragmatiek, resepsiekritiek en
retoriek geintegreer en die leser in staat gestel om die teks van 1 Kor 1:18-2:5 te
lees teen die agtergrond van 'n kommunikatiewe interaksie tussen teks en konteks.
Hierdie funksionele interaksionele model het die leser verder in staat gestel om die
begrippe wysheid en dwaasheid as strategiese begrippe te verstaan. Strategies in die
sin dat Paulus deur hulle aanwending en gebruik nie net sy apostoliese gesag
verdedig nie, maar tegelykertyd ook sy lesers noop tot herbesinning ten opsigte van
hulle roeping en die uitlewing daarvan. Wysheid en dwaasheid funksioneer binne
hierdie strategiese raamwerk boonop ironies. God se wysheid veronderstel 'n
dwaasheid en God se dwaasheid veronderstel 'n wysheid. Ironie lei hier tot
disassosiasie. Die gevolglike disassosiasie bied aan Paulus die geleentheid om 'n
herwaardering van waardes te maak. So verstaan is die begrippe wysheid en
dwaasheid dus die noodwendige uitvloeisel van bepaalde teksstrategicé.

Daar is eerstens Paulus se apologetiese strategie wat daaruit bestaan dat hy sy lesers
gelyk gee in die opsig dat hy nie geleerd of welsprekend is nie. Tog weerspieél die
skynbare gebrek aan geleerdheid en status in 'n ironiese sin nie net die sosiale status
van sy lesers nie, maar dit bevestig tegelykertyd dat Paulus werklik 'n apostel van
Jesus Christus is. Beide die gekruisigde Christus en Paulus illustreer immers
tiperende kenmerke van die dwase wyse man. Gesien teen die lig van die
Kruisgebeure word Paulus se sie gebrek aan geleerheid en status 'n ironiese
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bevestiging dat hy die ware evangelie verkondig.

Paulus se epideiktiese strategie bestaan weer daaruit dat hy deur middel van die
begrippe wysheid/dwaasheid 'n herwaardering maak van sy lesers se onderliggende
waardes en hulle belewing daarvan. Wat die roeping van die lesers eventueel
illustreer, is 'n wysheid wat dwaas is en 'n dwaasheid wat vol wysheid is.
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INTRODUCTION

We are confronted with a paradox: the
concomitant familiarity and obscurity of
the New Testament, which requires the
search not simply for more data, but for
more adequate methods of relating and
interpreting the data already possessed.

(Burres as quoted by Erickson 1980:67)

Let me commence by requesting you to look carefully at the following paragraph in
order to see just how sharp your eye is and how much you know about language,
especially about the words and metaphors which many of us use every day.

It really bugs me, whenever 1 see a bride walking
down the aisle, that she has a Mona Lisa smile on
her face and her attendants who walk behind her
two by two like the animals going into Noah's Ark
have the same sophorie grin. And then, of course,
there is the groom, all bright-cyed and bushy tailed,
like a French Poodle, beaming as if no one was
aware of the blood, sweat and tears that go into the
making of a modern marriage, that complex legacy
left to us after Adam took the fatal bite of that
apple in Eden.

Now there may be several sentiments with which you disagree in such a paragraph,
but I am pretty sure most of us would claim to understand every word of it. The
plain truth, however, is that there are six major errors in that statement and at least
one word which we all use, for which I am sure very few of us can give an accurate
explanation.

The word in question is "bug", a colioquial word which means to irritate and annoy.
What does it mean? Where does it come from? Well surely it relates to the
troublesome buzzing of mosquitoes, flies and other bugs which can be a major
irritant and aithough it is pretty slangy, it remains a colourful and descriptive word.
Right?
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Wrong! The word has nothing to do with insects and never has. It derives from a
West African word "bagu” which means to annoy and the slaves who were seized in
Africa and forced into labour in America retained the word as part of a kind of
slang code which their masters and overseers could not understand. However, as
black jazz music began to shift out of the ghettos into the mainstream, much of the
getto slang - which, in its turn, derived from the slave quarters - went along with it.
So before one could notice, "bug" had found a home in the English language where
it buzzes in our daily idiom while we are blissfully unaware that we do not know
what it means.

What about the six other errors which exist in that passage? Let’s take them one by
one.

To start with, very few brides really walk down the aisle of the church, and, if they
were actually to do so, most people would think them daft. The central passage of
any church is called a nave, which is hardly an archaic word. You will find it in just
about any tourist pamphlet. The aisle is the passage that runs down either side of
the church where, in older buildings, the special shrines and windows are. But
somewhere in the befuddled evolution of the public mind the nave became the
ceiling and aisle leaped over the seats to become that passage which so many brides
are accustomed to walk with a blithe indifference to the imprecise use of language.

Returning to the passage, we then consider the bride’s Mona Lisa smile. How can
that be a mistake? We all know who Mona Lisa was, don’t we? Well if you do, then
you are better informed than most Renaissance scholars. The famed da Vinci
painting we cal' the Mona Lisu is, in fact, called La Gioconda, and no one knows the
name of the woman who sat for the portrait. Because there was no record, she was
for a while referred to as Madonna Lisa, which became corrupted to Mona Lisa,
which is what millions now believe her name to be.

And what about the famous mysterious smile? Some have speculated on a subtle
love affair and the wicked Aldous Huxley even suggested that her close-lipped smile
was because she has rotten teeth which she was to ashamed to show. Recent x-rays,
however, show that this head was painted over another portrait that was already on
canvas and that in order to paint out the old image, Leonarde was compelled to use
this form.

These are only two errors. Where are the others? It will be a surprise to many
ordinary folk to learn that the animals did not enter Noah’s Ark two by two until he

had two of everything. In fact, the Bible tells us that he took two of each "unclean"

ii
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animal, which means animals with single hooves, while the "clean” animals (those
with cloven hooves) were gathered in groups of seven (Gn. 2:7). There is no
mention of birds, reptiles or insects, so who knows how many he took? One thing is
sure though the popular image of the dual parade is a genuine mistake.

Then of course, it is worthwhile pointing out that a French poodle is by ne means a
French dog. The breed originated in Germany where they were used as water
hunting dogs which were specially trained to retrieve birds that were shot and fell
into the water. The water dogs were called "puddel” dogs in German, which the
English mispronounced and turned into "poodle". Somewhere before the time of
the French Revolution a couple of these water hunters were presented to the
French Court and they became great favourites, prompting everyone to think of
them as French dogs.

Who can doubt the accuracy of a phrase like "blood, sweat and tears" used so
magnificently by Winston Churchill. Well, what he actually said was" blood, sweat,
toil and tears" and he was not the first to say it. The phrase came from John Conne
in 1611, was cribbed by Byron in 1823, and made immortal by Churchill during the
War and misquoted by the rest of us ever since.

Finally, of course, there is that business of the apple which proved to be Adams
undoing. Of course the Bible makes no mention of it being an apple: indeed it does
not identify it at all. It speaks only of the "fruit of the tree" (Gn. 3:3).

It seems that the language we use with such casual confidence is fraught with pitfalls
and that, if someone were to tell us that we really do not know what we are saying,
they would probably be right. The problem which we encountered in the passage
above relates to the very essence of understanding. Understanding and construing a
text is always also construing its context.

W.S. Vorster (1984:111) has critized conventional scholarship for seeing the scope
and function of context far too limited. The way in which context is usually
employed in much of New Testament research seems to refer to history as a
backdrop to the texts.

The Twenty Sixth Annual congress of the New Testament Society of South Africa in
1990 dealt with the topic "The Language of the New Testament". This congress had
a decisive influence on the study of the New Testament in this country. Every
biblical student - indeed, anyone involved in the study of literary documents -
recognises the principle of contextual interpretation. Even outside the academic

iii
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world people know the danger of taking a statement “out of its context”. We seldom
stop to think, however, that a writer’s linguistic frame and stylistic traits are very
much part of the context that must be taken into account.

One of the highlights and most thought provoking papers discussed at the annual
meeting of the New Testament Society was the paper of Prof. Cilliers Breytenbach
who dealt with precisely these issues. In his illuminating paper he challenged New
Testament scholars to realize that discussions »f style and tradition have value not
only for aesthetic appreciation, but for the exegetical task as well. This study is a
response te that challenge and 1 intend to do so under the title "Wisdom and
foolishness in 1 Cor. 1:18-2:5. Towards an interactional model of interpretation”.

THE STRUCTURE OF THIS STUDY

In order to take up the challenge it becomes of crucial importance to focus on the
language and style of the New Testament.

We have come a long way since the Purist - Hebraist controversy and the Sacred-
Common controversy. Yet as late as 1963 Nigel Turner still took great pains to
present a plea for the peculiarities of the New Testament language, which is to be
distingnished from the Classical and Hellenistic Greek. Turner (1963:9) pleaded for
a "Holy Gost language" and the recognition "not only is the subject matter of the
Scriptures unique but also is the language in which they came to be written or
translated”. In his 'Christian Words’ (1980:ix) Turner confessed that his view on
language is guided by the traditional views of inspiration: "I cannot believe that the
Scripture enshrines any ultimate or essential error, any defect, any excess anything
except heavenly wisdom".

Even today, we still hear many lay people or even scholars laying heavy stress on the
peculiarity of the New Testament language. Simon Wong (1990:20) pointed out to
two possible reasons for this situation. In the first instance there is the obvious
misunderstanding between language as an abstracted linguistic system in the
subconsciousness of a community (Saussure’s langue} and speech as the actual
speech performance (Saussure’s parole). Secondly, it is convenient for people to
attribute some degree of sacredness to the nature of New Testament language
because the moment you confess to that you are no longer interested in the
principle of interpretation. What counts, in siead, is one’s spiritual insight into the
passage.

iv
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It is therefore not strange that E. Giittgemans (1969:78) for instance declared that

..the exegete who turns from theological hermeneutics to the reading
of international linguistics and literary criticism, encounters an
absolute puzzling and completely incomprehensible situation:
Protestant theology since Luther’s discovery of the correlation of
promissio and fides and above all since the rise of dialectical theology,
has understood itself decidedly as a "theology of the Word of God";
but still, right up to today, it has had no adequate understanding of the
science of language and linguistic processes, that is of general
linguistics.

Biblical scholarship cannot afford any longer a simple pursuing the goal of
reconstructing and interpreting an historical situation for distinctively religious
purposes, we must also make ourselves interested in the linguistic description of the
text. Whatever is created by an author is not the whole being of the text. The text is
above all a cultural linguistic product, a prototype of a human phenomenon. It is
indeed not possible to understand a text without the pre-existing discourse which is
rooted in social, economic, political and ideological conditions. In other words, for
New Testament science to be a truely text centered science we need to redefine the
relation text and context. The relation is not one of equivalence in which the one
causes the other, but one of interaction and interrelatedness which unites them and
makes them text and context.

In chapter one I will indicate the limitations of the traditional approach in
explaining wisdom and foolishness in 1 Cor. 1:18-2:5. Most of the work done on
these topoi, fails to grasp that linguistic structures are not a purpose unto itself. To
understand why Paul has chosen these two terms we must take into consideration
overall text strategies and the links of single utterances with their textual, discoursal
and situational environment. Language and communication should be understood
in terms of processes and not only in terms of structures. This point of departure
has specific consequences. The Kuhnian and post-Kuhnian philosophy of science
resulted in a paradigm shift in which the focus moved from texts as such to the
communication events of which texts are part. This means a focus on the people in
and around and created by the texts. One does not longer study the author and then
the text and then the audience or in any such order. The only possibility is to look at
the audience with the help of the text. We are only dealing with a text-author and a
text-audience relationship (P. Botha 1993:33).
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From this point of departure new developments concerning text theory will be
discussed. My aim will be threefold: Firstly, to stress the fact that modern text
theory has underlined the important role which common knowledge, plays in the
process of interpretation. I will focus on the so called "script” or "frame theory” as
well as the cognitive - psychological perspective on text understanding, It is
important to keep in mind that context presupposes a statement of the inner logic,
the interior structure, of the thing subject to interpretation. The relation between
context and uttcrance is determined by various factors and it is the interaction of all
these factors which constitute meaning,

Secondly, I hope to indicate that an interactional model for the analysis of letters
has now become a necessity. It is even of greater necessity when a letter is studied
as a form of argumentation. Let me explain.

The statement of Louw (1976:76) that semantics is more than the meaning of words
and more than the meaning of sentences is just as treasured by New Testament
scholars, as the now famous words of Churchill. I for one, am most grateful for the
way Louw has helped us, But one shouid analyse his words very carefully to realise
that they have now received a new context and therefore a new meaning,

Hieruit blyk dan nou dat betekenis 'n saak is wat sowel in die woorde,
hulle kombinasie en hulle grammaties struktuur 1€ en dat dit cok in

die situasie gebed is.
(Louw 1976:76).

The question is no longer only what wisdom and foolishness meant or said but
rather why these two terms are appropriate to the context of 1 Corinthians. The
habit of analyzing languages in terms of single, decontextualized sentences could
never hope to reveal all the essence of the structure and the use of natural language.
Sentences occur in situations, they are embedded in discourse, they are surrounded
by sentences and pictures or actions and gestures with which they must link.

In other words, we must clearly distinguish between a semantic and pragmatic
approach. Most of the research done on 1 Cor. 1:18-2:5 was done in terms of a
semantic approach which searches for the meaning in the relationships between
linguistic elements. What is needed is a pragmatic approach which brings the
situation of communication into play. Pragmatist theory stands in stark contrast to
reductionist and dualistic epistemologies. It also utilizes the concept of interaction.
If meaning is determined by the interaction between context and text, then we need
an interactional model. Enkvist (1985a:262-263) stresses the importance of such a
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model, because the focus has shifted to questions like:

..why a certain person in a certain situation chooses to express
himself in a certain way? Why does he extract certain specific
predications from his store of knowledge, and then textualize them.
In his textualization, what politeness devices does he opt for, and
why? Does he surround his text proper with metatext, modalities,
phatic expressions and the like? How does he co-ordinate his
behaviour with that of others in dialogue? Interactional models show
how people behave, and perhaps to some extent why.

An interactional model will enable us to analyse both the communicative and
argumentative aspect of a text.

My third objective is to show how pragmatics and rhetoric should work together in
the application of the model. In order to analyse the communicativeness of 1 Cor.
1:18-2:5 I will focus on conversational analyses and on speech act theory. But, I
shall also focus on rhetoric in order to analyse the argumentative character of 1 Cor.
1:18-2:5, because rhetorics and rhetorical criticism

..changes the long established perception of authors as active and
readers as passive or receptive by showing the rationale for readers as
active, creative, productive. Moreover rhetorical criticism changes the
status of the readers to that of judges and critics to that of validators.
Taking us beyond the diachronic reading is a synchronic reading of
texts, rhetorical criticism makes us appreciate the practical, the
political, the powerful, the playful and delightful aspects of religious
texts (Wuellner 1987:461).

Only by way of such an analysis, in which the communicative as well as
argumentative force of an utterance is acknowledged, will we be able to discover
that wisdom and foolishness are two strategic terms through which Paul achieves the
twofold goal of defending his apostleship and provoking the Corinthian
reinterpretation of their calling.

Chapter two will be devoted to the explanciion and development of the
interactional model. The implementation of the model in interpreting 1 Cor. 1:18-
2.5 will be illustrated in chapter three. Chapter four will form the conclusion of the
study.
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CHAPTER ONE

LANGUAGE AND STYLE OF 1 CORINTHIANS.
TOWARDS A NEW UNDERSTANDING.

Until comparatively recently the
prevailing conception of the nature of the
language was straight forward and simple.
It stressed communication of thought to
the neglect of feeling and attitude,
emphasised words rather than speech acts
in context.

(Max Black 1963:9)

When Matthew pictured Jesus first teaching in public he explained that "he used
parables to tell them many things". (Matt. 13:2). Readers of that time would surely
have known that Matthew made his point by depicting a very distinctive rhetoric for
Jesus. Ibelieve the same holds true for Paul.

When he explained to the Corinthians that he did not preach the gospel "using" the
language of human wisdom in order to make sure that Christ’s death on the cross
was not robbed of its power (1 Cor. 1:17), he made the contrast by reference to a
style of oratory familiar to his readers.

It is rather surprising that the New Testament authors described the novelty of early
Christian speech in terms of contrast to conventional rhetorics. To a few scholars it
may even be more surprising to discover that New Testament authors made
abundant use of rhetorical figures and patterns of argumentation customary for their
cultures of context. At the present moment, however, discussion about Paul’s use of
rhetoric is experiencing a new upsurgel.

The purpose of this chapter is to give a preview and therefore an overview of 1
Corinthians 1-4 and the way in which scholars have looked for answers to the
problems they encountered. From there I will try to indicate how the marriage of
stylistics to modern linguistics and hence the rediscovery of rhetoric could aid our
understanding of Paul’s message to the Corinthians.
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1.1 1 Cor. 1-4: Preview and Overview

Literary and rhetorical criticism thrive upon and seek to illumine the interaction of
textual part and whole. Although this study is focussed on a very small section of
the text (1 Cor 1:18-2:5) this pericope cannot be isolated from its relations to and
functions in the broader context. Accordingly, the study of wisdom and foolishness
in 1 Corinthians 1 must be accompanied by a consideration of the broader textual
context and its problems.

1.1.1 The Corinthian conflict and the nature of the codix

As a letter 1 Corinthians presents many problems? to the interpreter. The difficulty
is compounded by the interrelatedness of these problems. However, the major
problem of the first four chapters is the nature of the co¢io against which Paul
polemicizes. As it is so closely linked to the oxiouata which is the topic of 1:12-17,
3:1-17 and 3:22-3, and other verses, it is necessary to begin with a brief discussion of
that question.

Obviously the oxlouata and the question of codlx are linked because Paul ends
1:12-17 by saying that Christ sent him to tell the Good News not €v godic Adyou.

In 1:12 Paul speaks of four groups, associated with the names of Paul, Apollos,
Cephas and Christ. The same hold true with regard to 3:22. The identity of the
Christ group remains a problem. Chrysostomus already assumed that the reference
to Paul, Cephas and Apollos was fictive. Calvin followed him in assuming that Paul
in actual fact kept secret the real names of the persons that formed the opposing
parties.

In 1797 J.E.C Schmidt suggested that there were only two groups, namely the
converts of Paul and Apollos on the one hand and a second group that regarded
Peter as leader but expressed their ultimate allegiance as to Christ on the other
hand. This hypothesis was developed and made famous by F.C. Baur3.

According to Schmidt and Baur Paul’s opponents were representatives of Jewish
Christianity. Although Baur’s hypothesis has been questioned because of the
apparent absence of Judaizers in 1 Corinthians, variations of it are defended?.

Although Dahl (1967:315) says of this hypothesis that there is wide negative
agreement that Paul is not opposing Judaizers, a careful assessment of its arguments
is necessary.
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Essentially these arguments are the following:

a) In the codix discussion from 1:17 there is a polarization: the Pauline Adyog
of the cross is contrasted with the oopio Abyou without the suggestion of some third
gospel. This would point to only two opposing parties.

b) In 3:10-12 where Paul uses the analogy of his mission with the building of a
house, he mentions the opposition in the singular (TAAog, tic, TAAa).

c) In 4:6 Paul transfers these things to himself and Apollos so that "none of you
should be proud of one person and despise another". This seems to indicate
tensions on leadership levels.

d) According to 4:3 Paul is not concerned about being judged (&voxpivw) and in
9:3 says: "When people criticize me, this hour I defend myseif'. He then proceeds to
defend his rights and duties as apostle. According to this hypothesis it is not easy to
see how anyone could have distinguished between the apostolic authority of Paul
and Apolios to the latter’s advantage, while it is easy to see that such a distinction
could have been made between Paul and Cephas. Such a reading is strengthened by
the presence of anti-Petrine passage in Galatians 2.

e) 4:6 is a key verse for the understanding of the letter. Paul is applying what he
has said thus far to Apollos and himself (uetaoxnuatilew). While the real issue
was between (81 UuGg) the two of them and Cephas, Paul for pastoral reasons has
changed it to an issue between himself and Apollos. Cephas is carefully kept
anonymous throughout - he is ToU €vog, which is in line with 3:10 where he is
referred to as WAog and Tig at 3:12-17.

) Once we have alignment rather reminiscent of Galatians, codio refers to a
way of life in accordance with the torah. Judaism sounded more attractive to Greek
ears when presented as a codia, a wise way of life, rather than a vopog, a set of
divine rules with severe penalties attached.

Liitgert (1903:43) has argued that Paul’s opponents are either "libertinische
Pneumatiker” or "antinomistische Gnostiker". The chief opponents according to
him are to be identified with the Christ party, who were enthusiasts who distorted
Paul’s doctrine of freedom. Instead they embraced sexua! license and inflated the
value of visions and revelations.
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Schmithals (1971:286-287) sees the Christ party as the only front of opposition in
Corinth. They were Jewish gnostics in opposition to the apostolic groups of Paul,
Cephas and Apollos.

One of the most intriguing proposals was made in 1911 by Perdelwitz (1911:180-
193) who claimed that the difficulty of identifying the Christ party can be resolved
by textual emandation. Instead of reading 'Eyw 8é XpioTol. the text should read
"Eyw 8¢ KpionoU - a change of two letters. The result being that the so - called
Christ party is actually the party of Crispus. He followed that up with another minor
emandation in changing k6opog to Kpiomog in 3:22. Although no one has accepted
Perdelwitz’s theory, it illustrates to what absurdities the investigation of the
Corinthian parties could lead to. If the grammatical structure of 1:12 implies the
existence of a fourth party, strange as it may seem, the party about which we know
the least - and which may not even be a party - has become the major preoccupation
of a large number of New Testament scholars.

All the above hypotheses mentioned above reflect the traditional approach with
regard to language, style and texts. As many stylistic features reside not within
individual sentences, but in the way sentences are linked into texts, simple sentence
grammar will prove inadequate for the description of certain important elements of
style. It is important to realize "that descriptions of language in terms of single,
decontextualized sentences could never hope to reveal all of true essence of the
structure and use of a natural language” (Enkvist 1985a:258). The moment the
context comes into play (eg. Vielhauer 1975:135-137; Lampe 1990:117-118; Von
Lips 1990:2146-148), 1:12 becomes more than a Corinthian slogan, but a rhetorical
formulation by Paul himself, exposing the absurdity of the party slogans as
illustrated in 3:22.

A completely new hypothesis was proposed by Wilckens. The focus on the party
named for Christ, together with the emphasis on wisdom has led Wilckens to
understand Paul’s struggle with the Corinthians as an ideological battle. Wilckens
(whose book "Weisheit and Torheit" has done more than any other book to establish
a Gnostic interpretation of codia) is perhaps the best known critic of the rhetorical
interpretation of 1 Corinthians. Wilckens proposed that Paul was engaged in a
christological controversy with Jewish-Christian Gnostics who identified the risen
Christ as God’s wisdom personified and experienced through baptismal initiation.
In his TDNT article (1979:522) on wisdom he summarizes his hypothesis as well as
his opposition to a rhetorical interpretation as follows:
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Most exegetes in expounding the whole discussion in 1
Corinthians 1:18-2:5 concentrate on the phrases codia Adyou
in 1:17, Unepoxnv Adyou codiag in 2:1 and év neboilg)
codlag Abyorg in 2:4. It thus seems that in this section the
Christian preacher is opposing any philosophical or rhetorical
presentation of the Gospel according to the standards of Greek
philosophy. Against this, however, is the fact that Jhe section
1:18-2:16 is not theological reflection but polemical discussion
closely related to the situation in Corinth, cf. the direct and by
no means angular transition in 1:17. codia is obviously a
catch-word of Paul’s opponents. What is meant may be seen
from 2:6-16. His opponents are thus Gnostics, not Greek
philosophers... To be sure, Paul is attacking a specific A6yog of
his adversaries. Yet this is not traditional Greek rhetoric,
which without adequate foundation is often associated with
Apollos simply because he is called auip Adylog in Acts 18:24
and one of the parties in Corinth happened to be linked to his
name {1 Cor. 1:12). On the contrary, what is at issue is Gnostic
charismatic utterances, as may be seen from a comparison of
2:1 and 12:8 and especially from Paul’s argument in 2
Corinthians cf. 11:6, and 10:10... A final point in this regard is
that the attack on cogix Adyov is not so much on the form of
speech as on the content, i.e. on the whole theological position
of the Corinthian adversaries, whose wisdom would appear to
have been a gnostically absolutized pneuma-Ckhristology. On
the other hand, Paul does not say in 1 Corinthians that it is
impossible in principle to preach the Gospel in the language of
Greek philosophy or that this would be a distortion of the
Christian kerygma. In terms of his own experience he probably
could not say this, There is no evidence in the epistles that he
was educated in one of the Greek philosophical schools?.

In some quarters the reconstruction of the Corinihiaw conflict became over
doctrinaire. H.D. Wendland (1962:12) used gnostic disparaging of the body to
explain libertinism and asceticism equally and simultanecusly. Walter Schmithals
made gnostic dualism the measure of the Corinthians at every pointf.

The still reigning thesis of a spiritual or wisdom-oriented movement in Corinth goes
back to Johannes Weiss. Weiss argued that a spiritual or wisdom orientated
movement in Corinth gave rise to this conflict in the midst of the Corinthians.
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Weiss (1910:86) interpreted the parties in the light of Paul’s general struggle against
confident, spirit-filled perfect ones whose gnosis told them no physical act of eating
ido! sacrifices, or immorality could threaten their spiritual union with Christ.
According to Weiss women pulling off veils and slaves seeking emancipation were
probably part of this movement. Scholars such as Conzelmann? and Koester8
remind one of Weiss's original care to work deductively from the texts to recoastruct
what unified the Corinthians’ high spirituality, resurrection Christology, and radical
ethics. But the important question concerning rhetoric and women’s possible roles
int thi» movement is not developed. In 1982 Gerhard Sellin wrote an article: "Das
‘Geheimnis’ der Weisheit und das Ratsel der *Christuspartei™ (Zu 1 Kor 1-4)". He
iollewed it up with monograph on the discussions about the resurrection in | Cor. 15
in which Sellin pointed out according to Acts 18:24 that Apollos was an Alexandrian
Jew. He linked this observation with & new hypothesis of his own, suggesting that
the wisdom brought by Apollos to Corinth was of the Philonic type. This hypothesis
was strongly substantiated by his 1986 study of the Philosophy of Philo. His view
had important consequences. According to this there was no gnosticism in the
Corinthian church. What Apolios introduced there had as little 1o do with
gnosticism as had the philosophy of Philo.

If, one must summarize all the above mentioned hypotheses, one could say that the
primary trend in scholarship has been to explain Paul’s focus on wisdom in |
Corinthians 1-4 as a reaction to alternative wisdom claims in Corinth. Scandinavian
and English speaking research tends to limit itself to a minimal description of
Corinthian wisdom built on Paul’s explicit charges about strife, boasting and
overconfidence. However, similar accusations in other letters on different issues
suggest that Paul’s charges are more polemical than descriptive. German research
on the wisdom texts builds on the extended debate about whether Paul’s Corinthian
opponents were Judaizers or Gnostics. Other writers insist on a positive
interpretation of Paul's wisdom claims. The dominating guestion in this regard have
been: What is the origin of wisdom’s multiform? In what way and under what
influences does Jesus Christ become identified as God’s wisdom?

Different answers were given to .hese questions. With regard to the origin of
wisdom few scholars would today agree with Bultmann’s thesis'¥ of a single myth of
wisdom created, appearing on earth, rejected and returning to heaven, Hans
Conzelmann (1964:234) in an article on "The Mother of Wisdom” shows how the
years of research by Reitzenstein and others revealed the process of reflective
mythology as motifs from many myths were adapied to preserve and enhance
Yahwism in different multi-cultural settings. Burton Mack!! traces this process
through the Hellenistic-Jewish wisdom hymns and Fiorenzal? shows Christians
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drawing on similar traditicns, perhaps including the Isis myth and cult, in forming
christological hymns. But how reflective is this mythology? If the borrowing
appeared initiaily in hymns, it is more probable that community worship gave birth
to this syncretism, as people who knew many traditions spoke in praise of Christ,
provoking some among them to reflect on what can hardly be rejected in their own
worship practice. Another research topic is the relation of Jewish wisdom traditions
to the origins of Gnosticism. Although the seminal work was done by scholars such
as Jacob Zervelll3 and Birger Pearson!4 on the exegesis of Genesis texts in Jewish
and gnostic writing, and by J.M. Robinson on the genres used in Jewish and gnostic
writing, no adequate answers have been given to this question.

Another particular concern with regard to the wisdom issue is the point at which
Jesus Christ becomes identified with God’s wisdom, Some, e.g. Windisch!>, and
Knox, have argued that Paul applied to Christ, quite explicitly and deliberately, what
was said of the divine wisdom in the Old Testament and Judaism. either directly, or
as W.D. Davies!6 has argued via the identification of wisdom with the Torah
(especially Sir 24). Even if this is the case, the question remains as to its relevance
for 1 Cor. 1-4. Others have started from the Corinthian perspective and have seen
wisdom as a treasured possession understood in Hellenisticl? Jewish categories.

Recently Earle Ellis!® and Robin Scroggs!? have turned to Jewish apocalyptic and
wisdom teaching including Qumran, for understanding the concept of wisdom. But
most distinctive, has of course been the view to which I have already referred,
namely that the Corinthians have adopted a mythologica' gnosis incorporating the
idea of a divine wisdom, with or without a specific redeemer-myth, against which
Paul polemizes in 1 Cor 1-4.

Then there is the interest in wisdom Christology in the Synoptics and the fact that
Matthew uses Q as a source. The relationship between these synoptic wisdom
traditions and in particular the thunderbolt or Jubefruf in Matt. 11:25-26 and 1
Corinthians 1-4 has been probed by J.M. Robinson20 B. Fjarstedt2!, B.W. Hinaut??
and P. Richardson?23, without precise literary or historical results,

1.1.1.1 Critical reflection

In appraising the above mentioned data I would like to return to the words of Max
Black (1963:9) cited at the start of this chapter:
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Until recently the prevailing conception of the nature of language was
straight forward and simple. It stressed communication of thought to
the neglect of feeling and attitude, emphasised words rather than
speech acts in context.

Indeed, the larger question can be raised: Should the exegesis of 1 Cor. be
dominated by the thesis that Paul is primarily addressing opponents? The pre-
occupation with opponents has encouraged exegetes to embrace a methodology
whereby texts are read as antithetical responses to that which hypothetical
opponents are supposed to have said. If Paul denies something, the opponents must
have affirmed it. If Paul affirms something, the opponents must have dented it.
This method of mirror reading has imposed an oppressive rigidity on the
interpretation of 1:18-2:5.

The one common feature in all the work done on wisdom in 1 Cor. 1-4, is that it
emphasizes words rather than speech acts in context. More than one scholar
reflected on this deplorable state of affairs. Erhardt Glitgemanns (1969:68)
declared in a remarkable passage:

.. the exegete who turas from theological hermeneutics to the reading
of international linguistics to the literary criticism encounters an
absolutely puzzling and completely incomprehensible situation.
Protestant theology since Luther’s discovery of the correlation of pro
mission and fides and above all the rise of dialectic theology has
understood itself decidedly as a "theology of the Word of God" but
still, right up to today, has had no adequate understanding of the
science of language and linguistic processes, that is, of general
linguistics.

Already in 1971 W.S. Vorster argued convincingly that "Nuwe Testamentici verplig
sal wees om aandag te skenk aan moderne opvattings oor taal en taalondersoek™
(1971:139). This call went largely unheeded because most ministers would agree
with Malina (1983:119):

For the busy pastor, the rise and fall of fads and fashions in biblical
study must seem rather bothersome. The Germanic hyphenated
criticisms (form-, redaction-, tradition-, source- etc.) the Gatlic "ist"
approaches (structuralist, materialist, grammatologist narratologist)
and the American Bible-as-literature contribi-tions all must seem as
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so many passing fancies which for all their hermeneutic power add
nothing to the sheer delight of reading and using the Bible as it is.

Why this deplorable state of affairs?24 According to W.S. Vorster (1971:140) it has
to do with the fact that "die uitleg van die Nuwe Testament grootliks afhanklik is
van die verstaan van die taal van die Nuwe Testament". The Greek of the New
Testament has been variously explained throughout the centuries with significant
implications for hermeneutics due to different definitions of its nature, and to
applying different linguistic methodologies25. Another reason for this sad state of
affairs is that until recently biblical scholars have been totally oblivious of the new
approach to language introduced by de Saussure in 1916. He insisted that the
synchronic structural approach to language should be primary and that the
historically comparative method should be supplementary in determining the
meaning of the text. In fact, obvious misunderstandings of certain linguistic
concepts, especially what Saussure called langue and parole, made the situation
wOrse.

Traditional research on the concept of wisdom in 1 Cor. 1-4 reflects an a-linguistic
view of language26, Such an a-linguistic views fails to distinguish between (a)
thinking and speaking (concept and word) (b} thinking and naming (concept and
word-meaning) (c) ways of thinking (world views) and the morphemic make-up of a
language - that is o say, between what is said and how it is said, (d) word meaning
and the thing meant, and (e) meaning and meaningfulness.

This is primarily due to a lack of proper methodology and a satisfactory linguistic
theory. It is therefore of paramount importance to integrate the knowledge of
modern linguistics into the study of biblical language.

A reconstruction and interpretation of a historical situation for distinctively religious
purposes is no longer sufficient. The linguistic aspect must be taken seriously, "since
a text is above all a cultural linguistic produ:t a prototype of a human phenomenon”
(Sawyer 1967:137-38).

This is the background that prompts a reconsideration of rhetoric, stylistics, text and
discourse linguistics, conversational analysis, pragmatic and other related areas of
language study such as socio-linguistics and psycho-linguistics2” in order to come to
a fuller understanding of wisdom in 1 Cor 1-4.
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1.1.2 The form and style of 1 Cor. 1-4

Like people in a society, arguments in a text do not function in isolation. They form
a complex network of interrelations and inter dependencies. From Paul’s first word
- his name - followed by his greetings and prayers for the Corinthians, to the last line
of the fourth chapter where he calls himself their only father in Christ, Paul is
presenting himself to his readers. There are notable differences in the way he does
this.

On the one hand the opening is cordial and modest as Paul praises God for gifts
given to them. On the other hand the conclusion is stern. Paul demands that they
follow his example and he even contemplates to visit them with a whip in the hand.

It seems as if Paul assumed that between the two he had established the authority
needed to bring off the changes he is about to demand in Corinth, It is these
features, common to 1 Cor 1-4, that pose two problems. In the first place it is not
clear why Paul took so long to clarify his relationship with the Corinthians. Almost
a fourth of the letter goes into this introduction - not the normal procedure between
two correspondents who enjoyed the good relationship that Paul’s cordial opening
implied. Secondly, it is not clear why he launches an attack on worldly wisdom and
then defends his own different wisdom in the middle of this discussion of Corinth’s
leaders.

The first of these problems concerns the question as to why Paul took so long to
clarify his relationship with the Corinthians. This is seldomly recognized by scholars
as an issueZ8. A notable exception is the work of Wire2? (1990:40) and Plank39
(1983:25). The fact that these two scholars use rhetorical criticism in their studies is
rather indicative of things to come, Plank (1983-25) understood the introduction
rhetorically as the point where

.. Paul’s concern is to influence the basic disposition of his audience
toward him, as speaker, promoting their goodwill and his own
credibility. This he achieves by identifying both himself and his
audience in terms of a "calling". The notion of "calling"...marks a
shared common point between Paul and his audience and provides a
frame or reference within which his argumentation can proceed.

With regard to the second issue it is rather surprising to see Paul’s reaction to the
party strife. He allots only eight verses (1:10-17) to the issue and does not return to

10
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speak about this disunity until 3:3, Between 1:28-3:2, we find a surprising silence
about the previously addressed problem of factions reigns.

What is then the point of this fundamental theological section with regard to the
specific problem of Christian parties? Some radical solutions have been proposed.
V.P. Branick (1982:267) sees little relation between the homily of 1:18-31, 2:6-16
and 3:18-23 and the party strife. According to his source critical method "the homily
was very probably written for another group" (1982:267). Branick (1982:269) also
points out that it "was a coherent unit before its insertion into the letters to the
Corinthians and there is only a "general relevance of the homily to the conditions at
Corinth".

Hans Conzelmann (1975:79) views 1 Cor. 1-3 as a circular composition. Yet even he
is not quite clear as to why Paul inserts 1:18-2:16 into the discussion of the party
strife and why 1:18-2:16 represents a necessary building block in the argument
against the party disorder. Is this merely a digression of an absent-minded man?
Conzelmann is also not interested in rhetorical techniques because he maintains
that Paul does not knowingly employ any sort of rhetorical device. He observes that
"despite breaks and joints (1 Cor. 9,13, 10:1-22) one can detect interconnections that
are plainly from the hand of Paul" (1969:19). Conzelmann’s argument for the unity
of 1 Corinthians rests solely on theological considerations. In his commentary on 1
Corinthians C.K. Barrett refers to the work of Johannes Weiss and even urges one
to read it in its entirety, but his own work lacks the insight gained from rhetoric.
According to Barrett (1971:49):

The essential question that must be asked and answered is whether 1
Corinthians makes sense in its present form, or is it so manifestly
inconsistent with itself that its illogical movement and internal
contradictions can be remedied only by separating the discordant
parts into different letters. At present I record the view... that Paul
simply wrote the letters through, beginning with chapter i and
finishing with chapter xvi.

Barrett (1971:49) is also of the opinion that Pauj did not use wisdom as a rhetorical
device. However he has not clarified the many complexities in the opening sections
of the letters nor has he adequately investigated the meaning of *not in persuasive
words of wisdom’.

Wilhelm Wuellner on the other hand sees Paul consciously inserting rhetorical
digressions in the course of his arguments, with specific argumentative goals in
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mind. According to Wuellner (1979:186), one such a digression is 1 Cor. 1:19-3:20
and it

...offers an amplification in "intensive terms", of what awaits all
believers no less than all apostles (regardless whether they are
"fathers" or merely one of the numerous "guides” of believers), namely
the only alternative there is to the "call"-status, or being subject to the
power of God: either doom or salvation.

Waueliner understands the function of this digression as a way to highlight how
faithful God is to those who wait for the revealing of our Lord Jesus Christ and as
such keep or hold themselves to the end guiltless (1 Cor. 1:7-8). Although the party
strife plays too small a role in this interpretation, Wuellner nevertheless takes an
important step by interpreting Paul’s digression as a deliberate rhetorical device.
He has proved beyond doubt that these digressions are "more than evidences of
Paul’s style. Instead we have demonstrated that the stylistic devices are functionally
determined by the rhetorical situation" (1979:188).

More recently, M. Biinker (1984:52) also asserted that Paul consciously employed
rhetoric in 1 Cor. 1-4. Biinker (1984:58) characterized 1 Cor 1:18-2:16 as a
rhetorical narratio between the exordium of 1:10-17 and the probatio of 3:1-17. But
once again, the relationship between the content of 1:18-2:16 and the parties
remains unclear.

On the other side of the spectrum there was no shortage of opinions3! as to the
literary genre of the opening chapters. Different answers have been given which
range from Dahl (1977:329) who understands 1 Cor. 1-4 as an apologia whereby
Paul re-establishes his apostolic authority as the founder and spiritual father of the
whole church to that of Wuellner (1970:199) who sees it as Haggadic homily. No
adequate answers have been given to the two basic issues and the interrelatedness
of 1 Cor. 1-4.

1.1.2.1  Critical Appraisal

The limitations of the traditional approach to style which, with a few exceptions, is
part and parcel of much of the work done on the style of 1 Cor. 1-4 cannot be
denied. In the traditional approach the function of stylish elements does not get the
attention it deserves. Consequently aspects such as narratology, reception theory,
socio-linguistics, semiotics and semantics are not taken into consideration nor
understood as necessary elements of style.

12
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As many stylistic features do not operate on the level of individual sentences, but in
the interrelations of sentences within the wider web of the text, sentences cannot be
considered in isolation,

Sentences rather occur in situations, they are embedded in discourse, they are
surrounded by other sentences and perhaps pictures or actions and gestures with
which they must link. To understand why Paul has chosen a specific form for a
certain senience we must take into consideration overall text strategies and the links
of the sentence with its textual, discoursal and situational environment. Lundin
(1985:27) is therefore quite correct when he says that we all inevitably read as
people who seek, belong and act. The sociology of knowledge and the Kuhnian and
post-Kuhnian philosophy of science have of course underlined this idea32, Enkvist
(1985a:258) says in this respect

..texts are governed by their overall text strategies. These strategies
are realized by tactical means: the task of lexis and syntax is to make
possible the conveyance of information in the order, sequence, and
form required by the strategy. In other words, the strategy governs the
formation of individual sentences through the tactical choice of words
and syntactic structures. Here too, as in wars, strategy, comes before
tactics; the text is father of the sentence, and not the other way round.

This is indicative of a paradigm shift in describing language in terms of processes
and not only in terms of structure. In our study of 1 Cor. 1-4, we shall expose the
consequences of this paradigm shift which understands language as a process. This
understanding of language requires the development of a proper apparatus for
processual description. We therefore make use of concepts such as strategy (a goal-
determined weighing of the various alternatives one must choose from) and tactics
(the choice of words sentence patterns). One of the benefits of implementing this
paradigm shift is a comprehensive approach to style, for as Louw has (1986:5)
pointed out

...Style involves a much wider range of items , for style pertains to an
author’s choice from among the various possibilities of expression
offered by language. Style also extends beyond sentence boundaries,
it involves the structure of the total discourse.

If one views 1 Cor. 1-4 in such a processual frame - and that at least is the purpose
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of this study - cne might redefine style as a context-determined weighing of decision
parameters. For example:

When a cookery book writer fronts a locative adverbial even with the
verb put where such fronting is otherwise very rare (as in "Into a
champagne glass put two lumps of sugar"), this strongly marked
arrangement apparently owes to the importance of turning the
sentences into an icon of events. The above sentence is short for "first
take the champagne glass and then put into it two lumps of sugar”. It
mentions the champagne glass and the lumps of sugar in the order in
which the cook will need them. It turns the sentence into an
isomorph, a picture, an icon, of experience. (Enkvist 1985a:259)

That indeed would be the ultimate aim of this study - to understand 1 Cor 1-4 and
especially 1 Cor 1:18-2:5 as a picture, an icon, of experience.

1.2 Towards a New Understanding

There are compelling reasons for assuming that a new understanding of 1 Cor. 1-4 is
possible and that an answer can be found as to why Paul bursts into an attack on
worldly wisdom (1 Cor. 1:18-31) and then defends his own wisdom in the center of
his discussion on Corinth’s leaders. I believe it to be possible due to the following
reasons:

1.2.1 A Shift in Paradigm
It was Sally McFague (1983:7) who said

...Scientists today are well aware that "facts” are theory dependent,
that there are no literal facts, that all exist within interpretive
frameworks, and that these frameworks or paradigms can have and
have changed over centuries.

The use of insight from contemporary literary theory and linguistics for the reading
and interpretation of the Bible in recent years has provided New Testament
scholarship with new opportunities and new challenges. New Testament scholars
are increasingly utilising the concepts developed by modern literary and linguistic
theories in dealing with the text of the New Testament. In his article on "Directions
in Contemporary Exegesis Between Historism and Structuralism"33, Lategan
(1978:18) therefore asks:
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What is happening to Biblical exegesis? In recent publications in this
field, the most unlikely phrases keep cropping up: "semiology”,
actantical level, deep structure, narrative syntax, synchronic and
diachronic, meaning and sense, paradigmatic and syntagmatic,
signifies and signified, to mention just a few of these unfamiliar terms.
For exegetes trained in the reserved understanding Anglo-Saxon
tradition in the wake of Lightfoot, Taylor, Manson and Dodd, for the
exegetes steeped in the existentialist theology of Bultmann and
committed to the historical critical method for exegetes, for exegetes
from a Reformed background, following mentors like Berkouwer and
Ridderbos, the initial introduction to this strange exegetical jargon is
often disagreeable, disturbing and even an unnerving experience.

Why is it such an unnerving experience? Is it due to the strange terminology or is it
due to the idea that the formation of theories is preceded by observation and that
there is no such thing as pure observation without theory?

I believe it is an unnerving experience because the limitations of the historical
paradigm have increasingly become evident. W.S. Vorster (1984:119) points out
that the historical critical method is limited in the sense that it is able to answer only
questions produced by a historical critical frame of mind. This focus is not able to
address questions with regard to communicating meaning, function of language,
semantics and so on. The implementation of new methods in recent years provides
a very necessary correction to the historical critical method, in the sense that New
Testament studies so acknowledges its nature as a text-centered science, and
opposes the distorted perception that New Testament science is primarily a
historical science. In essence the historical critical paradigm was neither historical
or critical enough.

Excursus-

Although the hislorical critical paradigm has been the method used par excellence by
Western interpreters (J. Eugene Botha 1993:36) its application has had the effect of
alienating modern readers from the text because, if applied, the historical eritical
paradigm indicates the cnormous ditference between the world of the text and the
world of today. In the historical critical paradigm the point of departurc is the text,
the world of the text and the original meaning of the text. It is clear that the historical

critical paradigm, with its naive sense of objectivity could be guilty of the same fallacy
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of which they accusc exponents of Liberation Theologies, namely of manipulating the
text.

The inadequacies of the historical critical paradigm is notable in the numerous studies
done on wisdom. Beckwith (1987:93-107) simply starts off by discussing the hiokmnah
of the ancient world. The wisdom of Bezalel and Oholiab (Ex. 28:3) and that of Job
and then continues into the New Testament. According to him the opening chapters
of Corinthians "are like a summary of the teaching of the Old Testament” (1987:101)...
and is also addressed to the “wise men of Greece who become the characteristic wise
men of the pagan world, in the place of the wise men of Egypt and Babylon, known to
Joseph, Solomon and Daniel" (1987:101). The mere identification of the world of the
Old Testament with that of the New is but onc indication that this study is neither
historical nor critical. The same can be said with regard to the siudy of Best (1982:9-
39). According to him Paul’s style in 1:10-17 is staccato, while 1:18-25 is more
carefully composed to be a theological argument (1980:16). This traditional appreach
to style presents us with some serious problems. The emphasis is on a very small
aspect of grammatical style, which in any casc is studied.

Best's interpretation of foolishness (1980:17) also indicates the inadequacies of the
historical critical paradigm. Best’s conclusion, namely that *Paul is not attacking wise
men who have become arrogant and self assertive.,. but because they are wise” is
therefore unconvincing.

Attempts by Wilckens and Schmithals indicate that the wisdom at Corinth is most
adequately understood as cxpressions of a more or less fully developed Gnosticism.
However, as I have indicated earlicr, the siudy of Pearson (donc in a remarkably
historical as well as critical fashion) points out clearly, by means of a comparalive
analysis, just how far the evidence in Corinthians differs from that found in gnostic
literature,

Barrett’s (1971:49) usc of the historical critical method has resulted, amongst others,
in his view that Paul rejects wisdom as a rhetorical device. In the process the
questions that were answered were those put by the historical critical paradigm.
Aspects such as style, pragmatics, sirategies or rhetoric were not taken into
cunsideration.

The text can no longer be considered in isolation. The current change of paradigm has
amongst others, indicated the enormous role of the reader in contributing meaning to
the text. The reader brings his\her own presuppositions, abilitics and context to the
text and all of these contribute to reading and interpreting the text.

Recently, a few commentaries and articles did reflect on these matters. Talbert
(1987:xiii) indicates that at the heart of the Corinthian correspondence are two issues:
"What is said and how it is said". Attention is paid to studies in ancient letter writing
as well as to rhetoric. Lampe (1990:117) analyzes the rhetorieal scheme in 1 Cor. 1-4.

His conclusion is that the discourse on wisdom is not so scemingly unrelated 1o the
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problem of the partics. Lampe's and Talbert’s approach differs remarkably from the
histerical critical approach in that it is more reader oriented. The same can be said of
the work of Fiore {1985:88-89).

In recent years there has been a remarkable shift from the historical approach to
that of a more pragmatic methodology. The question New Testament scholars need
to answer is no longer "what does this sentence mean or say" but rather "why is this
utterance appropriate to the context”. Sentences occur in situations, they are
embedded in discourse, they are surrounded by sentences and pictures or actions
and gestures with which they must link.

This represents an important paradigm shift in which language is described in terms
of processes and not only in terms of structures34. The effects of the paradigm shift
are reflected in the pragmatic methodologies such as reception theories, and
deconstruction in which the act of reading creates a radicaily new text. Closely
coupled with these methodologies are developments in modern narratology and
speech act theory.

It is within this context that one has to agree with Kurz (1987:195)

...Contemporary biblical exegesis is undergoing a paradigm shift as
revolutionary as the shift to historical criticism has been. This
paradigm shift is toward multi-disciplinary and more holistic
approaches that supplement the almost exclusive reliance on
historical critical methods in which most of us were trained. More
and more scholars are finding historical critical methods inadequate
for addressing contemporary concerns like liberation or service of the
church, accounting for religious experience, or even dealing with the
final state of the text.

Within the shift to a multi-disciplinary approach I opt for an interactionai model in
which the act of literacy communication is placed within the sphere of human
interaction.

Excursus:

With regard to the interactional model the following: The exact aature of this model
will be discussed in the next chapter. I am well aware of the work done by Dormeyer
in this regard. According 1o his mode! the individual readers, the text and the circle of

readers are factors of a triangular relationship. None of the factors dominates us a
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subject. There is a constant change in the subject-object relationship, a permanent
interaction. The model of v-1 Dijk presupposes that language users construct u
presentation not only of the text but alsu of the social context, and these two
representations interact, There is not much of a difference between these modcels,
However, | prefer the model of Van Dijk (1983:62), because it olso operates within
the framework of a strategy. In other words, his model not only acknowledpes the
nteraction between text and context, but adds that this interaction is goal oriented,

intentional, conscious and controlled behaviour.

The advantages of the interactional model, to my mind is twofold. Firstly it makes it
possible to view language as a process of interaction between the language user and
his or her social world. Language is used within social contexts and sociai contexts
differ. Language can therefore be used in different manners for different purposes.
It is indeed within the process of interaction between language and the social world
that one is able to ascertain the purpose of argumentation.

Enkvist (1985a:262-263) underlines the advantages of this model by meuns of the
following questions

..Why a certain person in a certain situation chooses to express
himself in a certain way? Why does he extract certain specific
predictions from his store of knowledge, and then textualize them? In
his textualization, what politeness devices does he opt for, and why
<oes he surround his text proper with metatext, modalities, phatic
expressions and the like?

How coes he co-ordinate his behavior with that of others in dialogue?
Interaciinnal models show how people behave, and perhaps 1o some
extent why. When a person has opted for a specific interactional
strategy he cun start extracting things to say from his cognitive store,
as modelled by cognitive modcls: he can textualize his predictions.

The interactional mode! builds on the assumption that grammar (formal system of
language) and pragmatics are complementary domains and that it is indeed
impossible to vaderstand the real nature of language as a process without studying
both these domairs and the interaction between them. This in turn makes it
possible for New Testuarnent scholars to understand genre and figures of speech such
as irony and rhetorical impact in terms of conversational and contextual rules. The
use of the interactional model would not confirm the result that 1 Cor. 1118-2:5 is u
digression, but it cerainly wili provide us with a reason why this pussage i awuy of
interaction between Paul and the world of the Corinthians,
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The second advanwuge of this model is that it leads 10 new understanding of the
phenomenon text. This constitutes a second major reason why a new understanding
of 1 Cor. 1-4 and of 1 Cor. 1.:18-2:5 is possible.

1.2.2 Change in text and text theory

The understanding of texts and the meaning of texls hive undergone radical
changes. In the first place the focus has shifted from the author of a text to the text
as .uto semantic unit, irrespective of author or reader and during receat years to the
reader as the instance which attributes meaning to the text. Furthermore the status
of the phenomenon text has changed completely.

According to Eco (1990:21) a paradigm shift has led to the recognition that a text is
a place where the irreducible polysemy of symbols is in fact reduced even further
because in a text symbols are anchored to their context. Whatever series of sy'nbols
is created by an authocr is not the whole being of the text. Nothing is possible
without the pre-existing discourse which is rooted in soctal, economic, political and
ideological conditions. A text is a4 communicative interaction between its producer
and its consumers, within releviant social and institutional contexts. In other words,
the idea that a text has a unique meaning, and guaranteed by some interpretive
authority, has made way for the insight that any act of interpretation is a "dialectic
between openness and form, initiat:~ on the part of the interpreter and contextual
pressure” (Eco 1990:21). The shift in paradigm has resulted in the recognition that a
mere reading of texts or collecting of facts is not yet contextualising, nor
understanding.

Many text theories are not able to account for the fact that texts ure
paradigmatically open to infinite meanings, but syntagmatically open to only the
indefinite interpretations allowed by the context. According to De Beaugrande
(1981:114) this paradigm switch gave rise to the dispute amongst scholars with
regard to the text as an object of linguistic inquiry. Some scholars have denied that
texts are proper objects. According to them texts are sentences accessible via
adequate or complete sentence grarumars. A second group hoped that theories
could be developed to focus on texu: rather than on sentences and a third group
abandoned prevailing sentence theories in search of alternatives more directly
amenable to the special considerations of text and context.

This third group of scholars realized that languages are enormously broad
communicative systems that are fully interfuced with the activitics of human life at
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large. They realized that the long standing tendency to draw a borderline around
linguistics and to shut out everything else, is no longer productive. A new text
theory is needed in which interaction is the focal point (De Beaugrande 1981:152).

The initial changes were brought about by text theories influenced by structuralist
views which also influenced New Testament studies?. This was followed by the so-
called "New Criticisin” and imodern text linguistic theories. The idea was promoted
that the text should be sewn 2 vrocess and not only as astructure (Harty 1985:21f).
In short, the phenomenon text 2. received a totally new epistemological status.

This change in roistemology hiaa direct cansequences for the way in which meaning
in texts ic constiiuted. New Testament texts were studied within the broader
framework of - Joation and therefore emphasis was placed on the text as o
system of signs. «Icor Qoveiopments no fonger wecept the notion that texts are
objects which can ce riown, since they contain meaning, or thut authors create
meaning which can be found within the boundaries of the text (Ryan 1985 Toff).
This explains the interest in the role of the reader in interpreting the texts.

Because of the interaction beiwween text and reader und the idea that the reader
actualises meaning in a text, the idea that the reader hus the task of discovering
meaning in texts has been abandoned. Reading is more than decoding of encoded
codes in a system of signs. Reading is an active process of attributing meaning, It
also means that the text has become unstable, thus causing a lot of frustration and
fear in those circles where the Bible is regarded as something which has message
and that the message simply has to be discovered. Deconstruction has taken the
shift in epistemology to even more radical consequences, moving beyond the
historical critical and structural approaches to that of post-structural literacy
theory37 where the act of reading that "creates a radically new text... becomes an
active process of attributing meaning" (J.N. Vorster 1989:59). Texts are no longer
regarded as objects, and meaning never seems to be present in a text. Texts do not
have meaning because of their structures, but because of their relationship with
other texts in a network of intertextuality (Derridu 1979:84; Ryan 1985:16). Based
on this ne'v perception of what texts are, the notion of intertextuality came to the
fore which focuses on the interdependence of texts, "The phenomenon ‘text’
becomes a network of traces, no longer a unitary object which iy knowable, or a
completed work with a centre and an edge which is recoverable by the skilled
readers” (J.N. Vorster 1989:60).

Related to these developments is speech act theory™. Speech act theory places the
act of literary communication within the sphere of humun interaction by stressing



Stellenbosch University https://scholar.sun.ac.za

conversational rules. The fact that some of the concepts of speech act theory are
readily compatible with other critical theories such as narrative and reception
criticism, provides us with u very versatile approach which ca . only enhince our
reading of a text, where a number of aspects can be shown 10 co-exist, und co-
influence communication (E. Botha 1991:302). The buasic concept of speech act
theory is that it views human verbal and literary interaction as rule-governed
behaviour. This rings another change in text theory and makes it possible 1o view
aspects such as genre, and figures of speech such as irony and rhetorical figures, in
terms of breaking of or complying with certain conversational and contextual rules.
This implies that speech act theory allows for the description of lunguage on the
phonetic, lexical, syntactical and pragmatic levels of language.

The rules that govern speech acts are of course not inscribed in the text but are
extra-textual, Since no conversation takes place in a vacuum, no adequate speech
act is possible without establishing the context. Since meaning depends on social
comiexts, and social contexts vary, language can be used in different ways or for
different purposes. The fact that, in speech act theary, the success of an utterance is
considered to be of prime importance thus also provides a new way of looking at a
text.

The pragmatic function of language is thus one of the most important aspects wiich
tne reader and interpreter of the New Testament has to bear in mind. Most of the
texts of the New Testament were not written for the purpose of giving information,
but for the purpose of persuading readers and hearers to do something. The
purpose of most of the texts was to persuade people to accept a particular point of
view. We are therefore forced to account for aspects such as the appropriateness or
success or functionality of an utterance in the text. In this regard speech act theory
provides us with a more than useful tool. When the texts of the New Testament,
and 1 Cor.1:18-2:5 in particular, are studied in this way, as a communication process
in social systems of meaning, they are truly transformed from objects into
communication between first century Christians. By implementing the text theories
referred to above, it will be possible to give a satisfactory answer to the
appropriateness of 1 Cor. 1:18-2:5 within the broader context of 1 Cor. 1-4 as well as
to the dynamics of 1 Cor. 1:18-2:5 and the way in which Paul uses certain stylistic
rules and devices.

1.2.3 A new look at historical understanding

I have thus far argued that a4 new understanding of 1 Cor. 18-2:3 15 indeed possible
on account of a shift in paradigm which has also resulted in u change in the

21



Stellenbosch University https://scholar.sun.ac.za

epistemolegical status of the texts and language. Does this imply that it is
unnecessary to pay attention to the historical nature of the New Testament texts?

Many scholars uphold the view that the only way to understand and explain the New
Testament historically is to apply historical critical methods as used by biblical
scholars to the New Testament texts. In some cases it is even maintained that
historical critical interpretation is the only correct and valid interpretation and in
any case evaluated as superior to other interpretations such as literary
internretations. Understanding the writing of the New Testament historically is
necessitated by the very nature and origin of these documents. To this Lundin
(1985:23) adds the important fact that there is no discourse, not even the discourse
of sciences that can claim to be completely disinterested and untouched by the
reality of human histuiy. Like texts themselves and those who seek to understand
them, our interpretations are always part of history,

In the past the historical understanding of' 1 Cor. 1:18-2:5 was not always honoured.
As a matter of fact, the kind of authority attributed to the text has been a4 major
hindrance. Where any writer’s view is taken as a divine oracle and the text is
determined and the letter writing situation reconstructed to make the oracle at least
tolerable to our ears, two sacrifices are made. The claims to legitimacy by other
voices in the debate are denied in advance, robbing us of a sympathetic presentation
of their challenges. Secondly, Paul's arguments cannot be heard and weighed in
order to determine whether they are convincing or not - the possibility of an
unconvinecing argument having been excluded in advance - so that even the best
argument cannot result in persuasion.

It is therefore of paramount importance to remember that any biblical text exhibits
three closely related features, namely a historical, a structural and a theological
aspect. By the historical aspect of a text is meant that the text is historical in a
twofold sense. It is a historical phenomenon as such, with its own history which can
be studied with historical methods; but at the same time it also refers to specific
historical events in the past. By the structural aspect is meant that the text exhibits
certain grammatical and semantic features and adheres to a specific code. But then
the individual utterances themselves stand in a specific relation to one another 1o
the text as a whole or the entire strategy of an author. By the theological uspecis is
meant that the Bible contains statements about God and man with specific
sociological and theological implications. Tu this Lategan (1985:6) udds that these
three aspects never function in isolation or in abstract, but as part of a dynramic
process of communication,
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The New Testament is therefore a collection of writings written by different authors,
for different purposes, in different historical and sociological circumstances, and
therefore for different audiences: historical interpretations are therefore no luxury.

To interpret something historically, simply means 10 attempt (o interpret it within its
own time and circumstances. Lategan (1985:9) adds to this

..that history is not based on the principle of completeness (giving all
the facts) but rather on the principle of selection - John 20:30-31
expresses the sume idea. Furtiiermore, history can never be merely
the bruta facta, but in the narration of events a certain measure of
interpretation is already implied. Not to acknowledge this, means to
disturb the fabric of history.

Interpretation thus always depends on a theory or theories and on the context of
interpretation, that of the interpreter (Herzog 1983:112), No interpreter enters the
process of interpretation without some prejudgements, and included in these
prejudgements through the very language we speak and write is the history of the
effects of the traditions forming that language (Tracy 1977:357).

Two matters have recently aided our historical understanding of the New
Testament. Firstly, there has been a renewed interest is socio-historical matters
concerning the world of the New Testameni (Meeks 1983; Elliot 1985; Malherbe
1983; Theissen 1983). Special attention is paid to the socio-historical contexts of
early Christian communities.

Secondly, there has also been renewed interest in sociclogy and anthropology as an
aid in understanding the world of the New Testament historically. Sociological and
anthropological models of how societies function are used to make constructions of
possible social contexts within which New Testament writing could have originated.
Since texts have meaning in social systems of meaning, hypotheses are formulated
about the functions and working of these systems. "To interpret any piece of
language adequately is to interpret the social system that it expresses” (Malina
1986:3). But all the social systems are not equal. The social systems in modern
societies can be totally different from those in first century Palestine Asia Minor.
That is why social constructions are necessary. But let us be very clear on this point.
Social constructions as a means of historical study of early Christiunity is not un
attempt to reconstruct history. They are rather attempts 1o construct possible sociul
relationsh:ps of meanings.
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However, these attempts do not have the status of speculation or uncontrolied
guessing, They are rather attempts to make adequate historical interpretations of
texts within their socio-historical and social meaning system in spite of the limited
sources at our disposal. Every bit of socio-historical information can be important
for interpretation.

It should be clear that this involves a new look at history as a science. The reality
which is studied in this approach is not the bruta facta or people of flesh and blood,
but the relationships of meaning between facts, deeds and persons. Tsn’t that what
language and style are all about?

...Language arises in the life of the individual through an ongoing
exchange of meuaning with significant others. A child creates first his
child tongue, then his mother tongue, in interaction with thut little
coterie of people who constitute his meaning group. In this sense,
language is a product of the social process.

(Halliday 1978:1)

Of course not everybody wiil agree with the fact thut language is a product of social
processes. As Elliot {(1984:1) remarks:

...for a time at least there may be more heat than light. Some cun be
expected to resist innovation on principle, or resign themselves to the
kennels with the excuse that you cannot teach old dogs new tricks.
Others may doubt the possibility or wisdom or legitimacy of the mixed
marriages. Still others like Juvenal of old, may resent an attempt at
disciplinary syncretism and regard the influx of new concepts and
terminology into exegesis as a sad recurrence of Orantes’ garbage
flowing into the Tiber.

I don’t share this jaundiced view, but opt for a social scientific approach to 1 Cor.
1:18-2:5.

1.2.4 Rediscovery of Rhetoric

Rhetoric was a common feature in the world of the New Testament. It is hardly
surprising that New Testament authors made abundant use of rhetorical figures and
patterns of argumentation customary for their cultures of context. From the
beginning it was taken for granted that writings produced hy early Christinns were
read as rhetorical compositions.
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..Origen, for example, or Augustine, knew no other school for making
sense of written compositions but the school of rhetoric. One can
follow the rhetorical reading of the New Testument through the
Middle Ages and into the early period of Reformation v nere, for
instance, Martin Bucer and Heinrich Bollinger simply assumed that
Paul should be read through the eye of Quintillian.

{Mack 1990:14)

For long periods and due 1o various reasons (1o which I will turn more specifically in
the next chapter) interpreters understood rhetoric as mere ornamentation or
embellished literary style. At present it is, however, experiencing a renewed
interest. The new interest in rhetoric is often dated from the presidential address of
James Muilenburg to the Society of Biblical literature in 1968. However, [ would
like to believe that is was the work of Nietzsche that was largely responsible for the
twentieth - century revival of rhetoric. Foucault3 (1973:309) claims that Nietzsche
was a central figure in an epistemological transformation that ultimaiely will shift
the attention of human sciences almost exclusively towards studying discourse and
ianguage.

But if that transformation began in the last century and primarily occurred in
Europe, its beginnings would have been easily overlooked. Heidegger, Gadamer,
Derrida, Ricoeur, Lacan and Foucault, all of whom share an interest in language.
and all of whom were influenced profoundly by Nietzsche, have become pivotal
figures in the study of rhetoric. Given these developments it may be fair to argue
that Nietzsche’s thought is central to a historical transformation that Is still taking
shape and which is very much evident in the paradigm swiich I mentioned earlier.
Nietzsche in his "On Truth and lying in an Extra-Moral Sense” (1873) argued that
full and essential knowledge of the world cannot be had. Consciousness does not
grasp things, but impulses or imperfect copies o1 things, and these impulses ure
represented only in images. The images are not the things but the manner in which
we stand towards them. For this reason language is rhetoric, for it conveys an
attitude or opinion, a panial view rather than an essential knowledge of the matter.
Thus, there is no unrhetorical naturalness of language. Language is the result of
audibie rhetorical acts. So, for Nietzsche, the partial or partisan nature of rhetoric
is a further, conscious refinement of the quality as it already exists in naiura!
language. Language, the very citadel of perception and experience, is inhercatly
partial and therefore perspectival.
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But Nietzsche went further in demonstrating the perspectival nature of language.
He argued that all words or signs are tropes, and because of their tropic nature as
partial, transferable, and reversible they present an imperfect knowledge. Human
thought is therefore inherently limited by the capacities and constraints of language.
In Nietzsche's (1968:522) own words

..we think only in the form of language ...we cease to think when we
refuse to do so under the constraint of language: we barely reach the
doubt that sees these limitations. Rational thought is interpretation
according to a scheme that we cannot throw off.

In essence, knowledge is social for Nietzsche precisely because it is shaped by the
inherently social phenomenon of lunguage. It is therefore not strange that he placed
language at the forefront of his rhetorical theory und used its position to launch a
full scale attack on logic and rationality. Language is indeed a social fact.

The benefit of this rhetorical view of language is that it takes us bevond viewing
language as a reflection of reality even ultimate reality as understood in terms of
traditional meta physical and idealist philosophy, and takes us to the social aspect of
language which is an instrument of communication and influence on others.

The further question then becomes: What distinguishes all kinds of literary analysis
(as has been done in the past on 1 Cor. 1:18-2:5) from the rhetorical interpretation
of this text? According to Sloan (1975:798-799) it is the fact that in rhetorical
criticism "a text must reveal its context”. Accordingly a text’s context meuns for the
rhetorical critic

...the attitudinizing conventions, precepts that condition (both the
writer’s and the reader’s) stance towards experience, knowledge,
tradition, language and other people.

{Wuellner 1987:450)

As soon as rhetoric is defined in this way, it has to start looking at discourse in the
light of a specific social interactional situation. Now we all know that in togic,
propositions, once true in their logical frame, remain true in that frame. And in
ordinary grammar-books, the usual implication has been that once a sentence is
explained correct. it remains correct. With discourse the situation is much more
complex because
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..discourse which is effective in one situvatic. . .+ cxnpletely out
of place in another situation.  “ne - Lned Vaoetar itudy the
effectiveness of discourse witheue eorg U diseaase o o specific
situation. And to view discourse wgainst it tional background one
must reckon with the people whe - wmupicate, the subject. the
occasion, and the relevant cul:wraf ¢ v uing, fashions, as well as
taboos. Thus rhetoric c¢r.i.5 o :mphasize the kind of
appropriateness that the Greov o '«d Rairos and the Romans
decorum as well as the situation.

(Enkvist 1984a:16)

The subtitle of this chapter (Towards a4 new understanding) explains the conviction
that this is possible due to a shift in paradigm that has resulted in a new look at the
history and the phenomenor. text aiid thanks to the rediscovery of rhetoric.

tJd
-~
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NOTES:

1) See the following articles: Robert M Grant (1901:60-00); Wilhelm Wacllner {1979:177-188);
Christopher Forbues (1980:1-31); Elizabeth Schussler Frorenza (1987:380-303): F. Forrester-Chureh
(1975:17-33); H.D. Betz (1986:16-48); W. Wucllner {1986:49-77),

2) For a more detatled overview see G, Sellin (1988:2940-3044).
3) Baur made use of the arguments lrom Schmidt, Sce in this regurd Baur's (1831:70).
4) Variations of Baur's hypothuescs are delinded by CLKL Barrett in (1903.1-12}, P. Viclhauer

{1974/5:34-52); Michael Goulder (1991:516-534).

5) It is interesting to note that Wuceliner (1970:203) also rejected the rhetorical interpretation,
According to him the "sofia concern at Christian Corinth was not inspired by people whose

sophistication was qualificd by sophistic rhetorical tradition”.

Wilckens, on the other hand, in his articie (1979:501-537) reconsidered his position with regard
to 1 Cor. 2:1-16 thanks to a lively discussion and [riendship with Erich Dinkler. He concedes to the
claim of Dinkler that il is nol possible to cxplain the wisdem issuc in Corinth with reference to a
Gnostic myth which identificd the risen Christ as God'’s wisdom personified. The paradoxical result of
Wilckens’s original argument is that in those sertions where Paul describes the Corinthian wisdom, one
finds only Paul’s derogatory and inaccurate judgement, while in the section where Paul weuld seem w
be speaking of his own wisdom tcaching, one can sce the real view of the Corinthians.

Wiickens (1979:525) in his new approach, however, concedes (o the claim that as far as Paul’s
understanding is concerned, the Corinthians do not hold a gnostic, revelatory sophia bul one based on
human thinking and assertions that did not claim a revelatory basis. Were the thicking represented
2:6-16 gnostic, taen Paul would be gnostic, not the Corirthians, This conclusion calls the gnostic origin

of the disturbances in Corinth into question.

6) It was Schmithal’s (1969:120) contention that the same gnostics John encountered was af work
in Corinth. They confessed a heavenly Christ but denied the fact that He was vere homo. In an

atlempt to describe this sofia Schmithals (1969:134) camc to the conclusion that # in essence riiccied

the cross.
E)) See in this regard Conzelmann’s commemary (1975).
8) Of particular importance is Kocester's book in colluboration with M. Robinson (1971) as welt

as his review of U, Wilckens’s book on "Weisheit und Torheit™ (1961;5%)-5). In tiis review article

Koester describes Christ functioming for the Corinthians, not as o revealer identified with diviae

28
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wisdom, but as an inspired mystagopue who mediates God's spirit and wisdom (o the initiated, much as
Moses functions [or Philo. In reaction against this instrumentad view of Christ, Paul presents Christ as
God’s wisdom in order (o show Jesus” historical death as the point of deliveranee for all who b-ar.

9N Sce in this regard Sellin's article in ZNW (1982:09-90). It was fullowed by his imporiant book’
Der Streit um die Auferstechung der Toten, Eine rehgionsgeschichtliche und exegestische

Untersuchung von 1 Korinther 15° (1980).

10) Sce the following two publications of Bultmann’s on this matier: (1971:21-31) and (1951:21-
31).

11) Cf Mack 1973,

12) Of particular importance here is Fiorenza's article (1973:17-41).

13) Cf Jervell 1960.

14) Cf Pearson 1973,

15)  Cf Windisch (1914:220-234).

16)  Cf Davies (1955:147-176).

17) An exponent of this view is J. Munck (1954:127-161),

18) Cf Ellis (1974:127-161) and {1974:82-98).

19) This view was advocated by Scroggs (1967:33-55).

20) Sece the thought provoking work by Robinson (1971),

21) Cf Fjarstedt 1974.

22) Scc in this regard Hinaut (1987:282-300). In this article Hinaul agrees with the hypothesis of
Richardson that the text of Matt. 11:25-26 and the source (Q) was the subject of contruversy in Corinth
and th: t Paul is actually alluding to it in his debate with Apollos.

23) Richardson wrote a very thought provoking article (1984:91-111). His hypotnesis and theory
amou.ts L the fact if Q is dated on 50 AC. Paul and Apollos were well awars of Q. As a matter of

fact, P. 1} then made certain modifications on ) such as te emphasize the cross which is the
p

29



Stellenbosch University https://scholar.sun.ac.za

quintessence of the Gospel. Apollos on the other hand, adheres to Q. The difference is then of course

related to the divisions within the Corinthian community.

24) For an analysis of the current state ol affairs see the exceellent article by Wong in Seriptura
(1990:1-27). Cf also Louw (1990:159-172).

25) It is not the purpose of this chapter to reflect on the historical development of the New

Testament Greek. The article by Wong traces these developments quite adequately.

26) See in this regard B. Sicrisema (1961:1818-1826). OF course this a-linguistic view on language
was not limited to the work of theologians, bui also included philosophers, Sce also in this regard the

eriticisms of M. Heidegger's view on language by A.C. Thiselton (1977:303-333).

27) Louw’s article (1990:159-172) mentions that despite recent developments two arcas of
linguistic namely discoursc analysis and style/rhetoric, have had no trcatment in any grammar. In this
regard we must take notice of the work by J.N. Vorster who has written an cxcellent article (1990:107-
130).

28) The fact that this issue is hardly discussed or seldom recognized as an issue proves the point
that Paul's coherent strategy in 1 Cor. 1-4 is nat yet fully understood. The majority of commentaries on
1 Corinthians reflect on the introduction (1 Cor. 1:1-9) and the divisions (1 Cor. 1:10-17) as two

separalc issues.

29) See the excellent work by Wire (1990a:40).

30) In this regard see Plank (1983:25).

31) See Vincent Branick (1982:251-269); Ellis (1978 and Bailey (1975:265-296).

32) To my mind, every New Testament scholar should take note of the important work by Thomas
S. Kuhn: "The Structures of Scicntific Revolutions’. Second ed. Chicago (1970) Scc also W.S, Vorster
(1988:31-48) as well as Combrink (1986:9-17). Both thesc articles are in line with the way in which
Kuhn pictures developments and changes in science. Normal science {wherce there is a gencrally
accepted paradigm) according to Kuhn is preceded by a pre-paradigmatic period in which differemt
explanations are offered for one and the same problem. Keep in mind that normal science is usually
characterized by agreement among scholars, but normal science can also run inte trouble. 1t usually
happens when a number of anomalies cannot be explained within the accepted paradigm. Such a cnisis
can only be solved by a revolution in that particular place. Such a revolution can result in a new
paradigm in which normal science can again take place.  Although the article by Combrink

presupposes a change (paradigm shift) the publication A South # rican Perspective on the New
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Testament’ to which he contributed this article, still operates in a social vacuum and it actually Tails to
take cognisance of the shilt in paradigm. Sce in this regard also the exeellent article by P.G.R, de
Villiers (1989:119-124) in which he struggles with the social vacuum in New Testament scholarship in
South Africa. For an introduction to the probiems surrounding New Testament exegesis and
interpretation, see the articles by Lategan (1978:18-30) and (1984:1-17). In two recent article’s by J.E.
Botha (1991:177-203) New Testament exegesis is placed within the development of modern literary and

linguistic theories.

34) Evidence of this paradigm shift is found in the more text-ariented methodologies to which |

will turn in more detail in chapter two.
35) For an asscssment on Structural Analysis see Greenwood 1985,
37) See in this regard the article by Fowler (1989:3-28). Fowler refrains from a definile explication

of the term "postmodern”, but he nevertheless refers (1989:3 note 2) to Thab Hassan who contrasis in

two parallel columns the modern with the postmodern, A [ew contrasts need Lo be mentioned:

Modernism Postmodernism

Form Anti form

Purpose Play

Art/Object/Finished Work Process/Perfarmance /Happening
Genre/Boundary Text /Intertext

Semantics Rhetoric

Distance Participation,

In this regard one could say that the interactional model indicates that New Testament science
is on its way to postmodernism. This would, of course, mean that I have shifted the focus of my
historical inquiries dramatically - rather than continuing to seek out what onc might call the history
lying behind the biblical text, I am more concerned with examining that which lies in front of the text.
Edgar Mcknight (1985:xvii) also states this goal when he says "our goal is ro longer a meaning behind
the text which creates distance but rather a meaning in front of the text which demands involvement™.
This has, of course, a major influence on meaning. Posimodernism and the interactional model
indicates a shift from meaning as content to meaning as event or interaction.
According to Fowler (1989:13) this shift can be explained by the fact that "most modern biblical
criticism, has been chiefly concerned with the referential axis for language. Postmedern literary
criticism... swing the focus over to the rhetorical axis™. This, | believe, confirms yet again the necessity

of the interactional model.

38) Although Speech Act theory has been introduced sporadically into rescarch over the past two

decades, it has not yet received its duc credit. Several reasons can be given for this sad state cf alfairs.
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Howevcer, in two recent articles by JLE. Botha (1991:277-303) the absolute necessity of this theory is
stressed. 1 have to agree with the suggestion that speech act theory presents us with the challenge of a

ncw hermeneutical paradigm and that it indeed opens the way 1o a new exegesis.

39) Sec in this regard Foucault (1973:303-343).
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CHAPTER TWO
TOWARDS AN INTERACTIONAL MODEL FOR THE ANALYSIS OF LETTERS!.

Anyone familiar with the frustration of
trying to solve the Rubic’s cube will affirm
that the puzzle cannot be solved without
the blocks being moved in a specific order
on cach of the levels. The multifaceted
nature and dynamic of the cube is a good
illustration of the multidimensional
nature of reality. It is obvious that this
observation has important consequences
for the theology in general. The
acceptance of the multidimensional
nature of biblical texts (as part of reality)
challenges one not to overexpose one
dimension of the text at the expense of
other valuable dimensions.

Rousseau (1988:409)

The following passage from William Kurz (1987:195) has become an echo of a
similar viewpoint as Rousseau’s

...contempory biblical exegesis is undergoing a paradigm shift as
revolutionary as the shift to historical criticism had been. This
paradigm shift is towards multi-disciplinary and more holistic
approaches that supplement the most exclusive reliance on the
historical-critical methods in which most of us were trained. More
and more scholars are finding historical-critical methods inadequate
for addressing concerns like liberation or service to the Church
accounting for religious experience, or even dealing with the final
state of the text .

“Views on language and approaches to languages have always played a major role in
the scientific interpretation of the New Testament" (J.N. Vorster 1990:108). The
theological dimension of the Bible was so overemphasised, especially in the Middle
Ages, but also more recently in orthodox and fundamentalist circles, that it was seen
as a timeless, heaven-produced truth which failed to take the classical metaphorical
nature of the Bible into accountZ. "As a consequence, New Testament studies were
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inclined to search for the meaning of a linguistic entity in its kistory or development.
As a direct result linguists were so concerned with problems below and within the
sentence that their findings were of limited use" (J.N. Vorster 1990:108). As such,
the relationship between linguistic elements within the text became the source of
information.

...What the text says was the objective to be achieved. Therefore,
corresponding to views on language, analysis of the New Testament
was inclined to be informational. To put it differently: analysis of the
New Testament was inclined to be referential, either in un extra-

linguistic or in an automatic sense.
J.N. Vorster (1990:108)

Obviously, such a view on the text and language of the New Testament worked with
the presupposition that language can be isolated and studied in isolation. Rousseau
(1988:460) concludes that in the history of Bible interpretation

...the past does reveal the futility of our attempts to solve the "cube" of
textual communication by turning only one of the squares.

In these circumstances it might be necessary to reconsider our whole approach to
the methodological issue. Lategan (1988:68) points out the fact, that despite the
plethora of methods and paradigms offered in the market

we have lost sight of the real purpose of our exegetical trade. There is
an urgent need to change the order of our questions. Instead of
asking: "What is the best method to use?”, the first question ought to
be: What is the "object’ to be interpreted?” This may sound like a
small difference, but unless we regain a clear understanding of the
nature of the phenomenon we are trying to interpret, we will not be
able to choose or develop tools which are adequate for the task.

So what is the object to be interpreted? A biblical text of course. But what is a text
and how do texts mean?

2.1 What is a text? How do texts mean?
It is a well-known fact that the historical-critical approach considered texts as
fragments and not as entireties. That explains why the phenomenon text has always

been related to growth. Furthermore, one has to bear in mind that within that view
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the meaning of such a text was directly related to its original author and his
intentions. According to critical scholarship it is the task of the interpreters to do
everything possible to determine what the original author had to say to his original
readers. It was furthermore believed that this could be done after the original form
had been determined in the original life setting and historical context. To prevent
arbitrary interpretations, a number of steps were invented to obtain objective results
in determining the intention of the author. Meaning lies in the intention of the
author.

I have drawn attention to the fact that the concept of texts has undergone radical
changes among text theorists®. As Ricoeur (1976a:92) puts it unmistakably:

Not the intention of the author, which is supposed to be hidden
behind the text, not the historical situation common to the author and
his original readers; not the expectations or feelings of these original
readers, not even their understanding of themselves as historical or
cultural phenomena. What has to be appropriated is the meaning of
the text itself conceived in a dynamic way as the direction of thought
opened up by the text.

The changes concerning literary theories {contempory theories of text and context)
follow from epistemology rather than form theory, Literary studies are not exempt
from the quicksand that underline all objectivist epistemologies. Hugo Verdaasdonk
(1981:91) for one, questions objective knowledge in literary studies in a no-nonsense
manner:

Research in the philosophy of science, and in cognitive psychology has
shown that perceptions are anything but "direct” and infallible. In
order to judge the claim that a particular textual property has "really"
been perceived in the course of the reading process, we at least must
know the way in which a specific conceptual framework has been
applied to a text.

In the light of some of the theorists and critics who point out that epistemological
frames4, their socio-culturai origins and their laws, are as fully operative in literary
studies as in the rest of the humanities, the social sciences and the sciences, it is of
paramount importance to examine literary theoretical epistemology.

(>
n
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2.1.1 New Ciriticism and the meaning of text

In the first half of the twentieth century, Anglo American literary studies were
dominated by a persuasive formalism. This formalism was especially evident in New
Criticism. The central epistemological premise common to all formalist studies is
that of textual autonomy, whereby the text is independent of both its author and its
reader. This, of course, implies textual determinacy, or the conviction that a text has
a centre and an edge which are recoverable, whole and unblemished, by the skilled
reader. Susan Suleiman (198(:40) discusses this phenomenon as follows:

Perhaps no single idea had as tenacious and influential a hold over
the critical imagination in our century as that of textual unity or
wholeness. Amidst the diversity of metaphors which critics have used
to describe the literary text-as an organic whole, as a verbal icon, as a
complex system of interlocking and hierarchically related "strata” - the
one constant has been a belief in the text’s existence as an
autonomous identifiable, and unique entity: the text itself.

Beardslee (1979 :37) states unequivocally that "text is the determiner of its meaning.
It has the will, not at least a way of its own". As a consequence, interpretation was
forced to accept a second class status, and became an implicit expression, of worship
at the shrine of the text itself.

..The autonomous work became the standard against which all inter-
pretations were measured: It was the raw data, provided the facts of
the case, the object that existed prior to and independent of any

interpretation.
Chabot (1980:642)

It is not my concern to trace the origin and growth of New Criticism but merely to
disclose how successful this development was. As Cain (1982:1100) rightfully
observed:

It it simply that New Criticisms has become institutionalized itself, but
that is has gained as the institution itself. It has in a word, been
transformed into criticism, the essence of what we do as teachers and

critics, the ground or given upon which everything eise is based.

The effect on literary and text studies was disastrous as
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...metacritical speculation shut down: theorists were replaced by
technicians whose job it was to keep the machine running. The episte-
mological coup enabled critics to perform spectacular textual biopsy.
quite unconcerned by the tenvousness underpinning their studies
(Chabot 1980:642).

212 Text and Reading Theory

The locus from which anti-objectivist text theorists derived their impetus stemmed
from an examination of how readers read, which in turn has implications for the
epistemological status of what they read. Clearly many of them draw weapons from
the Derridean armoury: the assault on logocentrism involves an assault on
determinate textuality. However, the primary focus among the theorists is not
Derridean. Rather, common to all of these studies, is the attempt to show that the
communication process is not simply a channel of information, but it is also
constitutive of meaning. With the introduction of the role of the reader in the
process of interpretation and the idea of, as well as, interaction between reader and
text, the reader’s contribution to the meaning of the text, the situation has changed.
As Kuenzli (quoted by Ryan 1985:20) maintains:

Paying attention to the reader is therefore often regarded as a
subversive activity which re-opens Pandora’s box and undermines our
hard-earned "certainties” concerning literary texts. Indeed, a reader
oriented theory exposes our "objective” analysis as sophisticated
"subjective” readings.

Perhaps it is therefore appropriate to begin with Wolfgang Iser and reception
theory. Iser encountered the shift away from objectivist epistomologies in the works
of Heidegger and Gadamer. For both, reading is not a passive absorption, or simply
a recovery or codified meaning. In his "Being and Time" Heidegger insists that an
interpretation is never a presuppositionless apprehending of something presented to
us. Gadamer in "Truth and Method" suggests that prejudice (any interplay of
psychological and sociological forces) does not simply hinder a clear apprehension
of a text’s meaning, but conditions and makes possible an understanding of the text:

What is necessary is a fundamental rehabilitation of the concept of
prejudice and a recognition of the fact that there are legitimate
prejudices if we want to justify to man’s infinite, historical mode of
being,.

Gadamer (1975:240)
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Excursus:

There is of course a close connection between Heldegger, Bultmann and Gadamer.
In the first instance cach of these thinkers stands as a towering figure in his own right,
who has had an enormous inlluence on twenticth century thought. Second, and even
more important, all of them are concerned with philosophy as philosophical
description. Keep in mind that Heidegper dedicated "Being and Time” to Huassler, the
founder of modern phenomenology. Within the circles of phenomenology, the
inquirer refrains from projecting a prior understanding onte facts, but lets things
appear as they are, According to Heidegger the aim is 1o lot that which shows itself
be seen from itself in the very way in which it shows itself from itself. In other words,
he recognizes that man can only interpret the world as he sees it from within his given
situation in life. Man can investigaic Being (Sein) only if he begins with Dasein, the
concrete, human "I". The implication being that Dasein does not have a viewpoint
outside history. Heidegger therefore insists that an interpretation is never a

presuppositionless apprehending of somcthing presented to us,

Bultmann followed Heidegger in asserling that our relationship to history is wholly
different from our relationship to nature. Man, if he rightly understands himself,
differentiates himeelf from nature, because when he observes nature, he perceives
there something objective, which is not himsclf. However, when he turns his attention
to history, ke must admit himsclf to be part of histary. In other words, he is
considering a living complex of events in which he is essentially involved. Bultmann,
in his exposition of the concept Vorverstindnis, realizes that man cannot obscrve
history objectively, because in every word which he says about history he is saying at

the same time something about himself.

Gadamer also departed from Descarie’s theory of knowledge, in which man as active
subject looks out on the world as passive chject. Gadamer focuses on the fact that the
actual situation in which human understanding takes place is always an understanding
through language within a tradition. Understanding for Gadamer, is not so much the
action of one’s subjectivity, but the placing of oneself within a process of tradition in
which past and present are constantly fused. According to Gadamer, the interpreter
must seck to be aware of his ore-judgements and control his own pre-understanding
thercby avoiding naive objectivism. The consequence of this in Gadamer’s (1975:263)
own words is "that every age has to understand a transmitted text in its own way, for
the text is part of the whole tradition in which the age ...sceks to understand itseif”.
We cannot leave the present to go back inte the past and to view the text solely on its
own terms, The very meaning which the text has for us is partly shaped by our own

place in a tradition which rcaches the present.
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These three scholars led the way from the Cartesian perspective according to which

man, as active subjeet, scrutinizes the things around him as passive objects.

In "The Implied Reader" Iser (1974:xii) departed with these epistemological models
at his disposal and made it clear that the term implied reader

...incorporates both the prestructuring of the potential meaning by the
text, and the reader’s actualization of this potential through the
reading process>.

The implied reader relies on the prior concept of indeterminacy, for the concept
allows Iser to cause a breach in the edge of the text, a bleeding off that does not
destroy the text in favour of its readers, but allows for a degree of contamination by
the reader. Iser (1971:42) also proclaims that "the repairs of indeterminacy gives
rise to the generation of meaning".

The introduction of reception theories into New Testament studies also gave a new
impetus to the analysis of texts and brought to fore the concept of the reader, and
his creative contribution tc the communication of text. Although one may have the
impression of complete relativism due to the creative role attributed to the reader, it
must be remembered that the author is actually a textual strategy and the model
reader is in reality a set of felicity conditions (Eco 1979:11).

Although the role of the reader is to be textually defined, the extratextual context of
a text is just as important. In the tradition of de Saussure we see the meaning of an
autonomous text as the relation between the sign and reality (the so called
pragmatics). Pragmatics, in the case of biblical texts, recognizes the texts were
written with a view to a specific community in which faith played an important role,
a community living in a specific time and setting, determined by specific religious
and social sub-codes®,

This is exactly the point Stanley Fish tries to make in the reader power theory.
According to Fish (1980:276-277) one can never be frec of apriori assumptions?,
which in turn entail the impossibility of objective knowledge:

Because we are never not in a situation, we are never not in the act of
interpreting. Because we are never not in the act of interpreting,
there is no possibility of reaching a level of meaning beyond or below
interpretation. But in every situation some or cther meaning will
appear to us 1o be uninterpreted because it is isomorphic with the
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interpretive structure the situation (and therefore our perception)
already has.

Fish (1980:365) also turns the notion of truth around by suggesting that if truth is
always dependent on its context, then that truth must be true in that context. The
fact that a standard of truth is never available independently of a set of beliefs does
not mean that we can never know for certain what is true because we are always in
the grip of some belief or other.

By de-objectifying the word, Fish is not implying that there is no truth and that all
ideas are equal. As a matter of fact, he restores truth to a position of ultimate
authority without giving it back its objecthood, by means of the concept of the
interpretive community.

...if the self is conceived of not as an independent entity but as a social
construct whose operations are delimited by the systems of
intelligibility that inform it, then the meanings it confers on texts arc
not its own but have their source in the interpretive community (or
communities) of which it is a function,

(Fish 1980:335)

According to Fish (19801 14) an inderpretive cotamuanity s not objective becanse as a
bundle of nterests, of particular purpose and goals, its perspective is interested
rather than neutral: but Gy the very same reasqaing, (e mednings and (exes
produced by an interpretive community are not subjective because they do not
proceed from an isolated individual but from a public and conventional point of
view.

In summary, Fish objects to objectivism, as being a naive oversimplification.
Interpretations can never be intrinsically valid, but they can be valid within an
interpretive community, that is within a set of assumptions. An accepted
interpretation is a valid interpretation, and acceptance entails ensuring that the
interpretation and the assumptions of the interpretive community are congruent.
Investigative study of how specific communities are constituted and how they
operate, might have the effect of making critics aware of what they are doing when
they interpret.

2.13 Deconstruction and the meaning of a text
The shift from a historical approach to that of more text-griented methodologies is

40



Stellenbosch University https://scholar.sun.ac.za

also evident in deconstruction. When we are dealing with deconstruction and
reception theory and other related theories, we are moving beyond the historical-
critical and structural approaches to that of the post-structural literary theory, where
the act of reading that "creates a radically new text... becomes an active process of
attributing meaning” (W.S. Vorster 1989:59).

Deconsiruction started in the 1960's when o stir was caused in Anglo-American
philosophy, the social sciences and humanities by 2 number of French thinkers.
Their writings gave rise to the phenomenon of post-structuratism. Deconstruction
represents a further and radical development of post-structuralism. Clearly
Ferdinand de Saussure had been co-opted as a kind of forerunner because of his
insistence on the arbitrariness of the linguistic sign8. Any examination of
deconstruction must, however, begin with Jacques Derrida. In "Writing and
Difference" (1978:292), Derrida confronts the notion of interpretation:

There are thus two interpretations of structure, of sign of play. The
one seeks to decipher, dreams of deciphering a truth or an origin
which escapes play and the order of sign, and which lives the necessity
of interpretation as an exile. The other, which is no longer turned
towards the origin, affirms play and tries to pass beyond man and
humanism, the name of man being the name of that being who,
throughout the history of metaphysics or of onto theology - in other
words throughout his entire history - has dreamed of full presence the
reassuring foundation, the origin and end of play.

Language cannot be seen as a subservient, secondary scheme for the useful
arrangement of reality. Instead, the text should be seen as self reflexive and self
contained invoking only itself. Language is no longer a convenient window, opening
onto a suitable ai1ranged reality, or any reality at all, other than the "truth" that these
marks on paper actually are.

In Derrida’s strategy the term "presence” is of paramount importance. Structuralism
erroneously elevates the word as a source of recoverable meaning. This causes the
inflation of the sign itself (Derrida 1976:6), or the elevation of the sign to a state of
absolute presence. According to Derrida this structuralist urge can be traced to a
more basic urge, central to the entire Western tradition, to posit a central presence”.
According to Derrida meaning cannot be enclosed within the sign. There is a
breech in every such enclosure, since the enclosed per definition requires reference
to that which is not enclosed. The centre thus relies on the non-central. Perhaps
Vincent Leech (1983:38) provides the best account of what Derrida represents:
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As prophet, Derrida presents to us deconstructive man - who accepts
in joy, and affirmation the play of the world and the innocence of
becoming, who affirms the world of signs and the activity of inter-
pretation, who neither pesters the world for truth nor indulges the
dream of origins, traces around the centre the free play of signifiers
and the tendential productions of structure who writes off man and
humanism, who dencunces the old logocentric wizardry and passes
joyously beyond.

The implications of text theory and literary studies are the following: the concept of
the author-father in command of his progeny disappears. The author does not
create meaning because a meaning is never present, and has to be sougnt beyond
the text. The absence of the father-author, a controlled polysemy, or 2 means of
suggesting that one text is separable from another, renders the text at least fluid:

There is no present text in general and there is not even a past present
text, a text which is past as having been present. The text is not
thinkable in an ordinary or modified form of the presence

(Derrida 1978:210)

This is not to say that the reader creates the text, (otherwise what functions do these
marks on the page have?), but that he realizes it, or, rather that he realizes a
multiplicity of texts as difference and starts its inevitable progress through the
textual web. Reading is an interactive process: while the reader exercises his
freedom, the text imposes its constraints. It follows that the text is incorrigibly
plural, not unitary: "architectonic" to borrow a2 word from Barthes. The only manner
in which literary study may have Derridean validity is via the study of intertextuality.
Clear text and readsr of text divisions become nonsensical, since if we are to
approach a text, it must have an edge, which is impossible. According to Derrida
{1979:83) a text is

...no longer a finished corpus of writing sonie concept enclosed in a
book or its margins, but a differential network, a fabric of traces
referring endlessly to something other than itself, to other traces.
Thus the text overruns all the limits assigned to it so far (not
submerging or drowning them in an undifferentiated homogeneity,
but rather making them more complex, dividing and multiplying
strokes and lines) - all the limits, everything that was to be set up in
opposition to writing (speech, life, the worid, the real, history and
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what not, every field of reference - to body or mind conscious or
unconscious, politics, economics and so forth).

Leitch (1983:118) also addresses the problems of how one should regard the text.
According to him

...texts are strings of differential traces. Sequences of floating
signifiers. Sets of infiltrated signs dragging along ultimately
indecipherable intertextual elements. What about the truth of the
text? The random flights of signifiers across the textual surface, the
disseminations of meanings, offer truth under one condition: that the
chaotic processes of textuality be willfully regulated, controlled or
stopped... truth is not an entity or property of the text. No text utiers
its truth: the truth lies elsewhere - in a reading. Constitutionaly,
reading is misreading. Deconstruction works to deregulate controlled
dissemination and celebrate misreading.

Since texts are texts about texts within a total network, the idea of the origin and the
centre of texts, which are so important in predeconstructionalist thought, is totally
undermined. Texts do not have meaning because they are structured, but because
they are related to other texts and their meanings in a network of intertextuality.
The meaning oi a text is the result of similarities and differences between other
texts. The source of the meaning of text is therefore not the mind of the author, the
reality outside the text: texts are their own source of meaning. Deconstruction
represents a new paradigm and a new epistemology of the phenomenon "text”. All
these considerations eventually lead to the notion of intertext. Derrida’s notorious
statement "there is nothing outside the text" (1976:158) does not imply that nothing
exists except the text, but that everything is relevant to reading, to textual analysis,
including the context, is contained within the intertext (or as he calls it "le texte
generale"). The text is thus no longer regarded as an object, but as a process: it
exists in the activity of production.

These considerations lead to another development concerning text theory: the so-
called script or frame theory.

2.2 Frames of understanding
In recent years two developments in text theory have opened up the possibility of

bridging the gap between synchronic semantics and what is usually called
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*Traditions-Geschichte’ (Breytenbach 1991:1). But what is the so-called script or
frame theory?

According to Eco, Violi and Santambrogio (1988:12) frame theory originated on
philosophical and psychological grounds and embody a view of how people
understand and recognize word meanings and natural categories. The philosophy,
according to Schank and Kass (1988:182), that has guided the investigation into
frames or seripts can be summed up in the following propositions:

i) The function of language is to communicate concepts between people,
ii) therefore, in order to understand language one must be prepared to understand
the underlying concepts represented by that language.

It is often also regarded as an extension of one of Gestalt theory’s most fundamental
insights, namely that perceptual recognition is the result of an interaction between
environmental inputs and active principles in the mind that impose structure on
them.

What is this so-called script or frame theory?
221 The role of scripts in understanding

It is a well-known fact that people generally regards simple reading skills as
commonplace and therefore unimpressive. It is much easier io be impressed by a
skillfully played chess game since few people have a facility for chess. Researchers
in natural language processing, however, have considerable respect for human
cognition involved in language skills.

W.G. Lehnert (1980:79) has already stated:

At the present time there are no computer programs that can simulate
the language abilities of a three-year-old. Furthermore, there is an
excellent chance that we see a computerized conversationalist with
the competence of a three-year-old10, The answer is simple: the
cognition involved in language skills is inexorably bound up with the
organisation of information in human memory and with human
thought processes. The pervasiveness of the connection is by no
means obvious or undisputed. A majority of linguists persist in
denying any such connection for fear their discipline will fall into the
clutches of cognitive psychology.
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There is no way we can deny this connection between human memory and human
thought. People use memory in order to make sense of each new sentence. In the
following three sentences, for instance, we have three different senses of the word
"Sea]“

1. John goes to the zoo because he is fond of the seal.

2. John opened his bottle of prunes soaked in port, but he noticed that the seal was
broken.

3. The king sent for his seal at the end of the proclamation bill.

People are able to arrive effortlessly at the proper sense of words which are
spontaneously ambiguous. The cognitive process which enables us to interpret this
word in three different ways, in three different situations, is dependent on the
previous context in each case. Finding the right word sense of "seal” in "the king
sent for his seal at the end of the proclamaticn bill" relies on the knowledge about
royal documents. Lehnert (1980:83) therefore draws the following logical
conclusion;

...the key issue behind all these problems is one of epistemology.
What kinds of knowledge do people have? How is this knowledge
organized in memory? What are the memory process that access and
manipulate this knowledge?

The answer to how the organization of human memory takes place, leads us directly
to the notion of scripts.

The notion of a script was first introduced by Roger Schank and Roger Abelson at
the Fourth International Conference on Artificial Intelligence in 1975. At the same
time Marvin Minsky delivered a paper on A framework for representing
knowledge’ in which he explains how a system of frames can be used to encode
necessary knowledge about the world of problems in artificial intelligencell. It is
clear from this paper that Minsky is advocating a strategy for expectation - driven
information processing in which particular situations are interpreted in terms of
generalized expectation. On this level we can safely say that scripts are one type of
frame: they are frames designed for specific task of natural language processing.
But what is a script?
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222 What is a script?

In each culture there are a number of stereotyped situations in which human
behaviour is highly predictable and narrowly defined.

Behaviour in these situations is often described in terms of cultural conventions.
These conventions are learned in childhood, adhered to throughout one’s life and
rarely questioned or analyzed. "Scripts describe those conventional situations that
are defined by a highly stereotypic sequence of events” (Lehnert 1980:85).

South Africans, for instance, have a very simple script for a barbecue:

1) Stack your wood and paper meticiously.
2) Light the fire, and wait until there are only coals left.
3) Barbecue your meat.

Most people have never questioned this script or considered whether there might be
a better way. In Argentina, people learn a slightly different script for preparing a
barbecue:

1) Dig a hole in the ground and start a fire in it.
2) Remove all the coals from the hole and bury your meat which is covered by cloth.
3) Barbecue your meat.

People are usually unconscious of their conventions until they are confronted by
different ones. Given these two different conventions, we can look for reasons why
one is either superior or inferior to the other. But when we acquire a cultural script
we rarely question it: it is merely the way the world works. Lehnert (1980:86) is
quite correct in pointing out that

...most scripts are required in childhood either through direct
experience or by vicarious observation. Many people have scripts for
gunfights, bank robberies, and airplane hijackings, in spite of the fact
that they have never been directly involved in such episodes. Movies,
books and television have contributed significantly to vicarious script
acquisition. These scripts are general in the sense that a large
population share stereotypic knowledge of such situations.

The scripts that are important for natural language processing are those shaped by a
large population as a cultural norm. When such a script is shared by many people,
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that script can be referenced very efficiently. Lehnert (1980:86) illustrates this with
the following example: If a friend mentions that he went out to a restaurant, you will
not interpret this to mean that he simply moved himself into the proximity of a
restaurant. His statement is normally interpreted to mean that the entire restaurant
script was executed. That is, he went into a restaurant, decided what he wanted to
eat, made his choice known to an appropriate employee, the order was conveyed to
a cook, who prepared the meal, the meal was served, eaten, a chcck was received,
paid, and he left the restaurant. This entire inference chain is conveyed by saying "1
went to a restaurant.”

Most important is that scripts are used by people both behaviourally and cognitively.
The behavioural aspect of script application occur when people are actually in a
scriptural situation and they behave in a manner appropriate to that script. The
cognitive aspect of script application occurs when people are processing language,
and must generate inferences about what is being said on the basis of their scriptural
knowledge.

By this time it is clear that the text base is interpreted against the background of
scripts. These scripts are stored in the longterm memory and are activated during
the process of reading by the expressions in the text. Breytenbach (1990:257) points
out that this is important for exegesis:

The way in which we frame the numerous details historical research
has accumulated influences us when we read early Christian
documents. How predominant such frames can be, is illustrated by
the change in the way in which scholars tend to interpret
soteriological texts since Colpe (1961) demolished the myth about the
gnostic saviour myth or since Neusner (1971) and Saldarini (1988)
destroyed the identification of pre-70 Pharisaism with later rabbinic
Judaism.

The importance this has for exegesis is further illustrated by Breytenbach (1990:257)
when he explains terminology as a window on tradition:

Theoretically I mean that the words, the expressions forming the
explicit textbase are the window through which we have 1o look to
recognize parts of those frames which suit the text. However, wher
we lock further and discover the whole "frame”, wher we have an
equivalent of that frame that the writer had in mind, only then can we
hope to interpret the text adequately, But how are we to discover the
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frame when only part of it is expressed in the text? Frames are not
explicated in the text itself. They are presupposed. They were part of
the common knowledge of ancient society. We store out knowledge
about events like "going shopping” or "using the library", about places
like "airports" and "lecture rooms" as structured "frames"” or "scripts” in
our LTM.

What we have in mind influences our process of understanding when
reading about these events or situations. Writers normally
presuppose this type of knowledge it forms part of the implicit text.

In summary, "script theory provides a classical illustration of how
understanding can be achieved by accessing previously established
knowledge. Text interpretation is a process in which the exegete
reads the text in the light of what he or she has in mind. [ am,
however, not infering that the explicit textbase could not control this
process. But when reading texts which originated within {irst century
hellenistic Judaism, the exegete must be familiar with the frames that
were presupposed by the writer. If we want to read out texts
synchronically, we must take up the task of historical research in order
to find the right frame" (Breytenbach 1990:257-258).

Breytenbach (1990:258) is therefore quite correct when stating that text-imminent
semantic approaches which interpret the text only in terms of the discourse world
reconstructed on the basis of the explicit textbase may be a starting point. They are,
however, inadequate in the sense that they are not synchronic but achronic.

2.3 Towards an Interactional Model

I have looked at a few developments concerning text theory. By way of summary
one might characterize them as follows.

The first text linguists tried to describe the cohesive ties that cement sentences into
texts, often by extending traditional grammatical methods. Enkvist (1985a:23)
refers to this text theory as the sentence-based theory, because it could not
manipulate or alter the sentence division of the text. Sentence-based text theorists
thus accepted a text as it is, without tampering with its clauses and sentences, and
then tried to reveal the features that linked clauses and sentences to each other.

Those with an inquisitive mind soon asked where sentences come from and why they
are formed as they are, and not in some other way. They will not be satisfed with a
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sentence-based text theory which fails to accommodate such questions. They will go
on to build text models which start from some kind of text atoms, the basic text units
which are then combined into texts according to definite, explicit strategies. Enkvist
(19854:23) refers to these theories as predication text theory.

The question, where do predications, and thus also texts and sentences come from
could not, however, be answered with sentence-based or predication-based text
models. For this, a third kind of theory, a cognitive one, was indicated by Minsky
and Lehnert. They model information storage in the form of frames or scripts.

There is yet another question: Why does a certain person in a certain sitvation
choose to extract certain definite predications for textualization? Why does a certain
person in a certain situation choose to express himself or herself, in a certain way?
In this textualization, what politeness devices does he or she opt for and why?
Enkvist (1985b:263) pointed out that

...to answer questions of this type, the sentence-bused, predication-
based and cognitive models will not suffice. We shall need a fourth
type of text model that we might call interactional. Interactional
models show how people behave, and perhaps to some extent why.
When a person has opted for a specific interactional strategy he can
start extracting things to say from his cognitive store, as modelled by
cognitive models; he can textualize his predications, as shown by the
predication-based models; and he link his clauses and sentences to
each other in ways suggested by sentence-based text models.

In the interactional model we are thus looking for a model that has to account for
the historical, structural and theological or contextual aspects of the text. At the
core of this model lies the presupposition that the understanding of a biblical text is
essentially part of human communication in its widest sense. The interactional
model, in which communication is said to occur whenever we create meaning from
our interaction with the world draws all human activity into the sphere of human
communication.

Within this proposed model the meaning of a sentence does not reside only in the
relationships of linguistic elements to one another, but rather in the interaction of
speech situation and linguistic elements!2, The question on which this study is
focused is not what a sentence means or says, but why a particular utterance is
appropriate to the context and not any other, or what this utterance does within the
context.
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2.3.1 Basic Assumptions

If our focus is on why a particular utterance is appropriate to the context, or what
this utterance does within the context, we clearly need a model that corresponds
with this shift from viewing language as informational to viewing language as
interactional. We also need a model that is conscious of the fact that the interaction
between context and situation is influenced by various factors. An utterance is
always uttered by a speaker and always addressed to someone, even if that be the
'seif’. But the moment we introduce people as constituents of meaning, social values
and psychological attitudes contribute to the creation of meaning. The model must
therefore also be interdisciplinary and strategical.

2.3.1.1 What is a model?

The concept of the model is an important instrument for procuring and processing
research data in the sacial sciences. There are, however, different definitions of
what is understood by a model. According to Carney (1975:9) the key characteristic
of a model

..is that it is, before all else, a speculative instrument. It may take the
form of a descriptive outline, or it may be an inductive - even
deductive generalisation.

But whatever it is, it is first and foremost a framework of reference,
consciously used as such, to enable us to cope with the complex data
...Each model presents an alternative view of reality. Indeed, the
whole purpose of employing a model may be to check whether the
novel view of reality which it provides adds to our understanding of
that reality.

Malina (1983:231) has offered the following definition: "It is an abstract, simplified
representation of some real world object, event, or interaction constructed for the
purpose of understanding, control, or prediction". According to Gilbert (1981:3) a
model is "a theory or set of hypotheses which attempts to explain the connections
and interrelationships between social phenomena. Models are made up of concepts
and relationships between concepts”. Models are part of our everyday existence

...models themseives come in different sorts and sizes and dot the
scenery of everyday life, from the maps in cur glove compartment and
globes in our studies, to the mannequins and toy trains in our
department stores, to the scale model of art and architecture, to the
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experimental and analystical models employed in the various fields of
science.
Thus models can range in size, complexity, and degree of abstraction
from concrete scale models to highly abstract conceptual or
theoretical models.

(Elliot 1986:3-4)

For the purpose of this study, it is important to differentiate between models on the
one hand, as well as theories and paradigms. A theory is based on axiomatic laws
and general principals. According to Carney (1975:8) a theory

...is a basic proposition through which a variety of observations of
statements become explicable. A model, by way of contrast, acts as a
link between theories and cbservations.

A model will employ one or more theories to provide a simplified (or
an experimental or a generalized or an explanatory) framework which
can be brought to bear on some pertinent data. Models are thus
stepping stones upon which theories are built.

According to Thomas Kuhn (1970:V111) puradigms "are universally recognised
achievements that for a time provide model problems and solutions to a community
of practitioners”. It is clear that paradigms refer to the presuppositions and methods
and models underlining a discipline as a whole.

According to Elliot (1986:6) all human beings, on the basis of their personal
experience and diverse sources of knowledge, have certain perceptions of and
general theories concerning the nature, structure and meaning of social reality. The
purpose of models in the social sciences is to explicitly express these theories and
test their validity. Basic to all that has been said about models is thus the
conception of a model as a tool or speculative instrument

...models are consciously structured and systematically arranged in
order to serve as a speculative instrument for the purpose of

organizing, profiling, and interpreting a complex welter of detail.
{Elliot 1986:5)

It should further be borne in mind that models are highly selective, obscuring the
idiosyncratic peculiarities of the phenomenon under consideration and thercby
highlighting its fundamental characteristics (Carney 1975:8-9). Because of this need
to be selective, a model can be an approximation of reality, and needs 1o be
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constantly modified by the very insight it generates. Gilbert (1981:4) explicitly
warns against jumnping to the conclusion that a model is a correct representation of
the 'real world’ on the basis of the discovery of structural correspondence between
the relationship posited in the model and relationship discovered in the data.
Gilbert is further convinced that a model can only provide a partial explanation of
any data since every model is a simplified representation of the real world.
Furthermore, Gilbert (1981:4) argues that once the reseurcher has constructed a
suitable model it can be said that he locates it in an imaginary world. This world is
identical in all respects to the general world except that the imaginary world
includes the relationships specified in the model. Thus, the imaginary world is the
world which would exist if the model were true. When the imaginary world is
compared to the real world and the two are indistinguishable, there is more than
enough reason for concluding that the model is correct ard, it the two differ it
proves that the model! is incorrect (Gilbert 1981:5).

In itself that will be the test of the model whether it is indistinguishable from the
real world.

23.1.2 Why an interactional model?

In this whole methodological issue and subsequently also in the shift from viewing
language as informational to language as interactional, it is of great importance to
stress again the frequently quoted words of de Saussure "Language is a social fact”.
It is also a well known fact that in the development of the child as a social being,
language has the central role. Language is the main channel through which the
patterns of living are transmitted to him, through which he learns to act as a
member of a society!3. This happens indirectly through the accumulated experience
of numerous small events in which his behaviour is guided and controlled. All this
takes place through the medium of language. It might seem that one could hardly
begin to consider language at all without taking account of humans as social beings,
since tanguage is the means whereby people interact.

The renewed interest in language as a social fact and socio-linguistics go hand in
hand with the shift that was indicated from viewing language in terms of processes
and not only in terms of structure, but also from the shift from viewing language as
informaticnal to viewing language as interactional. i1 these shifts restore the
performative and functional side of language. In putting linguage into the context
of language and social man one is taking up all the options that are open for relating
language to other fields of enquiry, One should racognize the fact that lunguage and
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society is a unified conception that needs to be understood and investigated as a
wholel4,

Neither of these exists without the other: there can be no soctal man
without language, and no language without the social man.
(Halliday 1978:12)

This functional view of language further endorses the need for an interactional
model. Once you are interested in what language can do or rather in what the
speaker can do with it, in other words, you try to explain the nature of language and
its internal organization the interactional mode! is of the essence. Biblical
interpretation as interaction is indeed a mode of operation in which text and reader
are in correlation and interact.

What are the implications for the underlying methodological question? The
intention thus far in our study has been to motivate a switch from viewing language
exclusively in terms of structure to viewing language as a process. I have also
indicated the need for a similar switch from language as informational to viewing
language as FUNCTIONAL, PERFORMATIVE AND INTERACTIONAL. In
essence, I claim that grammar (formal system of language) and pragmatics are
complementary domain within linguistics. We cannot understand the nature of
language without studying both these domains, and the interaction between them.
J.N. Vorster (1990:111) makes it clear that it is

...exactly at this point where exegetes of New Testament letters sin by
analysing the letter of the New Testament only as sources of
information. The letters of the New Testament are studied as sources
which could provide us with information either concerning the
historical reality from which it originated or with information
concerning the ’theology’ of an author. Either way a referential
anzlysis dominates. When this happens the communicative force
(ilocutionary force) of the letter is ovesinoked.

Having sketched why we need an interactional model, we shall now present an
outline of its basic assumptions.

232 Major Assumptions

When looking back at the reasons why an interactional model is needed it is clear
that more clarity is needed concerning the distinction between semantics and
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pragmatics. The old problem ot distinguishing language (langue) and language
usage (parole) has centered on a boundary dispute between semantics and
pragmalics.

Although both fields are concerned with meaning, the difference between them can
be traced to different uses of the verb to mean, numely (a) What does A mean? and
(b) What did you mean by A? When following the distinction of traditionalists,
semantics deals with meaning as in (a) and pragmatics deals with meaning as in (b).
The consequence of such a distinction is abvious:

Thus meaning in pragmatics is defined relative to a speaker or user of
the language, whereas meaning in semantics is defined purely as a
property of expressions in a given language, in abstruction from
particular situations, speakers or hearers.

(Leech 1983:0)

This view that semantics and pragmatics are distinct leads in practice to views where
one notices a preference of a semantic type to a pragmatic one, or vice versa. There
are numerous examples. In the philosophy of language, for example, there are
philosophers such as Wittgenstein, Austin and Searle, who have been sceptical of
traditional approaches, and who have in some way or other assimilated semantics to
pragmatics!3. On the other hand, there has been an effort in generative pragmatics
to assimilate pragmatics to semantics. In this way the pragmatic force of an
utterance is sublimated by its semantic structure. There is, of course, a way out of
these two extremities, namely inter:iction and complementarism between pragmatics
and semantics. Any account of meaning in language must be faithful to the fact as
we observe them, and must be as simple as possible. H we approach meaning either
from an exclusive pragmatic or semantic point of view, these requirements are not
met. These requirements are, however, met in a model that was developed by Van
Dijk and Kintsch (1983) in "Strategies of Discourse Comprehension". Within this
model the complementarism between semantics and pragmatics is achieved by
recognizing that the social dimensions of discourse interact with the cognitive
dimensions.

In the chosen model there are two majer assumptions.
23.2.1 Cognitive Assumptions

(1) Suppose someone witnesses a4 murder. Such a person will construct a4 mental
representation of the murder. Let's suppose that another person hears a story about
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the murder. "We might then presume that understanding such a story also involves
the construction of a mental representation. Of course these representations will
not be identical" (Van Dijk and Kintsch 1983:5). However, the common
characteristic in both cognitive processes is that both these persons constructed a
representation in memory on the basis of the visual and linguistic data. This
constitutes the constructive assumption of the model.

(2) Our next assumption is that both these persons do not merely represent the
visual and verbal data but an interpretation of the events. The events are
interpreted as a murder, and a story about a murder. This constitutes the
interpretive assumption of the model (Van Dijk and Kintsch 1983:5).

(3) we can also assume that persons who are able to construct a mental
representation can do so only if they have more general knowledge about such
events.

In order to interpret such an event as a murder, they must know something about
murders and the events that surrounded them. In addition to this knowledge, the
witness and the listener may have other cognitive information, such as beliefs,
opinions or attitudes regarding such events. "One can therefore assume that
understanding involves not only the processing and interpretation of data, but also
the activation and use of internal, cognitive, information" (Van Dijk and Kintsch
1983:6). It is this internal, cognitive information that correspond with the notion of
scripts that was introduced earlier. We will call this the presuppositional
assumption of the model.

(4) Murders and stories cannot be observed and understood in & vacuum, but form
part of a more complex situation and context. Understanding them also means that
the person uses and constructs information about relationships between events and
their situation. In other words, the understander now has three kinds of data,
namely information from the events, information of the situation or context and
information from the cognitive presuppositions. This information is then combined
in an effective way to present a mental representation of the event as soon as
possible and as well as possible. We will call this the strategic assumption of the
model (Van Dijk and Kintsch 1983:6).

2322 Contextual Assumptions

Since grammar and pragmatics are two complementary domains within linguistics,
the first contextual assumption, which we will call the functional assumption, is that
the social dimensions of discourse interact with the cognitive ones. In other words,
the cognitive model should also provide for the fact that discourse, and hence the
process of understanding a discourse, is functional in the social context. According
to Van Dijk and Kintsch (1983:7) the cognitive implication of this assumption is that

Lh
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language users construct a presentation not only of the text but also of the social
context, and these two representations interact.

Secondly, we can also assume that intentions are involved in discourse. In discourse
we deal not only with linguistic objects, but also with the result of some form of
social action. When, for instance, a speaker is telling a story he or she will engage in
a speech act. The form and interpretation of the story may be a function of the
intended speech act. We will call this the pragmatic assumption of the model. The
cognitive implication of this assumption is that a person who interprets a story wili
also construct a representation of the pussible speech act involved, by assigning a
specific function or action category to the discourse utterance, and hence to the
speakers (Van Dijk and Kintsch 1983:7).

Our third assumption is that the interpretation of a discourse as a specific speech act
is embedded within an interpretation of the whole interaction process taking place
between the speech participants. We will call this the interactional assumption of
our model. In other words we assume that language users construct a cognitive
representation of the verbal and nonverbal interaction taking place in the situation,
According to Dormeyer(1990:57) the individual readers, the discourse or text and
the circle of readers are factors of a triangular relationship. None of the factors
dominates as a subject. There is a constant change in the subject-object
relationship, a permanent interaction. In other words either the text in its structure
and intention rules the interpretation, or the individual reader and circle of readers
function as subjects and find their experiences and intention back in the text.

Finally, it must be borne in mind that the interaction in which the processing of
discourse is embedded is itself part of a social situation (Van Dijk and Kintsch
1983:7). The speech participants may have certain functions or roles; there may be
differences in location or setting; there may be specific rules, conventions, rhetorical
strategies governing possible interaction in such a situation. One cannot just say
anything in a given situation. Possible actions and discourses are constrained by the
various dimensions of the situation. The accident story may be told at a braai, or
perhaps to a friend, but would not be a permissible speech during an exam. In other
words, the function of the story will be determined by the situation. Hence we have
a situational assumption.

In conclusion: These assumptions have proved beyond doubt that our model is
capable of complying with the switch from language as informational to viewing
language as functional, performative and interactional. Understanding is no longer
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a mere passive construction of a representation of a verbal object, but part of an
interactive process in which a listener interprets, actively the actions of a speaker.

24 An Overview of the Model
24.1 Introduction

Let it be said from the start that models of language and language use usually
account for linguistic objects in terms of the levels of morphology syntax, semantics
and pragmatics. The major assumption of this model is that the information of
these different levels interacts in an intricate way. Our mode!

...1s not level oriented but complexity oriented: We go from the
understanding of words, to the understanding of clauses in which
these words have various functions, and then to complex sentences,
sequences of sentences and overall textual structures. This means that
instead of a conventional structural model of processing, we operate

with a strategic model.
(Van Dijk and Kintsch 1983:10)

Excursus:

Let me for a moment reflect on the phrase "our model". Of course the reference is
made with regard to the model of Van Dijk and Kintsch (1983:10).

First of all our model is an interactional model. It was chosen as a model because of
what Van Dijk and Kintsch called a complementarism and interaction between on the
one hand semantics and pragmatics and on the other hand between the social and
cognitive dimensions of discourse. The choice of an interactional were also made as a
direct resuit of a paradigm shift that "~ “»ken place (cf p14). The shift in paradigm
and my choice for an interactional n .. 1« were in a sense Lthe result of guantum
theory, because quantum theory has shown that subatomic particles are not isolated
grains of matter hut arc probability patterns, interconnections in an inseparable
cosmic web, In modern physics the image of the universe as a machine has been
transeended by a view of it as one indivisible dynamic whole whose parts are
interrclated. This has given further impetus to the scarch for an interactional modce!.
Keep in mind, secondly, that this is a interactions]l model and that a moedel is o
heuristic instrument which may even take the form of a descriptive outline. The
ultimate aim of this model is to guide us in getting a grasp on lext and contex, OF
course one must realize that every model needs to be constantly modified by the

msight it generates.
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This constant modification of the model also applies to the model of Van Dijk and
Kintsch. Let it be szid again that the major assumption of the model of Van Dijk ind
Kintsch (1983:10) is that the information in terms of the levels of morphology, syntax,
semantics and pragmatics interacts in an intricate way., Now the original model were
modified and broadened - even enriched with regard 1o the way in which the different
levels interact. The interaction between syntax and semanties and especially the
sentence strategics were modified through the use of speech acts and sentence
pragmatics (¢f. 2.4.2 und 3.1). Why? Because these two theories have opened the
possibility of a more functional approach to sentences which in the end could enhance
the communicative force of an argument.

Another adaption and broadening 100k place with regard to the interaction between
semantics and pragmatics on discourse level. The intricate interaction between
semantics and pragmatics (cf. 2.4.3 und 3.2) was ennched by means of the insighis
from classical rhetoric and the New Rhetoric,. Why?  Both these theories have
succeeded in underlining the argumentative force of an utterance or argument which
in the ¢nd could cnhance the playful and powerful aspects of discourse,

These adaptions are reconcilable with the model of Van Dijk and Kintsch and witl
eventually illustrate the profound truth of the quantum world namely, a togetherness
and inseparability which provides a powerful image of holistic solidarity between text

and context.
This notion of strategy within the interactional model will need our attention.

Although the term has been borrowed from military science where it is used 10
denote the organization of military actions to reach a particular military goal, its
concern is not merely with reaching a goal, but with reaching it in some optimal way,
e.g. quickly, effectively, in the most cost effective way, According to Van Dijk
(1983:62) strategy involves human action, that is goal-oriented, intentional,
conscious and controlled behaviour. In terms of our study we could assume that
Paul’s strategy with regard to the Corinthians, is that there should be no divisions
amongst them and that they should have only one thought and purpose. In a more
detailed manner, it should be noted that:

1) Strategies have consequences

Strategies bring about results. The aim of the strategy is to bring about some
desired goal: a state or event that is a consequence of the strategy. The
consequences of Paul’s intended strategy are worked out with regard to the fuctions
in the church, their so-called wisdom, sexuil morality and family life, the reliion

‘N
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between christians and pagans, order within the church and community of believers,
with regard to the women prophets as well as the oftering for the christians in Judea.

) Strategies are complex

In other words we do something, or a number of things in order to achieve a certain
result. The complex nature of Paul’s strategy in 1 Cor. is clearly reflected in
research (See Chapter 1 in this regard).

3)

A plan is merely a global representation of an action, for example, travelling by car
to Cape Town. "A strategy, however, is a global mental representation of a style. In
other words it is a way of executing this global action in the most cost effective way”
(Van Dijk and Kintsch 1983:65). If the plan consists of travelling by car 1o Cape
Town, it could be part of an action for the most effective strategy of accomplishing
the global action. A strategy is merely a global instruction for each necessary choice
to be made along the path of action i.e, whatever happens, always choose the most
effective and fastest option. If we assume that Paul’s strategy is that the Corinthians
should be one of thought and purpose, then 1 Cor. 1:18-2:5 (considering the wisdom
of God) could indeed be one action or plan within the global instruction or strategy.

4) Strategies are necessary

As soon as the end goals become extremely important, or the means very costly or
risky, a definite strategy is necessary. Of course, the same rules apply to Paul’s
letters to the Corinthians. Paul visited the congregation on three occasions. There
is further evidence that Paul sent four letters to the Corinthians. From this one
could assume that the congregation failed to grasp the purpose of Paul’s first Ietter
(See 1 Cor. 5:9-11). In a way Paul’s own apostolic ministry as well as the
transforming power of the Kingdom of God is now at stake. Obviously a strategy is
necessary.

5) Strategies are related to the notion of movement

Actions usually consist of different moves: a move, may be an action that is
functional with a view to the finai goal. Taking a bath may have as moves fetching
your towel, sponge and soap and letting the water run into the bath. In other words,
a move is any action that is accomplished with the intention of bringing about a state
of affairs that directly or indirectly will lead to the desired global goal (Van Dijk and
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Kintsch 1983:66). A move is thus not divorced from a strategy, but part of a global
action that is dominated by a strategy.

A part of the global action in considering the wisdom of God (1 Cor. 1:18-2:5) could
he the functional move to irony.

6) Strategies are related to the notion of tactics

"Frequently tactics are considered to be a synonym for strategy. However, within
this model tactics will refer to an organized system of strategies". (Van Dijk and
Kintsch 1983:66). Studying theology, for instance, may involve a tactic that includes
a strategy for studying hard as well as a strategy to make iriends as well as a strategy
to learn your Greek vocabulary. A tactic is not just any set of strategies, but a set
that has organization. In other words, a number of organized strategies forms a
tactic. With regard to 1 Corinthians 1:18-2:5 one could assume that Paul’s wactics
are to supply the Corinthians’ with the right kind of information that could lead to a
new self understanding and unity. In accordance with this tactic the macro strategy
of 1 Cor. 1:18-2:5 reflects the use of epideictic discourse in order to evoke assent 1o
certain values. The micro strategies of 1 Cor. 1:18-2:5 reflect the use of the
strategies of non naming, comparison, rhetorical questions, irouy, antithesis, and
repetition,

7) Strategies are also related to rules

According to Van Dijk and Kintsch (1983:67), rules are more or less general
convictions of a social community regulating behaviour in a standard way, whereas
strategies are particular and often personal ways of using the rules to reach one’s
goals, Rules are norms for possible or correct actions. There are, for instance,
definite rules for chess, tennis, football, etc. Rules define the possible moves. The
execution of these moves ta'.: s place via strategies.

The rules that are executed via the micro and macro strategies of 1 Cor. 1:18-2:5
comply with the rules of quantity (making your contribution as informative as
possible), quality (try to make your contribution one that is true), relation (be
relevant), and manner (avoid ambiguity, be brief, be orderly).

In conclusion: The overall strategy of the interactional model, which consisis of a
series of more specific strategies, has as its goal the construction and understanding
of the text base as we find it in 1 Cor. 1:18-2:5. The following dingram gives a
schematic representation of the model:
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242 Sentence/Language Strategies

In this section of the model the focus is on the COMMUNICATIVE FORCE OF
THE LETTER. "In other words our focus is on strategies that are applied by
language users in the production and comprehension of verbal utterances or speech
acts. We speak of strategies although the strategies in most cases will not be
preprogrammed, intended, conscious, or articulated by the language user. Rather,
we should say, they are strategies of the cognitive system, usually beyond the
conscious control of the language user" (Van Dijk and Kintsch 1983:70-71).

One of these strategies which needs further discussion is the theory of speech acts.
Literary critics have been attracted to this theory for two primary reasons. Firstly
this theory has opened the possibility of a functional approach to literature which is
less encumbered with metaphysical presuppositions than previous strategies or
theories?. In other words, speech act theory offers a theoretically effective
framework for the functional analysis of language. This correlates with the switch |
have indicated earlier from viewing language as informational to viewing language
as performative and interactional, which is one of the basic presuppositions in the
model. Wolfgang Iser {1978:6) says in support of a speech act approach to
literature: "the time has surely come to cut the thread altogether and replace
ontological arguments with functional arguments, for what is important to readers,
critics, and authors alike, is what literature does, and not what it means”.

Secondly, this theory makes it possible to shift the focus in literary znd language
studies away from various formalisms which detach the text from its historical and
social matrix, to its concrete context without engulfing it once again in the
psychological, social and historical conditions of its production!8. This ¢concern to
relate the literary speech act with its context, and reintegrating it into the broader
scheme of our verbal and social activities again supports the idea ond basic
presupposition of this interactional model.

What is a speech act? According to Pratt (1980:22) a speech act

...is an utterance produced by a speaker within the context and
addressed to a hearer with an intended effect.

In other words, whereas sentences are the object of traditional semantics, speech act
theory deals with utterances. This immediately accentuates the notion of strategies.
because speech acts are not viewed divorced from the pragmatics of language. 1t is
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therefore not strange that the concept of performatives is also crucial in speech act
theory (J. Eugene Botha 1990:280).

Austin (1975:60) states that the "issuing of the utterance is the performing of an
action, it is not normally thought of as just saving something".

This concept was introduced by Austin because not all utterances in language can be
viewed in terms of what is true or false. Utterances are not mere statements or
constatives. Performatives, however, are the real speech acts and are judged in
terms of their function such as happy/unhappy, appropriate/inappropriate,
effective/ineffective, successful /unsuccessful.

Speech Act Theory can be very helpful in the analysis of New Testament letters.
According to J.N. Vorster (1990:113) it emphasizes the communicativeness of
utterances

...Instead of merely searching for meaning in the relationships
between linguistic entities, Speech Act Theory compels to search for
the illocutionary force or point of an utterance. Searching for the
illocutionary force of an utterance means that utterance cannot
merely be taken at face-value. Instead, we shall have to look at that
which underlies an utterance, namely its appropriate conditions.
Secondly, because the communicativeness of utterances is taken
seriously, the "utterers" and receivers of utterances are given a
prominent position in the establishment of meaning. Because
speakers and hearers cooperate in defining the meaning of an
utterance, their respective circumstances are given an opportunity 10
play a role. This implies that aspects such as speaker and hearer’s
perceptions, speaker’s point of view, social values and social relations
of speaker and hearer determine meaning.

Speech Act Theory, nevertheless also poses a few problems!”, such as the fuct that
argumentation has up to this point not been analysed as a speech act?0, nor has it
been established whether argumentation is actually like those speech acts for which
analyses are already available.

What sort of speech is performed when argumentation is put forward?

A main feature of our approach to argumentation is the stress we place on
argumentation as a purposive activity with a social character. Since argumentation
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is a rational, verbal form of making statementis, it follows that one should regard
argumentation as a language use which is purposeful.

In other words it is a process which has run its proper course only if certain
conditions have been met in the performance of the speech act of argumentation.
What are those conditions?

According to Perelman (1982:21) it amounts essentially to the fact thas the “speaker
can choose as his points of departure only the theses aecepted by those he
addresses". In other words, if an argument runs counter to the convictions of the
audience, the audience will probably reject it. The objective of argumentation,
namely to intensify an adherence to premises or to persuade makes it a specific
form of a speech act.

But argumentation also has a social character. Unfortunately many studies of
argumentation have an abstract from the language users involved in the
argumentation and hence from their communicative and interactional roles.
Argumentation is then treated not as an attempt at convincing others of a particular
standpoint, but as an autonomous and abstract pattern of depersonalized
propositions. The various communicative and interactional roles that are
presupposed in argumentation are thus ignored .

In this way argumentation is stripped of its social character which is not the case in
studies on argumentation from a rhetorical perspective (for example the work of
Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1971).

The distinctive feature of argumentation is that it is a response to a situation n
which one or other form of need exists. My hypothesis therefore corresponds to thit
of Van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1982:29) in the sense that argumentation 1s a
specific form of speech act

because in the communicative sense argumentation is a form of
tanguage use corresponding to the forms of language use
characterized in the speech act theory as illocutionary acts and that as
regards its interactional aspects argumentation is linked with the
perlocutionary act of convincing.

In other words argumentation can be treated as a complex form of illocutionary
utterance.

0=
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This constellation of illocutions constitutes the illocutionary act of argumentation.
The illocutionary act of argumentation therefore does not stand in a one to one
relation to individual sentences, but consists of a combination of sentences forming
4 sequence.

In conclusion: Speech Act Theory does not present a comprehensive view of
communication?!. However, it compels us to search for the illocutionary force of an
utterance, Consequently Clark and Clark (1977:72) distinguished between two very
basic principles, characterizing two kinds of strategies. One is called the reality
principle or strategy and the other the cooperative pr. 'ziple or strategy.

The reality principle/strategy is concerned with the close relationship that exists
between utterances, meaning, reference and our possible knowledge about affairs in
the world. In this regard speech act theory provides us with a more than useful tool.

However, the reality principle needs to interact with the cooperative principle - as
adopted by Grice - which assumes that speakers in general try to make sense, want
to be cooperative, and do this by being truthful, being clear, saying no more nor less
than what is meant, and trying 10 be relevant. Grice2Z (1975-45) explains this
cooperative principle as follows:

The following may provide a first approximation to a general
principle. Our talk exchanges do not normally consist of a succession
of disconnected remarks, and would not be rational if they did. They
are characteristically, to some degree at least, cooperative efforts; and
each participant recognizes in them, to some extent, a common
purpose or set of purposes, or at least a mutually accepted direction.
We mighi then formulate a rough general principle which participants
will be expected to observe, namely: make your conversational
contribation such as is required, at the stage at which it oceurs, by the
accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are
engaged. One might label this the COOPERATIVE PRINCIPLE.

The co-operative principle is motivated in terms of conversational goals and the
focus is on the APPROPRIATENESS of an utterance and the formuluation of
principles underlying verbal interaction which must be satisfied for an utterance to
be successful,
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With this view of communication we have entered the areu of pragmatics, because
pragmatics (according to Van Dijk and Kintsch 1983:84) can be loosely defined as
the social action that is performed by a speaker when producing an utterance in
some specific context23. 1n other words, whereas grammar provides an explanation
why the object-utterance is acceptable, one of the tasks of pragmatics is to provide
successful conditions for the utterance sct, and explain in what respect such an act
may be a component in the course of interaction in which it is either accepted or

rejected.

Beside Speech Act Theory the appropriateness of an utterance as well s iis
communicativeness is enhanced by means of the politeness principle and questions
as a form of speech act.

24.2.1 Politeness Principle

The politeness principle is a strategic orientation towards the 'face” of participants in
the communication process. According to Goody (1978:66) "fuce’ is:

...1) the pubiic seif-image that every member wants to claim for
himself, consisting in two-related aspects;

a) negative face: the basic aim to territories, personal preserves, rights
to non-distraction - i.e. freedom from imposition.

b) positive face: the positive consistent self-image or "personality’
(crucially including the desire that this self-image be appreciated and
approved of) claimed by interactants.

i) certain rational capacities in particular consistent modes of
reasoning from ends 1o means that will achieve those ends.

Thus face is something that is emotionally invested, and that can be lost, maintained
or enhanced, and must be constantly attended to in interaction. In general. people
co-operate in maintaining face in interaction, such cooperation being based on the
mutual vulnerability of face. In other words, evervone’s face depends un everyone
else’s Leing maintained, and since people can be expected to defend their fuces if
threaiened, and in defending their own to threaten other’s faces. it is general in
every participant’s best interest io mzintain each other’s face.

Fositive politeness is oriented towarn] the positive face of the addressee (called H
henceforth) the positive self-image that he/she claims for him herself. Positive
politeness is approach-based: it anoints the face of the addressce. Negative
politeness, on the other hand, is o-iented mainly toward partially satistying H's fuce.
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his busic want to maintain claims of territory and self-determination. Hence
negative politeness is characterized by s:lf-effacement, forinality and restraint, with
attention to very restricted aspects of H’s self-image, centering on his want to be
unimpeded.

All of these are merely an attempt at describing, in a very lunited area, the
principles that lic behind the construction of social behaviour. There can be no
doubt that one reason that social theory has never come 10 ground level is the
notable lack of a satisfactory theory of action that could adequately address the
appropriateness of an utterance. The major social theories of Durkheim, Parsons
and Weber have made only crude attempts at the analysis of the single act. More
serious attention to strategies is needed. What Goody has claimed so far, and 1
agree with her, is that any rational person witl tend to utilize the FTAL (face
threatening act) strategies according to a rational assessment of the fuce risk to
participants, One would thus behave by virtue of practical reasoning, the inference
of the best meaus to satisfy stated ends24,

What does this mean? Goody (1978:96) explains:

We now claim that what links these strategies to their verbal
expressions is exactly the sume kind of means-end reasoning.

In other words, we ask how a normal ratnional person with certain wants which
characterize face, would act in respect to such wants. Goody (1978:100)
distinguishes three super strategies namely positive politeness, negative politeness
and off-record. We will briefly consider these three strategies.

Positive Politeness Strategy
According to Goody (1978:106) positive politeness

...is redress directed to the H's positive fuce, his perennial desire that
his wants (or the actions/acquisitions/values resuiting from them)
should be thought of as desirable. Redress consists in partially
satisfying that desire by communicating that one’s own wants (or sume
of them) are in some respects similar to the H's wants,

This strategy 1nvolves three broud mechanisnas numely 1) claim common ground 2)
convey that S and H are cooperators and 3) fulfill FH's want. Loch ol these

mechanisms is refated to o number of strategies. In the process of claiming common
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ground you will use strategies such as to notice and attend to H's interesis and
needs, exaggerate, use group identity markers (such as mate, buddy, pal, honey)

Fava

seek agreerwat, aveid disagreement and asses commaon ground by making a joke.

In cluiming ut S5 and H are cooperators you will use strategies of cooperation,
promises, oicmism. In these strategies you will make frequent use of the inclusive
w = and you will assume reciprocity.

Nexotvs Fuliteness Strategy
According to Goody (1978:134) this second super strategy consists of

... the H’s want to have his freedom of action unhindered and his
attention unimpeded. It is the heart of respect behaviour, just as
positive politeness is the kernel of "tamiliar” and "joking” behaviour...
Where positive politeness is free-runging. negative politeness is
specific and focused; it performs the function of minimizing the
particular imposition that F.'T.A. unavoidably effects.

In other words one could conclude that this is the stuff that fills our etiquette books.
Negative Politeness is used whenever a speaker wants to put a social brake on the
course of this interaction. Negative politeness involve: five broad mechanisms
namely 1) be direct 2) don’t presume/assume 3) don’t coerce H., meaning that you
either give H. the option not to perform an act, or you (§) minimize the F' T A, 4)
communicate S’s wants to not impinge on H and 5) redress other wants of H’s wants
derivative from negative face. These five mechanisms are linked to ten strategies.
including for example be conventionally indirect, question, be pessimistic, give
deference, apologize, impersonalize both S. and H. and stating the F'T A us a rule.

"Off record" is the third super strategy that is part of the politeness principle.
According the Goody (1978:216)

...a communicative act is done off record if it is done in such a way
that it is not possible to attribute only one clear communicative
intention to the act. In other words, the actor leaves himsell an “out’
by providing himself with a number of defensible interpretations: he
cannot be held to have committed himself 1o just one particular
interpretation of his act.

oh
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Off record strategies are a violation of Grice’s maxims. To this one must add
(Goody 1978:217) that many of the classic off-record strategies such as metaphor,
irony, rhetorical questions are very often actually on record in actual language
usage, because the clues to their interpretation add up to only one really viable
interpretation in the context. Off record involves two mechanisms namely 1) invite
conversational implicature and 2} be vague, These are linked to strategies of hints,
clues, presuppositions, understatements, overstatements, tautologies, contradictions,
irony, metaphors, rhetoricul questions.

The politeness principle, in summary, has enhanced the view that communicative
intentiuns or acts have built-in social implications, often of 4 threatening nature.
The interesting point is how such acts become constrained. The way in which
messages are hedged, hinted and embedded in discourse structures then become
crucial areas of study.

2422 Questions as Speech Acts

Two important features of speech acts are that they are rule governed and that they
are produced with certain intentions in mind. In performing a speech act a person
intends not only to communicite a referential meaning but also to influence actively
the hearer in some way.

If one accepts that there is more than une kind of meaning conveved by 4 speech act
and that meaning is determined by some kind of rule system, but that verbal forms
alone are not sufficient as a basis for determining meaning, it follows that the
interpretation of meaning must depend in part on rules governing social
relationships.

What does this have to do with questions? Recent work in social psychology has
focussed on questioning as a technigue affecting the efficiency with which
information is secured and organized. This is also true with regard 1o
developmental psychology. One of Piaget’s great contributions is his insistence that
children are constructive in their approach to life. Children do not receive
information passively, but interact with their social and physical environment. With
the experience and information gained a perception of reality is created. In this
acquiring of information, questions play an important role. Viewed in this way,
questioning has indead to do with information rather than with relationships. By
considering questions as speech acts the focus will be wrned Lo the refutional aspect
of questions.

0y



Stellenbosch University https://scholar.sun.ac.za

Accordin; to Seuarle (1969:31) there are two different types of questions. One type
consists of questions which are answered simply with u ves’ or 'no’. The others are
called open questions. Open questions are incomplete vropositions, for which the
answer provides the missing clause. For example, "How many people attended the
service?'

Goody (1978:23) considers the consequences of the incomplete nature of questions
for interrogative speech acts as follows:

An interesting problem in sociolinguistics iy “sequencing’ - how
conversation is manuaged so that people take turns, speaking in an
orderly way. Schegloff and Sacks have isolated one class of utterance
sequence which they call the adjucency pair. These consist of two
utterances, spoken by two different people, one following directly on
the others. ...adjacency pairs are highly significant for understanding
linguistic behaviour in particular because they provide a way ir which
one person can compel another to speak to him and of a topic of his
own choosing. The most general thing we can say of a question is thal
it compels, requires, may even demand, a response.

In other words, questioning binds two people in immediate reciprocity. Goody
(1978:26-27) identified four main performative modes of questioning in the sense of

a speech act, namely information, control, deference and rhetorical questions.

Each of these different these different modes of questioning will now be consider :d
in more detail.

The rhetorical mode

Although the standard definition of a rhetorical question is one which does not
require an answer, Goody (1978:28) uses the term in a wider sense 10 "cover
questions for whose answers the information channel is effectively empty - i.e. it
carries 'noise’ in the sense of non-significant information". The command channe!
of the rhetorical question,on the other hund, is employed 10 achieve a balunced
relationship between the questioner and the respondeni. According to Goody this
can occur in several ways of which the most striking example is the joking challenge
in the following examples for instance:

i) Where is my food then? Senior men don't eat in the courtvard.

)
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ii) Have you prepared yeur trousseau yet? How can 1?7 You haven’t given
me anything towards it.

Goody(1978:29),having expenenced these joking - challenge questions in Gonja,
found that" this was a very dependable way of establishing easy - going. positive
relations with people [ barely knew". It also provides a framework for burgaining
where none of the bargaining parties gets alienate-l. If one man teels he is worsted
both of them can joke about it, and in their next encounter they can bargain afresh
without prejudice. In conclusion Goody (1978:30) maintains

...the joking-challenge question is about relationships, not
information. In this it is the exact opposite of the pure information
gquestion where the command function is zero... All the rheiorical
question forms minimize the emphasis on the informationai channet
(report function) and stiess instead the social relationships involved in
the exchange (command function). In this way they are opposite to the
pure information questions which minimize the command function
and stress the securing of information. I have assigned to rheiorical
questions as a class an effective zero valence because they use the
guestion-response form to achieve some kind of balance: neither party
is systematically either ’onc up’ or ’one down’ as resuit of the
exchange.

In other words the rhetoricai questions that Paul is using in 1 Cor 1120 are
performatives in the sense that they minimize information but stress the social
relationships involved in the exchange. Through the use of these questions Paul
wanted to achieve some kind of balance between himself and the different purtics.
The rhetorical question could indeed, in this way, function as a window on the social
relations within the Corinthian community.

The control mode

The control mode presupposes that the person who asks the question i in a
dominant position, while being asked a control question puis a person at u
disadvantage. Goody (1978:31) thus gives this mode « positive valence, because

..where control questions are strongly institutionaiized, as in court
hearings and the ordeal, there is a pattern of guestioning by superiorns.
In these contexts there is a corresponding inhibition of. or even

prohibition of, questions in the reverse direction, from statas
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subordinates to superiors. In these contexts, a question implies the
authority to require an answer, based on the authority to hold the
subordinate responsible for his actions.

The deference mode

In many societies to possess knowledge is to have power. A question (asking for
information) implies ignorance on the side of the questioner. If knowledge is power
“then to admit to ignorance, by asking is to disclaim power" (Goody 1978:32). Goody
(1978:33) further pointed out that she was first introduced to this deference question
when her assistant would suddenly in the midst of an entirely unrelated activity usk
"Are you going to greet so-and-so today?" When she reacted by saving 'no’, he would
repeat the question in & few moments. She then, realized that this was his way of
telling her that she should greet the person concerned. In this so-called intention
deference the subordinate is actually protected from the annoyance of his superior,
since neither need acknowledge that the subordinate is actually taking the initiative.

Another interesting example of the deference guestion is what Goody (1978:34)
calls a 'masking question’.

[t is often used by parents to give the child a chance 1o make o
decision when in fact the adult could easily simply give a command. In
a sense they are really commauands. Thus a mother often says
something like "shall we put on your clothes so we can go to the
market? Then why use the question mark? 1 think by deferring to the
child’s answer the parent does two things: first she masks her own
power to control the child, possibly thereby avoiding a confrontation.
Secondly, she engages the chiid in the enterprise: she makes the child
responsible for the consequences of her reply, and thus makes her o
partner rather than & passive member in the enterprise.

Of course this could have important implications for the interpretation of |
Corinthians, especially if one considers the fact that Paul’s relation 1o the
Corinthians resembles that of a father towards his children (1 Cor, 1:14-15).

The masking question is of course based on the tact that in alrost everny eommunity
the hierarchy of status plays an important and somctinies decisive role. The
hierarchy may be based on age. sex, wealth, political runk, fiteracy, ete. But typically
every adult member knows those who must defer to him or her, and thuse who are

senior 1o him or her, and to whom he or siie must in turn deter, In seeking to extruct
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rules for the use of the different modes of questions the relutive status is of
paramount importance.

In terms of the relative status Goody {1978:36) has remarked

..that information is obtained from high-status persons by low-status
persons only indirectly by the use of deference techniques, uniess the
high-status person 1s alsu a relative. Conversely, information is most
readily obtained from persons in an equivalent status to oneself...
people ask information most readily of those in similar status. Equals
also are more likely to make use of forms which deny questions and
the deference mode in its weaker forms as a way of masking any
possible claims to superior status... Subordinates use mainly the
deference mode.

To sum up: Questions are speech acts which place people in direct, immediate
interacticn23, In doing so they carry messag.s about relationships and about relative
status as well as the appropriateness of an utterance?0. As a result of the interaction
between these strategies the communicative force of the letter and sentences is
analysed and an adequate language and sentence strategy is found.

243 Discourse Strategies

A further important aspect of the preposed interactional model is the
ARGUMENTATIVE FORCE OF THE LETTER. In order to persuade people,
language users manipulate <urface structures, word, phrase, and clause meanings,
pragmatic information from the context as well other interactional, social and
cuttural data.

One of the essential features of an effective discourse strategy is ther.fore the
careful investigation of the situation in which an action or communicative event is
performed, Keep in mind that 'meaning’ is not a private, subjective matter, but thut
it is created by the use of expressions in social interaciion: only an anulysis of the
discourse or context of human action can give insight into both its determimants and
its meaning.

Discourse as such represents a fusion of the relevant segments of the reader’s and
the text’s respective horizons, that is to say, a fusion of as» much of the reader’s
intersubjective life world with as much of the text's intertextual context. This stance

is not without consequences. In order to argue i case and convinee people, the focus
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should shift to the communication of which the discourse is part. This means that
there is a focus ¢n the people in, around, behind and created by the text,

It also implies the utilization of the concept interaction. To understand discourse
strategically in terms of effective argumentation is to acknowledge it as a continual
social interaction in which the hearer mukes assumptions about the intentions,
purposes, wishes, references, beliefs opinions, attitudes, ideciogy, emotions and
personality of the speaker in order 1o persuade him/her, In other words, the reader
or hearer of a discourse is not merely an observer of the social and cultural contexts
but also a direct participant in the communicative relationship.

To conclude: to understand discourse as an effective way of argumentation we need
a social strategy?’ in which "the hearer derives effective expectations trom the global
or local social context with respect to the interactive intentions, goals and
motivations of the speaker as they relute to cognitive or actional changes of the
hearer" (Van Dijk and Kintsch 1983:83).

That is, we must assume in understanding the argumentative torce of discourse 1t
it is produced and used within a larger social context.

243.1 Social Strategies

We have come to the realization that argumentation is to a large extent the
selection, arrangement and representation of social values in various hierarchical
structures. In order to understand and implement argumentation properly wz need
social stratepy,

In contrast to the social description for historical relevance® that resulted trom
earlier studies with a social interest in the biblical world, the purpose of social
strategies would be to understand the discourse of the biblical text better. To take
the large social context into consideration we must apply different strategies when
understanding a discourse produced by a government, 4 judge in the courtroom,
student in class, a friend in the bar and a minister on a pulpit. From & government
one does not expect stories but laws and reports - discourse types one in wrn one
does not expect from the minister or a student in normal everyday conversation.

"These examples show that a language understander has a strategy to limit the
options in interpreting the many aspects of discourse. The strategy s bused on
assumptions made about the intended social function ot the discourse, ubout
possible speech acts, discourse types and so on” (Van Dijk and Kintsch 1983:82)
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These in turn may depe «d ¢y w0 0 ans about the member categories in these
social contexts, Thar .« w0 v L0 Lo auicating with a man or @ woman, a
child or an adult, a trieyd ¢, u st - ger, ~rich or @ poor person, with people having
more or less power 1 st ssoand 0 o4 Differeat scholars have opted for different
approaches and stratev - o vy ng Lo uncover new information un the social
background of the ¢ - 7 owiwrment. The strategies forming part of our model
function not on the Lo 07 i mere deseription of the social background. but on the
EXPLANATICN o i s cad background. Best (1983:195) is correct in saving:

..For a truly socinlogical approach however, one must move to the
second level, that of explanation. Here the tools and techniyues of
modern sociological study are used, not merely ta describe but also o
probe the inner dynamics of the early Christian movement, regarded
not as 4 unique event but as an example of patterns of behaviour
which may be widely observed and objectively studied.

This means that the question lacing the interpreter chunges from "Whut did the
author mean?" to "Was there anything in the contemporary societal structure that
could be a reflection of these utterances?” In other words, our social strutegies are
not aimed at merely accumulating data that may be relevant for the historical
understanding of the background of the New Testament teats. Instead our social
strategies abstract data® in the sense of uncarthing, making explicit what is buried
and implicit in the discourse. Methodologically speaking, the only direct and explicit
information we have for the contextual history of the text is the literury work self,
constituting a social fact in itself. Translating such Hterary social data into soctal
data fit for use within a historical reconstruction, is 4 complex procedure. Firstly, a
thorough literary analysis of the text is needed, according to its type. On the macro-
social level we have to look at the relationship between ideas and social reality. On
the micro-social level of the relation between author and reader the text can be
analysed in terms of communication theory. Finally, the results from both the
literary and the macro analyses are used to interpret and explain not the historical
world, but the narr. ive or referential world of the text. At this point the interpreter
is still moving within the text. Only now can the narrative world, created by the text,
be compared with the everyday historical world to which the text belongs. On this
basis we begin to make inferences about the social setting for which the testis
intendec.

Different scholars use different methods in the process of determining the social
situation in which argumentation or 4 communicative event ook pluce. OF
particular importance to the social strategy underlining this study are the

=]
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approaches of the following scholars:
243.1a  Gerd Theissen

Theissen concentrates on the accumulation of sociologically relesant material by
means of an analysis of the text in the form-critical tradivion, trying in the process to
uncover the Sirz im Leben by a constructive, analvtic or comparative approach
(Theissen 1982:177). For him the importance of the text 1s not so much 16 be found
in its literary structure as in its creative composition. In the text itself sociological
statements and references, poetic, ecclesioligical and mythical statements are
present (Theissen 1982:176). Underlying this view is an understanding of literature
in which the creation of the discourse, its form, substance and message may all be
regarded as social facts (Theissen 1982:183) or contradictions {Theissen 1982:181-
182) or as symbols (Theissen 1982:187-188). His interest remains focused on the
referential history as opposed to the contextual history of the text,

24.3.1b  Wayne A. Meeks

Meeks in his useful contribution on "The first urban Christians: The social world of
the apostle Paul’ (1983) focuses on the social history of the early Christian
communities, His aim is to ascertain "what it was like 10 become and be un ordinary
Christian in the first century” (Mecks 1983:2). His work is more thun a mere
description, because he is quite awure of the problems surrounding the
iaterpretation of historical texts.

In writing social history, then, we cannot afford to ignore the theories
that guide social scientists. But which of the competing schools of
sociology or anthropology or social psychology shall we heed?.., There
is no comprehensive theory of social movement so commanding that
we would be prudent to commit our method to its care. Even if there
were, we should be suspicious of it. Christianity, even at the earliest
moment we can get any clear picture of it, was already a complex
movement taking from within several complex societies. What sociat
theory is adequate to grasp the whole?

(Mecks 1983:3)

Meeks defines his own approach as interpretive description. However, his
application of the social sciences and his use of theory is eclectic ( Meeks 1983:0).
He refers to liis own position as that of a "moderate functionalist” in the sense that

"society is viewed as a process, in which personal identity and sociad forms are
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mutually and continuously created by interactions that oceur by means of symbols
(1983:6)30,

243.1c Bruce J. Malina

In 1981 Malina published his first major work entitled "The New Testament world:
Insights from cultural anthropology”. According to Malina (1981:v) "the purpuse for
using anthropelogical models in the New Testament study is precisely 1o get o hear
the meaning of the texts in terms of the cultural contexts in which they were
originally proclaimed®.

Malina (1983:120) also distinguishes between reading the Bible "us @ text containing
communication from an author” and reading "it as a documentary source contuaining
historical information”. Malina then approaches the reading of the Bille not from a
literary perspective but from a communications theory perspective in which the
communicative possibilities of a text are linked to the considerateness of an auvthor,
"Should a writer depict scenarios that can in no way be rooted in his/her uudience's
social system, he or she can be fairly labelled an inconsiderate writer” (Malina
1983:122). This is so, because meaning can only be etfectively communicated if hoth
reader and writer share a cornmon social system. Therefore, models of the social
sciences, must be combined with models of history and models of linguistics to
interpret biblical texts from the past (Malina 1982:233).

According to Malina there are three main models that might be used 1o understand
social interaction, namely the structural functionalist model, the cenflict model und
the symbolic model. The structural functionalist model views society "as a relatively
persistent, stable, well integrated structure of elements” (Malina 1982:234). In other
words, all the elements in society function towards the maintenance of society as an
integral system .

Adaptive change may occur over time, but non-adaptive change is regarded us a
deviance (Malina 1982:234). From u cultural anth. opologicul perspective Malina
operates within this structural functionaiist model. According to him (198Ya:0) "our
first century person would perceive himself as a distinctive whole set in relation to
other such wholes and set within a given social and natural background. every
individual is perceived as embedded in some other”. The main features of religion in
the world are constituted by a) the structure of the group, h) the previiling social
system and c) the way values and norms are controlled (1986:97).

With regard to the structure of the group Malina (1986:97) claims

~1
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...that religious groups were dependent on prior kinds of social
relations, One did not adopt and live out a set of religious values and
attitudes because of some individualistic conviction ot the truth...
Rather one’s adherence 1o some "religion” was based on norms having
tn do with politics (and power) or leaderships and/or ethnicity (and
solidarity), or some other more specific social institution other than
religion (e.g. army. philosophical "school:). Thus people became
Christians [or reasons other than and/or along with religious ones e.g.
to be healed, t; share in power, to find patrons or clients, to have a
proper funeral, to take part in weekly meals and the like.

The prevailing social system was one in which persons functioned in terms of a)
certain archetypal sexual roles b} in terms of the group to whom they belonged and
¢) in terms of their constant desire to achieve honour (Malina 1989 b:127). The
paternal system was still the most important group.

With regard to values and norms, Malina (1986:98) points out that the "first century
Mediterranean world was based on community, i.e. shared values and norms.
Community is a set of values shared by people who are set apart or set off from
others on the basis of some shared quality resulting in a sense of oneness of
brotherhood or of "fictive kinship". According to Malina (1981:25-50) two key norms
and values within the first century world were honour and shame31.

Honour was related to social acceptance and worth whereas shame (a positive norm
and value) was related to a person’s sensitivity with regard to his or her sociai
reputation. A person could receive honour by means of a) birth (birth for instance in
an aristocratic or priestly family), b) by means of social interaction with others,
According to Malina all forms of interpersonal contact were characterized by
competition in order to achieve fame, and at the same time inflict shame on others.

A second model is that of conflict-theory, also known as coercion, power or interest-
model (Malina 1982:234). This type of model presupposes that society and the
elements of society are constantly changing, unless sume force intervenes to prohibit
the change. Gager’s "Kingdom and community” (1975} is cited as an example of the
application of the conflict-model (Malina 1982:235).

A third model focuses on the symbolic character of human interaction. According to
this approach a social system is regarded as a "system of symbols that is meanings,
values and feelings about the meanings and values that are attached and embodied
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by persons, things and events” (Malina 1982:235). Malina himself uses the first and
third model and he is essentially committed to working from the perspective of
cultural anthropology.

Deserving special mention is Malina’s distinction of four basic social institutions or
structures in any society namely, kinship, economics, politics and religion (Malina
1986b:152-153). As a rule, one of these institutions maintains priority over the
others in societal arrangements:

In Christendom in the past, and in Islumic republics in the present,
kinship, economics, and politics are embedded in religion, i.e. the
norms of kinship, economics, and politics are determined by the
religious institution: representatives of the religious institution rule
their societies in one way or another.

243.1d  Jerome H. Neyrey

In an article on "Body language in 1 Corinthians: The Use of Anthropological
Models of Understanding Paul and his Opponents” Neyrey (1986:129) used the
macro intra cultural model of the British anthropologist Mary Douglas in order to
determine the social strategy in the use of Paul’s body language in 1 Corinthians.

Douglas offers a model for correlating attitudes to the physical body and
corresponding structures in the social body. Douglas states that the body is a
medium of expression - the social body constrains the way the physical body is
perceived. In other words bodily technique is learned social behaviour; the social
system determines how the body is used as a medium of expressions, norms and
values. Strong pressure from the social group will be replicated in a strong control of
the physical body. According to Douglas (1966:115) the body is a microcosm of the
social body, a symbol of society in the sense that the ordering and structuring of the
physical body is an exact replica of social structure and the control of the physical
body is an expression of social control. According to Douglas (1973: 99)

...Bodily control is an expression of social control. Abandonment of
bodily contrel in ritual responds to the requirements of social
experience which is being expressed.

According to Neyrey (1986:132) Paul’s observations on bodily control replicate his
opinions on social control. Paul’s body language is therefore a window on his

cultural view of the way Christian groups should be structured. Neyrey then uses
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Mary Douglas’s mode! for assessing the degree of control or non-control over social
body. Douglas identified two groups. A strong group indicates a high degree of
pressure to conform to group norms as well as a pressure for order and control.
Order and discipline are valued and group values are predominate (Neyrey
1986:132).

The weak group, en the other hand, indicates a low degree of pressure for order and
control. Norms and discipline are not valued and personality is very individualistic.

Douglas then investigates six’s aspects of cosmology, because social groups such as
the strong and weak have different world views or cosmologies.

A cosmology of a controlled body (strong group) would then have the following
features:

1 Purity

There is a strong concern for purity of the social and physical body. Purity refers to
the ordering and structuring of the social world. Purity means an avoidance of all
that violates the sense of order. In terms of the physical body it means a distancing
of oneself from dirt which socially means concern over persons and events that do
not fit the group’s ideals and sense of order.

2 Ritual

There are fixed ritvals for determining where the boundaries of the ordered system
lie and who is properly within the body and who is not. Authority, status and roles
are clear and clearly expressed.

3 Personal Identity

Identity is non-individualistic and group oriented. Your role and place in the group
is assigned and learned.

4 Body

Bodies, both social and physical are tightly controlled. Purity and protection of the
body from pollutions are of great importance.
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5 Sin

Not a mere violation of rules but a pollution which invades the body and threatens
it. Moral norms are well defined and are socio-centric, that is, learned from the
group and measured in those terms.

Neyrey (1986:137) applies these social strategies of Douglas’s to the situation in 1
Corinthians and concludes that there are two different views of physical and social
body at Corinth, Paul’s viewpoint is that the physical body is a highly controlled
body which is pure and holy. Its concern for order and clarity makes it fear
unconsciousness or toss of control - therefore it takes a negative view of spirit
possession. The body is a harmonious body in which parts are clearly differentiated
and coordinated for the good of the whole body. Individualism is subordinated for
the good of the whole body. This view, according to Neyrey (1986:137) "replicates a
view of the social body marked by strong "group” pressure, formality, smoothness
and ritualism".

Paul’s opponents see the body as an uncontrolled organism. Control is weak and
there is a freedom of movement and spontaneity. Trances and spiritual possession
are looked upon favourably.

According to Neyrey (1986:138) this view of the physical body "replicates the
perception of the social body as marked by weak "group" pressures, informality,
unstructured features: here effervescence flourishes". Neyrey (1986:138) also uses
the contrasting attitudes to offer a clearer window onto the issues and arguments
which divided Paul and his adversaries.

The essential feature of all these approaches is the careful investigation of the social
situation in which argumentation took place. These approaches could indeed
enhance our understanding of the argumentative force of Paul’s discourse and make
it possible to move beyond a mere description to explaining the way in which Paul
argues.

2432 Rhetoric
The second type of discourse strategy is rhetorical in nature. As Wuellner (1989:1)

points out rhetorics is the practice of the art of communication as interaction. This
art of communication as interaction emphasizes effectiveness.
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The main concern in developing a rhetorical strategy is no longer exclusively on the
social situation in which argumentation took place. The emphasis has shifted
towards the effectiveness of an urgument within a specific social context,

This effectiveness has several implications of which the most important is
persuasion. A speaker, for instance, in parliument or in court, tries to convince the
public or judge that he has + good case so that they will judge positively, believe
him, and finally accept his arguments. This ultimate goal is 1o be achieved by
specified good ways of speaking for which rhetorics has formulated rules and
strategies (Lausberg 1960:14). Most of these apply to the local organization of
discourse, for example, at the syntactic and semantic levels. It is here where such
features as rhyme, alliteration, repetition, and figures of speech hased on contrast,
metaphor, or irony have been formulated.

These features have made rhetoric a concept in bad odour because:

...it has been equated with needless embellishment, empty verbiage,
or, even worse, the kind of discourse produced by politicians from
parties other than one’s own. To others more innocently, it recalis
mere elaboration of discourse.

(Enkvist 1985hb:15)

Rhetoric became in disfavour according to Wuellner (1989:2-3) because of a split
the rhetor’s, or writer’s intention (dianoia/voluntas) and the expressed polysemous
meaning (hyponoia/suspicio). This led to a split between hermeneutics and rhetorics
which in turn was highlighted by two further developments32

...on the one hand, the increasing promincnce of stylistic matters and,
on the other hand the changing trend ir the stylistic strategies most in
fashion. ...To ask for the motives of such fashions (e.g. fear of political
reprisals in times of ideological conflict) leads us towards rhetorics as
exercise in ‘truth and power’, to ask for the cognitive or aesthetic
benefits of such exercises leads us toward hermeneutics as interpretive
science, as exercise in "truth and method’.

Although the early reformers33 still distinguished between rhetorics and
hermeneutics matters worsened to such an extent that

...with Schleiermacher we have indeed reached the point where
hermeneutics no longer wants to remember its roots in rhetoric and
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moves solely on the path which transcendental philosophy has pointed
out to it. ...in the final analysis Schleiermacher considers the text
independently of its truth claim, as a pure phenomenon of expression!

(viz: reducing the text to its signified theme).
{(Wuellner 1989:19)

This split led to a preoccupation with Truth and Method to such an extent that
Truth and Power nearly disappeared. However, the attempt of a few scholars to
inciude the social and ideological aspects of hermeneutics gave impetus to the
rediscovering of rhetorics:

...With rhetorics recognized as the oldest form of 'literary criticism’ in
the world, it is rhetoric again which helps reconstitute literary theory
as the theory of discursive practices in society as a whole (with special
attention to) such practices as forms of power and performance.
(Wuellner 1989:23)

In other words rhetorical strategies will take us beyond viewing language as a
reflection of reality, even ultimate reality as understood in terms of traditional
metaphysical and idealist philosophy, to the social aspect of language which is an
instrument of communication and influence on others3*. That is, we not only have
the capacity to understand the content of, or propositions of human signs and
symbols (hermeneutics); we also have the capacity to respond and interact with
them (rhetorics) (Wueliner 1989:38).

As soon as rhetoric is defined in this way, discourse is viewed in the light of a
specific social interactional situation. In logic, propositions, which are true in their
logical frame, remain true in that frame. Consequently grammar books usually
assume that once a sentence is declared correct, it remains correct. With discourse
the situation is much more complex, because

...discourse which is effective in one situation, may be completely out
of place in another situation. One cannot therefore study the
effectiveness of discourse without placing that discourse in a specific
situation. And to view discourse against a situational background one
must reckon with the people who communicate, the subject, the
occasion, and the relevant cultural traditions, fashions as well as
taboos. Thus rhetoric comes to emphasize the kind of appropriateness
that the Greeks called kairos and the Romans decorum as well as the
situation, (Enkvist 1985b:16)
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2.4.3.2a  Theories of Rhetorical Criticism

Wuellner (1987:453) is of the opinion that rhetorical criticism has brought us at a
crossroad where one must choose between two versions of rhetorical criticism: On
the one hand a more restrained torm of rhetoric, on the other hand u form of
rhetorical criticism which is identical with practical criticism. The latter strives for a
re-invention of rhetoric, in which texts are read and reread, interpreted and re-
interpreted, as forms of activity inseparable [rom the wider social relations hbetween
writers and readers.

This study will be based on the second form of rhetorical criticism, Discourse is
performative and interactional and therefore we need rhetorical criticism ot a
pragmatic nature. As far as methodology is concerned 1 will make use of Kennedy's
model because it includes the concerns of Muilenburg and the concerns of the socio-
rhetorical method proposed by scholars such as V. Robbins and N.R. Peterson33.
will further attempt to bring some modifications to the model of Kennedy’s by
means of the views of Perelman.

In any discourse situation there are three factors involved: a speaker (or writer), an
audience and 4 speech or a text. According to classical rhetoric three modes of
persuasion enter the actual discourse, namely the authority of the speaker, the
emotion of the audience and the argument of the speech (€00g, néBog, Adyor). In
order to persuade a person, the quality and character of the speaker, the strength of
his emotional appeal to the hearer, and the stringent logic of the discourse are all of
the utmost importance. The rhetors thought of each of these three factors in the
communication situation from the point of view of persuasion. The speakers had to
be perceived as trustworthy just to get a hearing. Even if he was not well-known to
an audience most rhetors believed that the mode of the address could estabiish an
acceptable ethos. Ethos had to be established in the very first part of the speech.
Pathos, on the other hand, was especially important toward the conclusion of the
speech where an appeal to emotion and motivation were considered appropriate.
Throughout the speech ethos and pathos had to be kept in mind. It was the content
of the speech itself (logos) that received the greatest attention in the handbooks.

Life circumstances and distinctive audiences also have a marked influence on
human speech. According to Kennedy (1984:19-20 and 36-37), classical rhetoric
distinguished three genres3%, namely judicial (which seeks to bring about a
judgement about events past), deliberative (which aims at effecting a decision about
future action) and epideictic (which celebrates or condemns someone or
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something). Given the prominence of honour and shame in the Greco-Roman
culture, the epideictic genre was of great importance. lis objective was 10 marshal
examples from the life of an individual or the history of an institution that could
demonstrate the person’s virtues and establish the basis for honour or shame.

The Greco-Roman youth was aiso taught the way in which to hold or deliver such a
speech . This process comprised five steps: the invention, the arrangement, the style,
the memory, and the delivery. During the first stage or inventio one had to assemble
the necessary malerial, data, evidence or propose the thesis one wished for.
Standard techniques, basic types of argument, conventional figures of speech, stack
images were types of material that the rhetors organized for discussion by creating
various kinds of lists. The items in these lists were called topoi. Invention was thus
imagined as a search for the right topoi or place from which 10 take a topic for a
particular rhetorical purpose. The arrangement or dispositio was the second stage
which referred to the ordering of this material in an outline, paying attention to such
things as the best sequence to use, or whether one should expand upon this or that
point, or how best to develop a sub theme. Arrangement was as important and
creative as invention. Elocutio or style referred to the way in which one handled
the material in the process of composition. Basic issues of grammar, syntax, and the
selection of words with just the right denotation were treated as important matters.
During the fourth stage (memoria) the structure, or even the text itself, had to be
committed to memory. The final stage of delivery or pronuntiato referred to the use
of the voice, pauses and gestures appropriate to a particular speech occasion.

This is just a brief presentation of the most essential features of rhetorical criticism,
Kennedy (1984:341) proposes the following four stages of rhetorical criticism:

The definition of the Rhetorical Unit

The rhetorical unit must have some magnitude and impact. It has to have within
itself a discernible beginning and an ending which are connected by some action ur

argument. That is, a rhetorical unit is either a convincing or persuasive unit.

The Identification of the Rhetorical Situation

The second stage is the most crucial in the sense that it forms the initial step of
invention. The rhetorical situation differs from both the historical situation of a
given author and reader and from the generic situation or conventions of the Sitz im
Leben, The rhetorical situation, according to Kennedy (1983:38) is that situation
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which invites utterance. In the rhetorical situation, the rhetorical critic looks
foremost for the premises of a text as appeal or argument. Traditional rhetorics
usually defines a text's rhetorical situation in three distinct ways: 1) in the notion of
the text status; 2) in the notion of the text’s underlying topoi; 3) in the notion of the
text’s rhetorical genre.

The Status of the Rhetorical Situation

The classical doctrine of status has been the cornerstone of the classical rhetorical
theory of argumentation3”. Sadly Kennedy (1984:36) fuils to grasp the importance
of the doctrine of status and merely dismisses it with a reference 10 its complexity.
2.N. Vorster (1990:119) claims that

..very little attention has been paid by New Testament scholars to this
aspect (status) of rhetoric. This is even more strunge when one
considers the fact that the status of the rhetorical situation also
determines the rhetorical genre and the rhetorical genre hus played a
dominant role in New Testament research in recent times.

It is therefore imperative that we take a closer look at the concept of status.

According to Braet (1988:83) and Vorster (1990:119) four types of status situations
can be defined3s.

The first type of status is called status coniectura.

This type of question concerns a factual question in which the judiciary has to decide
whether the deed was in fact committed or if the issue concerns the future and
whether the deed has still to be decided.

The second status is called status definitionis. The basic presupposition behind this
second type of status question is to emphasize the deed and to appropriate the
linguistic qualification of that deed (J.N. Vorster 1990:119).

The third type of status arises when it has been established that the subject has done
the deed but doubt exists whether that deed was not justified or the need exists to
indicate that it will be correct to follow a certain line of action. In this situation the
quality of the deed is 1n focus and it is called the status qualitatis (J.N. Vorster
1990:119).
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By this time it must be obvious that the status of the rhetorical situation of the New
Testament is of great importance

..because this is the problem or question to which the letter is a
response and without establishing the status of the rhetorical
situation, coherency would be out of the question. 1t is in relation 10
the status of the rhetorical situation that the coherency between the

various elements in the letter can be established.
(J.N. Vorster 199(::119)

The important conclusion is that a theory of argumentation in which the concept of
status is central is the best suited to explain both the effectiveness and rationality of
an argument. Without the focus on status, rhetorical strategies will only be
interested in the effectiveness of an argument. On this point Kennedy's model needs
adaptation.

How do we go about determining the status of the rhetorical situation in the New
Testament, or as in this study, 1 Corinthians? The status of the rhetorica!l situation is
not explicitly given in the text. What would be needed, therefore, is a comprehensive
conversational analysis of the text, as will be demonstrated below.

The Identification of the Rhetorical Disposition or Arrangement

According to Kennedy (1984:37), disposition refers to "what subdivision (a text} falls
into, what the persuasive effect of these parts seems to be, and how they work
together - or fail to do so - to some unified purpose in meeting the rhetorical
situation"3,

A critical assessment of Kennedy's model will prepare the ground for certain
modifications to Kennedy’s model which I would like to propose.

Kennedy deviates very little from his model of rhetorical criticism derived from
Roman antiquity and apparently does not take the contribution of the "New
Rhetoric” into account. The "New Rhetoric" has introduced two important concepts,
namely the argumentative and persuasive quality of language and the concept of the
audience as an active participant in the argumentation process®0. These concepts
should form part of the rhetorical strategy to be followed for reasons which will be
discussed below.
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2.4.3.2b Perelman’s use of the term "Audience"

Perelman (1969:29) defines audience as "the ensemble of those whom the speaker
wishes to influence"¥l. The audience’s major function is to receive the argument of
the speaker as present and react to it. Perelman therefore sees the audience as the
place where the argument is formed and developed. It is the role of the speakers 1o
formulate and direct his argument to the selected audience, but it is solely the
function of the audience to receive, evaluate, and make finsl value judgement as to
the acceptability of the argument. In this way Perelman sees the audience as more
than an object to which an orator can address arguments. The audience becomes an
active participant in the argumentation process. As part of his philosophic
construction, Perelman sees the audience as selected by or through the speaker. It
is the speaker who will determine during the course of his or her preparation what
type of audience, particular or universal, he or she will address. It is the decision
which will eventually determine the speaker’s selection of materials and appeals.
Thus Perelman develops the idea of the two major types of audiences: the universal
and the particular which are dependent upon the type of appeal intended by the
speaker.

The Particular Audience

The particular audience is composed of those people whom the speaker addresses
directly on an experiential appeal basis. This audience has a value system which is
strongly influenced by their experience and group affiliation. Speakers, as they select
new material for presentation, will have their appeals upon the beliefs and value
systems of that particular audience membership. Perelman uses the term particular
audience in order to refer to those directly appealed to upon the basis of their value
system. Perelman would define this act as persuasion because of the limited value
system which is used in appealing to any particular audience.

The Universal Audience

The universal audience is, according to Perelman, a theoretical collection of
thinking, rational people. It is not grounded in group affiliations as is the particular
audience, but has a value system based upon rational thinking. This is the audience
of the philosopher. It is based upon universal logical topoi rather than ethos or
pathos. As such, the universal audience will take all of mankind's experiences into
account and establish a universal system of values based upon rational thought and
deliberation. Appeals to this audience will be philosophic in nature and will ris
above the persuasive appeals of the particular audience (Perelman 1967:110).
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The distinction between the particular and the universal audience is made by the
speaker in his selection of appeals. Perelman, therefore, defines persuasion as
appeals directed to the particular audience and conviction as appeals directed at the
universal audience. In summary one could thus say:

i) The audience is determined by the speaker and functions as the place
were arguments are formulated.

i) The particular audience is the group selected by the speakers which is
addressed in accordance with its experiential and group affiliation basis.

iii) The universal audience is a theoretical construct which includes all
rational people. It is appealed to through the use of universal rationuality.

iv) Persuasion is the appeal directed towards the particular audience.

V) Conviction is the appeal directed towards the universal audience based
upon reason and rational thought.

In what way does the concept of audience enhance Kennedy’s model and attribute
to a better rhetorical strategy? What is the significance of this concept for the
present study?

Paul felt the need to interpret his audience so that the andience becomes "a
construction of the speaker” (Perelman 1969:24). To see the audience as a
construction of the speaker is to recognize in the case of 1 Corinthians, that one
cannot conceive knowledge of the audience independently of the knowledge of how
to influence it. The problem of the nature of the audience is indeed intimately
connected with that of its conditioning. According to Perelman (1969:23):

Various conditioning agents are available to increase one’s influence
on an audience: music, lighting, crowd effects, scenery and various
devices of stage management. Besides conditioning of this kind...
there is the conditioning by the speech itselt, which results in the
audience no longer being exactly the same at the end of the speech as
it was at the beginning. This form of conditioning can be brought
about only if there i{s a continuous adaptation of the speaker 1o his
audience.
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In the case of 1 Corinthians, this conditioning and construction of the audience both
precedes Paul’s writing and it is achieved in the discourse by Paul’s continuous
adaptation to his audience. According to J.N. Vorster (1990:122) the rediscovery
and refinement of the notion of audience also demand that we tuke the following
matters into account in the forming of an adequate rhetorical strategy for the
analysis of the New Testament letters:

Firstly, the intimate relationship between argumentation and the
audience... means that the audience Las to be constructed in order to
understand the argumentation. Or to put it differently: to establish
the audience within the rhetorical situation und its role in relation to
the other roles means to gain access to the reason why an author has
argued in the way he did. Secondly, audience has become a functional
entity - it has become important to establish the role of the specific
audience in a rhetorical situation. Thirdly, it has been emphasized
that the audience/readers are constructs of the speaker/author. If
this is true in the case of a face to face confrontation, then even more
where a letter has been written. Fourthly, audience/readers us a
construct of the speaker/author can be correlated to the notion of the
implied readers: the implied reader is the image of the intended
readers summoaed by the sum total of all the textual indicators...
fifthly, the audience as foremost constituent of argumentation has
been sociologically and psychologically embedded. Argumentation
has therefore been humanized. This again correlates with the notion
of the implied readers which is always part and parcel of the socio-
cultural code of the text.

2.432c The Argumentative and Persuasive Quality of Language

The second concept of Perelman’s work that is important for our approach, is the
focus on the persuasive and argumentative quality of language. The rediscovery of
rhetoric as persuasion and of rhetorical criticism as the theory of argumentation
represents a real break trough. In the Western tradition for many years rhetoric has
been identified with verbalism and an empty, unnatural mode of expression?2,

The "New Rhetoric" is a theory of argumentation, and according to Perelman
(1979:10) argumentation.

...1s always addressed by a person called the orator - whether by
speech or in writing - to an audience of listeners or readers. It aims at
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obtaining or reinforcing the adherence of the audience to some thesis,
assent to which is hoped for. The new rhetoric, like the old, seeks 1o
persuade or convince, to obtain an adherence which may he
theoretical to start with, although it may eventually be manifested
through a disposition to act, or practical, as provoking either
immediate action, the making of a decision, or commitment to act.

The aim of argumentation is not, like demonstration, to prove the truth of the
conclusion from premises, but to transfer to the conclusion the adherence accorded
to the premises.

From these specifications it is apparent that the "New Rhetoric" does not operate
within the more or less conventional, and even arbitrary limitations traditionally
imposed upon ancient rhetoric.

That brings us to the important matter of the relation between argumentation and
cornmitment as well as the object of agreement.

24.3.2d Argumentation and Commitment

With regard to the relation between argumentation and commitment Perel.nan
(1969:49) claims:

The effectiveness of an exposition designed v secure a proper degree
of adherence of an audience to the arguments presented to it can be
assessed only in terms of the actual aim the speaker has set himself.
The intensity of the adherence sought is not limited to obtaining
purely intellectual results, to a declaration that a certain thesis seems
more probable than another, but will very often be reinforced until
the desired action is actually performed.

In other words the person who gives his adherence 1o conclusions of an
argumentation does 5o by an act that commits him and tor which he is responsibie,

What forms the basis of the adherence and commitment, or, agreen.ent? According
to Perelman (1979:15) "the objects of agreement are various. On the one hand,
there are facts, truths and presumptions; on the other, values, hierarchies, and loci
of the preferable”. Facts and truths, according to Perelman, are objects that are
already agreed to by the universal audience. LU'suallv there is no need to increase
the intensity of adherence to them. Presumptions are opinions which need to be
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proved. Of particular concern are values, because they are frequently appealed to
in order to influence one’s choice of action. According to Pereiman (1979:15):

They supply reasons for preferring one type of behaviour to another,
although not all would necessarily accept them as good reasons.
Indeed, most values are particular in that they are accepted only by
one particular group. For argumentation it is useful to distinguish
concrete values, such as one’s country from the abstract values, such
as justice and truth. It is characteristic of values that they can become
the center of conflict without thereby ceasing to be values. For this
reason, the effect to reinforce adherence to values is never
superfluous. Such an effort is undertaken in epideictic discourse, and
in general, all education aiso endeavours to make certain values
preferred to others.

In the case of 1 Corinthians, it would seem that Paul uses rhetorical questions in
particular for evoking assent to certain values. One must, however, bear in mind the
important distinction Perelman (1982:27-28) makes between abstract and concrete
values. According to him concrete values belong to a specific being, object, group or
institution, which is unique. On the other hand, abstract or universal values are
valid for everyone and for all occasions, such as justice, truthfuiness, love of
humanity. Clearly then argumentation cannot do without either of these values but
in a given situation a speaker will subordinate one to the other®3,

The significance of the "New Rhetoric" for our purposes can be summarized as
follows: It represents a rediscovery of rhetoric as persuasion and of rhetorical
criticism as the theory of argumentation. Language is not merely information but is
provocative, persuasive and apologetic - it is meant to be an instrument of
influencing others. The "New Rhetoric" investigates why a specific instance of
language usage is effective; it recognizes the argumentative situation; it studies styie
and composition as a means of creating effects on the audience.

With that all said, it is also clear that an effective rhetorical strategy would surely
have to account for the different techniques of argumentation.

2.4.3.2e The Techniques of Argumentation
In establishing the structure of an argument, one must inierpret the words of the
speaker, apply the missing link, which is always a risky venture. Since

argumentation is inter alia concerned with convictions to which different audiences
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adhere with variable intensity, the status of elements which enter into
argumentation cannot be fixed as it would be in a formal system: this status depends
on the real or presumed adherence of the audience, The audience will subscribe to
one or the other competing conviction, depending upon their appraisal of the
arguments which are given pro and contra the value of the sclution they offer 10 the
problem under discussion.

When a speaker wants to establish a certain value he or she may, according to
Perelman (1969:83) "resort to premises of a very general nature which we shall term
loci. These are the topoi of Greek writers, from which come the topics, treatise,
devoted to dialectical reasoning". In other words topoi are abstract and general
categories which function during the creation of arguments™. Perelman (1969:83)
calls these topoi a "storehouse for argumentation". According to J.N. Vorster
(1990:124) topoi could therefore have three definite functions:

Firstly, they function in order to create arguments. Secondly, but
related to the first function, is selective function of topoi. A topos has
a selective function, because it specifies which premises can be used.
This implies that a topos suggests which premises are appropriate to
the rhetorical situation. Consequently there is a very close
relationship between topoi used in the rhetorical situation. Thirdly,
topoi also have a function to guarantee. They guarantee the
“"transition from the other premises to the conclusion." This function
is made possible by the fundamental and general character of topoi.

Another benefit that flows from the identification of topoi is that one is now brought
into the region of tactics as the author employs them. This, of course, means that
one is not so much interested in as to what the author says but rather why he says
that and why that statement is relevant and appropriate to the context. For the
identification and analysis of the fopoi of New Testament letters one should bear in
mind that Perelman (2979:16) only focuses on that

...which we shall call loci of the preferable. They are very general
propositions, which can serve, a need to justify values or hierarchies,
but which also have as a special characteristic the ability to evaluate
complementary aspects of reality. To loci of quantity, such as “that
which is more lasting is worth more than that which is less s0’ or "a
thing useful for a large number of persons is worth more than that one
useful for a smaller number’, we can oppose foci of quality, which set
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value upon the unique, the irremediable, the opportune, the rare -
that is - 10 what is exceptional instead of what is normal.

It is my supposition that Paul uses the topoi of the preferable to refer to a concrete
value, but that he uses that in order to establish an abstract or universal value which
of course corresponds with topoi of quality in the sense that it stresses the unique,
the opportune, the rare. 1 will also argue that the status of the rhetorical situation in
1 Corinthians, which of course stands in close proximity to the ropoi, seems best to
be understood as a quality status, which in turn is characteristic of epideictic
discourse and rhetoric.

Which technique of argumentation could best achieve this goal? To catalogue Paul’s
textual rhetoric in 1 Corinthians, I follow Perelman and Olbrechts - Tyteca’s
distinction of four kinds of arguments. Their classification rejects the traditional
view that all arguments are either inductive or deductive. In place of deduction they
speak of two kinds of argument, namely quasi-logical arguments and arguments
based on the structure of reality. By quasi-logical they mean having the logic of
common sense. The second, more general kind of deduction they call an argument
from the structure of reality. These arguments appeal to relations of cause and
effect and relations people have to their acts.

The third class of argument that seeks to establish the structure of reality does not
deduce from common sense or from assumptions about how reality is structured but
works to establish this structure. Here the argument moves from the particular to
the general: examples as well as illustrations seek to prove a rule, and analogy and
metaphor speak through particular images. The fourth and equally important type
of argument is that of dissociation where structures of reality are broken apart to
provoke a new understanding as when reality is dissociated from appearance, the
concrete from the abstract, or the divine from the human. Perelman (1982:52)
makes a rather interesting comment with regard to this type of argument.

The argumentative technique which has recourse to dissociation
hardly attracted the attention of the theoreticians of ancient rhetoric.
However, it is fundamental for every reflection which, seeking to
resolve a difficulty raised by a common thought, is required to
dissociate the elements of reality from each other and bring about a
new organization of data.

Perelman (1969:412) recognizes that at the core of this technique lies the tdea that
dissociation brings about a more or less profound change in the conceptual data that
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are used as the basis of an argument. One can therefore appreciate that this
contribution on dissociation is very important for the analysis of religious material
because

...religions usually propose an alternative reality because of
incompatibilities experienced with the existent reality, but in order to
do so we use traditional material. To put it differently: traditional
material is modified, prompted by incompatibilities. Where this
happens, dissociation has occurred.

(J.N. Vorster 1990:125)

This technique of dissociation, as well as the other three types of arguments form
part of the rhetorical strategy of 1 Corinthians as will be shown in due course.

In conclusion: In an article "On Distinctions between Classical and Modern
Rhetoric" (1984:37-49), Andrea Lunsford and Lisa Ede refer to Daniel Fogarty’s
important study on "Roots for a New Rhetoric” (1959) in which he argues that the
New Rhetoric will need to broaden its aims until it is no longer confined to teaching
the art of formal persuasion but includes formation in every kind of symbol using. It
will also need to adjust itself to communication. That is, of course, what Chaim
Perelman set out to do. The "New Rhetoric" underlined the importance of the
context with regard to the speaker-listener situation.

Beyond the speaker (ethos), beyond the discourse (logos) and beyond
the audience (pathos) there is always a milieu, a context. It is the
context (social, cultural, rhetorical) which shapes the speakers, which
determines the arrangement of the material and the use of rhetorical
figures and which explains the reaction of the audience. Context is
thus the common denominator: ethos, logos and pathos are

determined by their contextual function.
(Snyman 1988:24)

In other words, the "New Rhetoric" and the way in which it has sharpened our
rhetorical strategy provides us with yet another reason why an interactional model is
essential for the interpretation of New Testament letters. In this regard one could
say that the "New Rhetoric” confirms what Stowers (1986:15) writes concerning
Greco-Roman letter-writing:

From the modern perspective, it is natural to think about letters in
terms of the information they communicate. The interpreter however,
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should resist the temptation to overlook the great multiplicity of
functions that letters performed and to speak only of the
communication of information. It is more helpful to think of letters in
terms of the actions that people performed by means of them.

The goal of this study is to demonstrate that the nature of letters demands a
communicative and interactional approach. Language usage involves a complex
system which can only be considered holistically. My basic argument in the
preceding chapters is that a holistic approach to language has been lost. Therefore
the need of a new model - a model which concerns itself with the analysis of
argumentation and which takes cognizance of the sentence strategies and discourse
strategies and the way they interact. Rhetorics provides the basis for such an
interactional model on the interpretation of New Testament letters.

In our analysis of linguistic structures, the focus will be on the strategies, processes

and interaction which takes place in the text of 1 Corinthians in order to move the
readers to specific insights and actions.
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NOTES:

1) The article by J.N. Vorster in Neotestamentica (1990:107-130) is off fundamental
importance for any serious attempt to understand the letters of the New Testament. Also refer o his
dissertation "The Rhetorical Sitvation of the Letter to the Romans - An Interactional Approach ”

(Pretoria: 1991),

2) See LN Vorster's article (1985:155-175) in "Paradigms and progress in theology”.

He concludes that the "use of fundamentalism agrees with a mechamistic paradigm. The
Bible is seen as a reservoir of facts, inerrant, written by reliable and inspired witnesses and in
agreement with the common sense of man; as such an objective and true reflection of what really
happened. The grammatical - historical method is empirical in intention. Presuppositional exegesis is
vigorously denounced and inductive analysis wholcheartedly ecmbraced. Induction is scen as neutral
and critical of reasoning. The words and phrases of the Bible and their meanings form the point of
departure. It is exactly these words and meaning which also provide the inlerpreter with the historical
situation. The analysis could, therefore, also be seen as atomistic. Words and phrases are cxtrapolated

from their literary and interactional context and as such analyzed" (1988:172).

3) Sec in this regard the work of Paul Ricocur. He rejects the assumption that to understand
a text is to understand the intention of the author, or alternatively, to grasp the text’s meaning #s it was
first grasped by the first readers or hearers who shared the author’s cultural tradition. This view,
advocated in the nineteenth century by such writers as Schleiermacher and Dilthey, Ricocur (1976a:92)
calls "Romanticist hermeneutics”. Ricoeur’s criticism of this approach is based on its failure to

distinguish between acts of consciousness and written texts.

4) See the useful contribution by Minsky on "A Frumework {or Representing Knowledge” in
The Psychology of Computer Vision’ {1975:211-280). It is to this frame theory that [ will return when
attempting to bridge the gap between synchronic semantics and"Traditionsgeschichte™. 1 am
particularly grateful to Cillicrs Breytenbach for a paper delivered at the 1990 congress of the South
African New Testament Society in which he paid atlention (o frames of understanding. Scc in this
regard his article (1991:257-272).

5) It was John Paul Riquelme (1980:75-86) that spelled out the implications of Iser's
fundamental concept: "The "implied readers”, then is a term that names the act of reading itself, that is,
a process at once both textual and effective, linguistic and mental” (1980:78). Unfortunately, many text

theorists were put off by Iser’s ambiguous cpistemology.

6) Van Wolde wrote an excellent article (1984:138-167) in which he argues that pragmatics
deals not only with the specific denotations of the text, but also with the numcrous possible

connotations of a text to be realized according to the competence of the actnal readers presupposed by
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the author,

E)) According to Fish (1980:360) it is impossible to have objective knowledge -"This inlinite
regress could only be halted if one could stand free of any ground whatsoever, if the mind could divest
itsclf of all prejudices and pre-suppositions and start, in the cartesian manner, from seratch; but then,
of course, you would have nothing to start with and anything with which you do start {even "1 think,

thercefore I am") would be either prejudice or a pre-supposition”,

8) De Saussure maintained that the linguistic sign relates a signifier and a sigeified (a concept
or meaning)., Three fcatures of this relationship are, to my mind, crucial to the shift from semantic
monism to semantic pluralism. Firstly, the relationship between word and concept is arbitrary and
conventional and not casual and necessary, In other words there is a cleavage or bar between the
signifier and significd. Secondly, the sign relates a word to a concept, not to external reality.
Presumably the se-called real world of object and eveat stands in some kind of geaetic relationship to
the semantic system, but the linguistic sign does not incorporate this relationship. Thirdly, both the
signifiers and the signifieds are identifiable only through differences, not as metaphysical essences or
presence. As de Saussure (1960:120) puts it "a linguistic system is a scries of differences of sound

combined with a series of differences of ideas”.

9 Presence assumes that in the encounter between the text and the reader, meaning is fully
intelligible without any recourse to the text or idea and without reference 1o any cther signs than those
presented. The metaphysics of presence assumes that the object examined conlains, or consists of a
presumed unity, which implies either a center, or an enclosed circumference, For, Derrida, this is

hopelessly incorrect.

10) 1 am particular indebted to Lehnert (1980:79-93) for his valuable contribution on the role

of scripts in understanding. His views merit greater attention by text theorists.

11) See the thought-provoking article by Minsky (1975:211-277). On the subject of expectation
driven information, Minsky holds the opinion that as people read a text, they generate expectalions
about what is going to happen next and what they are likely to hear aboul next. The process of
understanding is thus largely a process of generating such cxpectations and recognizing when an

expectation has been substantiated or violated.

12) This fact was pointed out by Louw (1976:76). According to him it 1s clear that "betekenis 'n
saak is wat sowel in dic woordc, hulle kombinasic ¢n hulle giammaticse strukture I¢ en dai dit ook in

die situasie gebed is".

13) For a particular uscful contribution on Language; Understanding and Using see the study

in "Developmental Psychology Today" (1975:223-241). Cf also the work of Piaget, a psychologist whao
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has studicd children’s cognilive growth and abilities. He views persons as aclive and adaptive. By
adaptive Piaget means that cach individual constantly secks 1o understand the environment so that
he\she can live effectively within it. Consequently language is of great importance.  Piaget and other
structuralists have also pointed out thal changes in a child’s cognitive structures (inner mental muscle,
if you will) cannot on their own account for mental growth. The shift 1o sociocentrism requires in
additien relationships with adults and other children. These relationships will foree the child to develop
new mental abilities and adjust reasoning and communication in order Lo function cffectively in a social
cnvironment. Once again the language skill is of paramount importance according (o Piaget. Sce also

Klausmeier and Allen (1978:16-24) and Piaget (1976).

14) This holistic conception of language and society is of great importance for theology, Once
we arg committed to viewing humankind as a unity (by that I mean that we reflect it in our studies)
theology will be restored to its rightful place in the scientific community. Although we like to refer to
the old distinction of Plato that man consists of body and soul as if it were past tense, this distinction,
although buried by the scientific community, is still alive and well within the circles of theology. With
the shift in paradigm it is remarkable how often theology, and in this age New Testament studies,

impinge on other disciplines and thereby admitting that soul cannot be studied without body.

15) Wittgenstein, Austin and Scarle all argue for an approach which vicws the theory of
meaning and the whole of language as a sub-part of a theory of action; thus meaning is defined in terms
of what speech acts speakers perform relative to hearers. In one of his most important simtles
Wittgenstein (1969:17) wriles: "Think of tools in a toolbox; there are a hammer, pliers, a saw, a screw -
driver, a ruler, a glue pot, nails and screws. The function of words are as diverse as the functions of
these objects. The error is to look for something in common to the entitics which we commonly
subsume under a general term”.

Wittgenstein introdu.c. his language-game term to call attention Lo the fact thal language-
uses are grounded in the particular surroundings of situations in human lifc. Thus, comparing
language with a game he writes “instead of producing something common to all that we call language, 1
am saying these phenomena have no one thing in common which makes us use the same word for all -
but they are related to one another in many different ways™. He admits that there are similaritics, but
he believes that these are best described as family resemblances. Thiselton {198(:274-275) draws
attention to the fact that there is a second main point behind Wittgenstein's notion of language-games.
According to Thiselton "it calls attention to the close connection belween language and life: 1o speaking
as an activity or a form of life. The key point is therefore, that when language-games change, there is a
change in concepts, and with the concepts the meanings of words change. Indced what speaking is, and

what meaning is, depend on the surroundings in which language is being spoken™.

16) Strategies not only depend en textual characteristics, but also on characteristics of the
language user, such as his or her goals or world knowledge. This may mean that a reader of a text will
try to reconstruct not only the intended meaning of the text as signaled by the writer in various ways in
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the text or context - but also as a meaning that is most relevant (o his or her own interests and goals,

17) This hus been the challenge to historical biblical eriticism, because in a way the andience-
oriented theories and strategies, such as speech act theory, amount to a much delayed replay within
biblical studies of Kant’s cpochal dellection of critical atteation from the object of knowledge Lo the
partly constitutive aclivity of the knower to give that object its appearance., To me it signifies the

awakening of biblical scholarship from s "dogmatic slumber” (as Kant termed his own awakening ).

18) In this respect one should take note of White’s article in Semcia 41 (1985:1-23). Recently

J.E. Botha also published (wo articles on speech act theory (1991:275-203),

19) Another problem in this regard can be traced to the theory of Scarle’s. Although he
identifies five basic functions of languayge (1971:47), he deals exclusively with the communicative
aspects of language. 1 believe that it is necessary to analyse speech act argumentation both as to its
communicative and to its interactional aspects. It is therefore not strange that Secarle paid no attention

to perlocution,

20) Language uscrs that arguc, as Van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1982:31) pointed out, “will
not as a rule introduce their argumentation with the phrases I argue’, but one cannot deduce that
arguing is not an illocutionary act from the circumstances that 'I argue’ is not a practical performative

formula".

21) In an excellent article Dorothea Franck (1981:225-236) underlines the following sin of the
speech act theory: "even if we concede thal specen act theory gives a rational reconstruction of some
crucial types of verbal act, this does not entitle us to consider it as an adequate theory of interaction.
Human communication is interactional in a morc fundamental way than is represented in the view that
two or more speakers mutually address some speech acts to cach other, speech acts which are defined
cntircly in terms of spcakers’ intentions. The analysis of 'real life-communication’ shows - even if cases
of misunderstanding are excluded - that the interactional meaning of contributions to the conversation
is to some extent subject to mutual negotiation. A considerable degree of indetermination and
vagueness leaves room for subsequent precision and also for co-existing interpretations. This
indetermination is not just an imperfection of natural communication but more often than not an
essential prercquisite for smooth interaction. It is necessary for tact and politencss, for all the face
work done in communication - which, in fact, is not marginal but overall and crucial aspect of
practically all natural conversations”. This article necds the attention of all scholars who are concerned

with the study of speech acl and conversational analysis.

22) In addition, Grice {1975:45) has proposed four maxims, namely: Quantity (information

should be economical), Quality (be sincere), Relation {(be relevant), Manner (be perspicucus).

160



Stellenbosch University https://scholar.sun.ac.za

23) See in this regard the remark by Van Dijk (1977:167): “by speaking we DO something, that
is, something more than merely speaking, is a simple but important insight from the philosophy of
language. It should be added that the use of language is not only some specific act, but an integral part
of social INTERACTION. Language systems are CONVENTIONAL systems. Not only do they
regulate interaction, but their categorics and rules have developed under the influence of the structure
of interaction in society. This functional view of language, both as a system and historical produet, in
which the predominant SOCIAL ROLE of language in intcraction is stressed, is a necessary corrective
Lo a 'psychological’ view of language and language use, where our competence in speaking is essential

an object for the phitosophy of mind".

24) One notable exceplion is the cognitive psychologists and workers in artificial intelligence
(Schank and Colby as well as Minsky). They have looked at actions in the context of hicrarchical plans

which may specilty scquences of actions.

25) That this is not a new perspective is evident from the role assigned 1o questioning in the
Socratic dialogues. Especially in 'Euthyphro’ and *Apology’ Socraltes used the method of engaging the
hearer in a dialogue based on the question and answer form, the explicit purpose of which was to
demonstrate to his pupils his ignorance in order to be able to start afresh in seeking the real truth.
Although Socrates, throughout the dialogues, maintains that he doesn’t know the answer that is being
sought, it is quite clear from the way in which the dialogues unfold that this is not the case. This type of
questioning is, of course, pure information questioning which is control sceking, and Socrates himself
admitted that this was partly responsiblc for his eventual trial and sentence to death.

This method of Socrates’s can be illustrated by means of "Apology’. In his apology Socrates
is defending himself against Meletus, who is implying that Socrates corrupts the youth. Socrates
responds by asking him point blank in what respect he is corrupting the youth,

Meletus answers that he (Socrates) is a complete atheist. From that point onwards
Socrates demonstrates by means of question and answer the ignorance of Meletus, which in turn
carries a message about the relationship and status between them. The debate as to whether Socrates
is a complete atheist unfolds as follows:

(S) "Whal an extraordinary statement! Why do you think so, Meletus? De you mean that |
do not believe in the god, head of the sun or moon, like the rest of mankind?

(M) I assure you, judges, that he does not: for he says that the ¢ n is stone, and the moon
carth,

(S) Friend, Mcletus, do you think that you arc accusing Anaxaporas? Have you such a low
opinion of the judges, that you fancy them so illiterate as not to know that these doctrines are found
the books of Anaxagoras the Clazomenian, which are full of them? And so, forsooth, the youth are said
to be thought them by Socrates, when they can be bought in the book markct for onc drachma at most;
and they might pay their moncy, and laugh at Socrates if he preiends to father these extraordinary
views, And so, Meletus, you really think that I do naot believe in any god?

(M) I swear by Zeus that you verily belicve in none at all.
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(8) Nobody will Lelieve you, Meletus, and 1 am pretty sure that vou do not believe vourself.
I cannot help think, men of Athens, that Meletus i reckiess and impudent, and that he has broughl this
indictment in a spirit of wantonness and youthful bravado. Has he aot compounded a riddle, thinking
to try me? He said to himselfs 1 shall see whether the wise Socrates will discover my facetious self
contradiction or whether 1 shall be able to deceive him and the rest of them. For he certanls does not
appear e me (e contradict himself in the mdictment as much as i he sard that Socrates s guilty of nol
believing in the gods, and vet of believing in them - but this is not like o person in carnest” (Alen
19660:84).

See in this regard also Bultmann (1910) as well as Betz (1971).

20) The tact that questions carry messages about refutionships and relative status ar well as
appropriateness means that there s o shift awas from the information tunction ol guestions to the
command functivn of guestions, Gouody (1978:40) has convincingly argucd that the "securing of
information becomes secondary 1o considerations ol status relations whether the guestioning is being
used to defer to a superior to challenge an cqual, or to fix responsibility on o subordinate. The pure

information question hasn’t got a chance".
q Y

27) Although I have mentioned both cultural and social strategies they could, of course, be
considered part of the whole social-scientific study of the New Testament. This study presupposes o

relationship between the wext and the sucio-historical environment from which it originated,

28) 1t is a well known fact that the so-called form-critical school had an inquiry into the socio-
historical-cultural background of a text as carly as the beginning of the century. Although Hermann
Gunkel is acknowledged as the father of the form-critical method, the New Testament strand of form-
criticism originated from Martin Dibelius, Dibelius (in Hahn: 1985-23-24) formulated the task of form
criticism as follows: "Die Formgeschichte hat ¢s bekannlich nicht mit den abgeschlossen literarischen
Werken zu tun, sondern mit den kleinen Einbeiten, die in miindlicher oder schriftlicher Uberlieferung
weitergegeben werden, deren Kenntniss wir aber freilich aus Biichern schopfen, in die sie Aufnahme
gefunden haben... Die Formgeschichte stellt sich vieimehr die grossere und schwierigere Aufgabe,
Entstichung und Geschichte dieser Einzelstiicke zu rekonstruicren, somit die Geschichte der
vorliterarischen Uberlieferung aufzuhellen, und im der Synoptiker - eine art Paliontologic der
Evangelien zu schaffea”. 1n other words the basiv assumption is that a segment of traditional material
can be identified first of all by its form. This form is associated with a specific situation, as a result of
its rep rated usc in that situation. By analyzing both form and content of such traditional material one
could reconstrucy the situation that gave birth to it.

The question that needs to be enswered is in what way the social scicntific study of the New
Testameni is related or indebted to the Sitz im Leben approach, Is Schutz {1982:10) correct when be
says that"the sociological interest latent in form criticism makes it apparent that current attention to
sacial questions is but continuous with the reeent past af biblical scholarship? What is alter all the

benefit of this mede? Couldn’t the present study be done in terms and with the strategies of the Form
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Criticism and wouldn’t the result be the same?

These arc probing questions. Theissen's (1982:186) approach, which will form part and
parcel of the social strategy, sees in the sociological approach @ continuance of the furm eritical Sits im
Leben investigations. The Sitz im Leben, however, was concerned with collecting explicit evidence as
to the social and historical context and wsed the data for o social description of the presumed
reconstructed socio historical background of the texis (Elliot 1981:3).

To my mind the interest was primarily historical and nothing can be found in these
publications that can really be considered to be on social-scientific theory, As a matter of fact, this
carlier approach was a naive description of the social setting, whereby social information wis vsed to
undergird and supplement historical supposition. There exists a continuity and a discontinuity between
the current social-scientific approach and earlier socio-historical investigations (Sec Schuty 1982:3),
The continuity goes so far as it both vatues the knowledge of the social setting of the text as well as the
frame of reference within which to understand the text.

The current approach represents & discontinuity in that it is not primarily interested in
reconstructing history or cvea theology, but it is cminently interested in interpreting the content of texts
that relate sociology, anthropology or psychology. It is in the last resort also a discontinuity in so fur as
it is an interactional approach and thercefore endeavours not to be reductionistic - a charge that some of

the earlier approaches could not escape.

29) See in this regard the uscful contribution by Van Staden (1991:26-35). According to him
there is a definite difference between o social and sociological approach. He prefers the term social-
scientific analysis 1o sociological approach because such an approach is not intent on accumnulating

data, That corresponds with the strategy of our model.

30) The fact that Meeks avoids reductionism resulted in an unwillingness to explicate his
thcorctical presuppositions. Elliot (1985:332) amungst others criticized him severely becasuse he “is
reluctant to explicate his sociological theory and models and to spell oul more adequately the
implications of his moderate functionalist perspective on the Pauline social world, Consequently, it is
often unclear how his "piccemecal theory" informs and shapes his conclusions”. However Harris
(1984:110) commends Mccks' approach as a "balanced use of historical-critical and sociological-
anthropological methods and theories”. Even Elliot (1985;333) recommends it as the "best single

volume on the Pauline social world” (1983:7).

31y In the Greco-Roman world the group was more important than the individual. The
individual received status from the group. Therelore, recognition and approval from others were
important. Interactica was characterized by ti:e competition for recognition and the wefense of one's
own status and honour. To refuse a person’s claim for honour was 1o put the person to shame. The
basic notion behind all studies of honour and shamc is that they represcnt the vadue of 4 person in his
or her own eyes but also in the eyes of his or her society.

Pitt-Rivers (19638:503-504) gives an excellent summary of the multifaceted concept of
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honour: "It 1s a sentiment, a manifestation of this sentiment in conduct, and the evaluation of this
conduct by others, that is to say, reputation, It stunds as a mediator between individual aspiration and
the judgement of socicty. It can, therefore, be seen 1o reflect the values of a group with which a person
identifics himsell. But honor as a fact, rather than a sentiment, refers not merely to the judgement of
others but 10 their behavior. The facets of honor may be viewed as related in the follewing way: Honor
felt becomes henor claimed, and honor claimed becomes honor paid. The same principles that govern
the transactions of honor are present in thuse of dishonor though in reverse: the withdrawal of respect
dishonors, since it implies a rejection of the ¢laim to honor and this implies the sentiment of shame.
To be put to shame is to be denicd honor, and it follows thart this can vnly be done to thuse who have
some pretension to it. Honor and dishonor, therefore provide the currency in which people compete
for a reputation and the means whereby their appraisal of themselves can be validated and integrated
into the social system™.

See in this regard the usciul contributions by Halvor Moxnes (1983a) and (1988b: 207-213).

In the South Alrican context, the work of Joubert has (o be noted. See in this regard the
following articles {1990:335-349), (1991:39-54) and (1992:55-65).

32) This article by Wucllner (1989) is ol fundamental importance 1o all working in this eld. 1t
lies beyond the scope of this study to dwell on the separate ways hermencuties wnd rhetorics went in

the Twelfth Century, but surely onc must Icarn from the fault and inadequacies of our past.

33) Concerning the Reformers, Wuellner (1989:6) pointed out that their basic presupposition,
namely that scripture interprets itself, is political and not hermeneutic. According to him “the failure of
admitting that all biblical scholarship is political is due ot so much to the inability to sce these realities
as to explore their implications and face up their consequences. This docs not mean that scholarship
on biblical hermeneutics and rhetoric is either reducible to politics, or that it is ‘only pulitical” but it
does mean that questions of power are (siill, as they have been) an inextricable element in the story of
biblical interpretation”. We can thus salcly conchude that without rhetorical strategics the theology of

the Reformation cannot be understood,

34) 1 believe that once the importance of rhetoric is fully acknowledged, we will move away
from the idealistic nature of New Testament scholarship, In a recent publication of Bauckham's
(1989:14) he writes: "It's (a biblical text’s) meaning for us depends, then, an its wider literary contexts
in the canon (so far as we take theee “nto account), on traditional context {such as its interpretation in a
particular theological tradition or ils traditional place in the liturgy) which may influence our
understanding of it, and on the contemporary context within which we read. What this contemporary
context amounts to depends, of course, on the interpreter’s particular relationship 1o the world in which

he lives”.

35) The most successful exponents of the socio-rhetorical method are ¥V Robbins (1984) and
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N.R. Petersen (1985).

36) See also Hughes's article (1989:30-32) in which he emphasizes that in Aristotle’s rhetorical
system the genres are “linked and differentiated by the phenomenon of time”™. Aristotle nutes that
although the proper time for the epideictic genre is the present, the epideictic speakers may also recal

the past and anticipate the future.

37 That the concept of status forms the cornerstone of the classical rhetorical theory is mainly
due to the work of Hermagoras. According to Braet (1987:79) it is to him that we owe the
development of the doctrine of status as a closed procedure of invention. In Hermagoras the concept
of stasis was linked with the so-called krinomenon schema, of which the purpose was o steer the
inventio of the prosceutor and the defendant in legal proceedings. In a later development in Quintilian
we find the most logical interpretation of the status in the sense that it "is the genus quacstioms, the

sort of questioning to which a particular concrete quaestio from the schema belongs™ (Bracl 1987:82).

38) J.N. Vaorster (1990:119) claims that “although the identification and explanation of these
status situations occur within a judicial sitzation or courtroom these questions with slight alternations,

could apply to any rhetorical situation”,

39 In this regard there is some contention as to whether epistolography as well as cthos and
pathos are part of the literary structure or whether they are part of the rhetorical structure. With
regard to the issue, both Kennedy {(1984:31), Watson (1988:104) and Bouman (1980:272} argucd that
rhetorical theory and epistolary thecory were not integrated and matters which concerned letter writing
were not discussed systematically by rhetors. The mere fact, according to Bouman (1980:272) "dat men
het schrijven van een brief op clk willckeurige moment kan onderbreken maakt het verschil tussen cen
bricf en con redevoering levensgroot”,

[, however, disagree with these findings. Recently Hughes (1989:19-30) wrote an article in which he
convincingly argued that ancient letiers did in fact cmpley rhetorical style. This view is substantiated by
two carlier articles by AJ. Malherbe (1977:3-77) and Whitc (1982: 1730-1756). See in this regard also
Wuellner (1579:177) and the warning by Black (1988\%: 257) when he said "the interconnections among
oratory, dialectic, drama and the epistolography are genuine, albeil hazy . The ade v ov of strictly
rhetorical canons for inte. wreting all 1exts of all genres with persvasive intent is a dec” & premise,

which rhetorical crities need to think through”,

40) In this regard there is the excellent "La Nouvelle Rhetorigue. The New Rhetoric. Essays
en hommage a Chaim Perclman® (1979 ) in which various articles emphasized the contributions made

by Perelman. Sce alse Anderson's (1979:39-50) as well as Perelman’s {1967:110) and (1979:1-42).

41) It is important to note the difference between the old and the new rhetoric. The old

rhetoric can be regarded as the theory of literary prose, or a theory of expression. Perelman’s "New
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Rhetoric’ constitutes a break with the concept of reason and reasoning due to Descartes’s famous
words "Cogito ergo sum”, which of course, had an ¢enormous influence on Western thought over the
last three centuries. Although it would hardly occur to anyenc to deny (1 think, therefore 1 am) that
the power of deliberation and argumentation is a distinctive sign of reasonable being, the study of the
methods of proof used to sccure adherence has been completely neglected by fogicians and
epistemologists for the last three centuries,

Perelman's rediscovery of rhetoric evolved Trom his concern over the linding he reached abou values
in his first essay on justice, namcly, that ieie was no basis of Jogical necessity or experiential
universality for judgements of values. According to Perelman (19749:8) this study on vidue led inevitably
“to the conclusion that if justice consists in the systematic implementation of certatn value judgements
it dous not rest on any rational foundation. As for the value, that is the foundation of the normative
system, we cannot subject it to any rational eriterion: it is utterly arbitrary and logically indeterminale.
The idea of value is, in cffect incomparable both with formed necessity and experiental universality.
There is no value which is not logically arbitrary”.

From the above mentioned point Perclman’s inguiry went Lo the construction of the new rhetoric as the
modern theory of argumentation. 1t is Perelman’s contention that it is not viable 1o treal
argumentation as a loose approximation of strict logic in the way Aristotle centers his rhetoric on the
¢nthymeme and example as loose deduction and induction. Eveniually Perelman and Madam
Olbrecht-Tyteca rediscovered a part of Aristotelian logic that had long been forgotten or at any rate,
ignored and despised. It was the part dealing with dialectical reasoning which was rediscovered.
Perclman, however, prefers the term rhetoric to dialectic lthough the term dialectic served for
centuries to designate logic itsclf, However, since the time of Hegel, it has acquired a meaning which is
very remote from its original one. 1t is ¢lear that the "New Rhetorie” will go beyond the bounds of
ancicnt rhetoric.

The ancient rhetoric was primarily the art of public speaking in a persuasive way: it was therefore
concerned with the use of the spoken word, with discourse to a crowd gathered in @ public square, with
a view to securing its adherence to the thesis presented . The "New Rhetoric” is concerned with the
structure of argumentation; it is a theory of argumentation. Perclman makes argumentation the
complement of a formal logic. The special mark of rhetoric contributes to its value and the process of
justifying and judging amounts to stating onc’s position - a behavioural maiter. The role of the mind
thus moves from the subjective-objective distinction, to a role that is evident in argumentation
proccsses of criticizing and justifying, namely persuading, convincing and so on. Perhaps it is best to
compare the new rhetoric with the thought of Satre, Dewey and the later Wittgenstein, which in this
respect is closest (o Perelman. For Satre one discovers one’s own standards after one has chosen and
acted. Perelman believes that the prior argumentation enables us to underscore decisions. Dewey, like
Perciman, does not make his logic prior o action (1938:26). For Dewey action is an cmpirical
verification of the inquiry. For Ferciman, on the other hand, the reasoning has an integrity of its own
and its durability is tested by action. For Wittgenstein language use has a logic of its own, but cach usc
is so particularized in meaning as (o have its own unique logic. Perelman also stresses the

specializations of logic but this does not climinate general Jogic. For Wittgenstein action and the use of
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language result in 2 purgation of fundamental philosophy. Perclman sceks to restore language and

action which would cventually lead to the liberating of philosophy instead of the purging of philosophy.

42) This view of rhetoric a. declamation s not a new one. Perelman (19749:5) indicated that
the same view was taken of the Roman Empire and” once serious matiers, both politica) and judiciary,
had been withdrawn [rom its influence, rhetoric became perforee limited to school exercises, 1o set
speeches treating either a theme of the past or an imaginary situation, but, in any case, one without any
rcal bearing. Scrious people... made fun of ii. Thus Epictetus declares: "But this fuculty of speaking
and of our naming words, if there is indeed any such pecuhiar faculty, what else does it do, when there
happens Lo be discourse about a thing, than (o ornament the words and arrange them as hairdressers

do the hair”.

43) According 10 Patte (1983:340) Paul reveals an ambivalent attitude towards values. To me it
would rather scem that the apostle frequently refers to a conerete value as o means to stabilize a
universal value or abstract value which according to Perelman (1982:25) serves as "a basis for criliques

of socicty, and can be ticd to a justification for change to a revolutionary spirit”.

44) Sce in this regard Corbeltt’s (1965:96) formulation of topoi when he said: "Perhaps the
student will gain a clearer aotion of the fuaction of the topics as "suggesiers’, as "promplers’, as
"inisiaters’ as a checklist of ideas on some subject. Being general heads or categories, the topics 'prime
the pump’, as it were, by suggesting general strategies development”. Sce also the article by Wucellner
(1978:463:483) in which he argucs on topos as a rhetorical rather than literary issue. Wuellner
(1978:466) argues that Toposforschung gehort zur Rhetorik als Teil der Litcraturwissenschaft. Als
Forschung wird sie aber auch von anderen Wissenschaliszweigen betricben”™. According to him
(1978:467) "hat der Topos zine zweifache Funktion; einc argumentative-enthymematische und eine
amplifakiorisch-darstellerische Funktion. Der doppel Funktion des Topos in der Antike entsprict die
Doppelbedeutung des lateinische argumentum: cin Argument ist sowohl 'rhetorischer Beweisgrund” als
auch 'Erzihlung, Stoff, Inhalt, Gehalt".

Another article that nceds mentioning is that by Brunt (1985:495-500) in which he indicates that topot
do not give general advice but are rather referring (o a specific situation. This is also a fitting response

to Perelman’s idea.
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CHAPTER THREE

AN INTERACTIONAL MODEL FOR THE INTERPRETATION OF 1
CORINTHIANS

What ever we know is mediated by a
language in which we know it. And if
language is the sine qua non instrument
of knowing, the knowledge secker had
hetter be in control of the instrument.
Bad language generates bad thinking: and
bad thinking is bad for whatever the
knowledge-seeker does next.

(Surtorini 1984:15)

The struggle for a clearer
conceptualization of the constant
interaction of the static and dynamic
clements in the communication process is
but one aspect of the quest for an
adequate paradigm for the interpretation
of biblical texts.

(Lategan 1988:72)

The purpose of this study is to develop an interactional model for the analysis of
New Testament letters and so as to shed light on the issue of wisdom and
foolishness. I believe that the discussions up to this point have succeeded in
substantiating the ciaim of Umberto Eco (1979:38) that as far as the problem of
textual levels is concerned there are more things in a text than one dreamt of in
one’s text theories.

I believe that this study has confirmed that texts are multidimensional phenomena.
Therefore the uncovering of the deficiencies of our one dimensional approaches to
the Bible in the past has been inevitable. It is in this regard that an interactional
model is proposed to address these deficiencies by taking " : cormunication
process in its totality into account. But, let me immediately add .hat I admit to the
provisional and imperfect nature of this model.

Nonetheless, as the following chapters will hopefully illustrate, this model has an
important contribution to makel.
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In the previous chapter I indicated that the proposed model consists of a series of
strategies, because language communication is not level oriented but holistic in its
orientation. In the following sections these different strategies will be applied to 1
Corinthians 1:18-2:5.

3.1 SENTENCE STRATEGY
The sentence strategy refers to the way in which Puaul produced and formulated the
verbal utterances of this pericope. In most cases these strategies will not be

preprogrammed, intended or conscious. Rather, we should say, they are strategies
of the cognitive system, usually heyond the conscious control of the language user.

3.1.1 Sentence structure

On the level of sentence structure, the text of 1 Corinthians 1:18 and further reveals
the following strategies:

PERICOPE 1: THE WISDOM OF THE WORLD\FOOLISHNESS OF THE
CROSS (1:18-25)

Verse Colon
18 1 1.1 p 6 tol otoupol toig
[[1.2 MEV amoAAupévolg pwpia €ativ,
2 2.1 toig 8¢ ocwlopévolg Nuiv Slvauic Beol éotiv.
19 3 3.1 yé€ypomtal yop,
[[ 3.2 "AnoAis thv codlav TV codidy,
3.3 kol Ty olveow TV ouvetiov abethow.
20 4 4.1 nol codog (éoTw);
5 [5 1 mol ypoappotels: (€oTw);
6 6.1 ot oulntnng tob alivog toltov (€oTw);
7 7.1 olxl éuwpavev 0 Beog TNV codiav Tol kGoUOY;
21 8 8.1 énedn yop év tfj codia Tol Beol
[‘ oUk €yvw 6 kOouog 01ik thig codiag OV Bedv,
'L{S.Z eudoknoev O Bedc oloal ToUC MoTEVOVTAC.
8.3 Oux Thig pwplag Tol knpiyuatog
22 0 [9.1 énedn kal 'Toudaiot ovueia airobow
10 10.1 kai “EAAnvec codiov {ntoliow,
23

11 11.1 nuetg 8¢ knplooouev Xplotdv éoTaupwpé ey,
| {11.2 "Toudadoig pév oxcvdaiov

11.3 éQveow 8¢ wwpiav,
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24 i [ 12.1 aroig &¢ Toig kAnTolg, XxploTov
12.2 'loudaiowg te kai "EXAnow,
12.3 Beol Suvap
[ 12.4 kai Beol codiov

25 13 13.1 671 TO wpov Tol Beob codwtepov Twv avbpwitwy
14 14.1 xal ©0 GoBevég tov Oeol loxupotepov thv
avBpwnwv.

Cola | and 2 are expanded in much the same way. Colon 1.1 indicates in whose eyes
6 Adyog 0 tol otaunol is pwpie. Colon 2.1 refers to those in whose eyes it is
dOvopic Beol. The two datives in 1.1 and 2.1 are both dativi commodi.

Colon 3 might also be divided into three colons (yéypantal..yap anoAw..copv,
kal..aB@etnow). However, in terms of the entire statement the quoted statement
functions as the direct object of content of the verb yéypomtat and consequently 3,
13.2 and 3.3 serve as expansions of the matrix 3.1. One should also take note of the
chiastic structure of colon three:

' ATOAD v codlav TV copiiv,
Kol THY OOVEOY TOV CUVETHY aBetnow

Cola 4-7 and 9, 10, 12, 13 are simple statements without expansion, while colons 8
and 11 are more complex.

In colon 8 the main noun is 0 B8edg while the main verb is etddxnoev. Colon 8.1
serves as the protasis of a causal statement in which the matrix serves as apodosis.
Colon 8.2 complement ebdokfioat and it is expanded by colon 8.3, which in turn
identifies the instrument of eUdokfical

In colon 11, cola 11.2-11.3 modify the direct object Xplotédv cotavpwpévov. The
accusatives okavdedov, pwplav are in apposition to the Xpuwotov of 11.1.

Our next step will be to indicate the relationship of each colon to the other. In
order to achieve that, our strategy will focus on the syntactic and paradigmatic
connections as well as the semantic relations between the different cola.
Paradigmatic connections will refer to significant terms and concepts while semantic
relations? will refer to additive relations, dyadic relations, qualificational relations
and logical relations.
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Colon 1 and 2 are connected by the combination of puév .8¢é, while the semantic
relationship between the two colons is dyadic constrative (for some the message is
nonsense, for others it is God’s power).

In the second cluster of cola 3-8 the only syntactic connector is yop in colon 8. Cola
4-7 are asyndetic, while the paradigmatic connection centers around the recurrence
of the codia\uwpio motif. Semantically the rhelurical questions specity the generic
expression in colon 3 and serve as the ground of the implication in colon 7. Colon 8
is related to colon 7 as the means for which it constitutes the result,

In the third cluster cola 9-10 are connected by xai to form a additive-different
(parallel) semantic relation (the Jews want miracles for proof and the Greeks look
for wisdom). Colon 11 is connected to 9-10 by 8¢ and forms a dyadic-constrastive
relation, (as for us we proclaim the crucified Christ, a message that is offensive to
the Jews and nonsense to the Gentiles). Colon 12 and 13 are connected to euch
other to form an additive-different (parallel) semantic relation (God’s foolishness is
wiser than human wisdom, and God’s weakness is stronger than human strength).
Within this third cluster there are three paradigmatic connections: power/weakness,
wisdom/foolishness, Jew/Gentile.

In order to discern the semantic relationship between the clusters we could reduce
them to three single sentences, namely:

a. The message of the cross is weak and foolish 10 those who arc perishing, but it is God’s power 1o us

that are saved.
b. God has fooled the wisdom of the world by saving believers through the foolishness of the kerygma.
¢. God is wiser and stronger than humans. Therefore we preach Christ.

These three sentences constitute three themes that in turn form a concentric
pattern:
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A wise versus foolish (1;18-20)
B preaching saves believers (1:21),

C Jews demand signs and Greeks wisdom - we preach Christ
crucified (1:22-23)

C To Jews a stumbling block, to Greeks folly 1:23)
B Christ is power\wisdom 10 those called (1:24)
A wise\weak versus the foolish\strong (1:25)

The material following continues to develop the same motifs, but, since it introduces
the topic of the Corinthians’ own experiences, it should be treated as a separate
paragraph.

Exegetical Excursus:
Verse 18 starts with the yép which links verses 17 {0 18,

According to Weiss (1910:55) the yép introduce the whole paragraph rather than v.18 alone. There is
also a number of verbal finks between v.18 and (he preceding material (otaupde, Adyoc, pwpia which
is identical to the oodix Adyou in verse 17. The message that belongs to the Cross, as distinet from the
message that belongs to wisdom or the message that is skillfully expressed, produces a division among

men.

‘O Aéyog tol otaupol puts the cross in Lhe center (Weiss 1910:55). The omission of Christ is
deliberative - all the weight is laid on the Cross. The Corinthians would be happy to speak of the
message of Christ, but they would interpret it as a message expressed through wisdom. In other word
Aéyog Tol otoupol expands the edayyeAileoBo from verse 17, It is difficult 1o distinguish adequatcely
here between objective and subjective genitive, because it is both a message which is about the Cross
and one which in a way is given by the Cross. It is important to stress that Aéyoc is the subject of both

verbs (éoTw-€oTw) in verse 18, It is not simply the Cross which is a folly, but the Adyog tof otaupod.

When this Cross is preached men react in different ways and are judged differently by God. The
present tense of the two participles artodhupévorg and owlopévolg must be given its full significance.

They are eschatological terms which is already manifest in the present.
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Mepia comes in as a natural corrclate to oodia Aoyob (verse 17) but it is important Lo recognize that it
must be defined in terms of the relationship that it has to those who ‘are being destroyed’. In the
Classical Greek with reference to men the use is predominantly psychological. 1t implies & weakness

that may be due to o speeilie failure in judgement or decision,

Louw and Nida (1988:380) relates pwpia Lo the domain of understanding and in particular to the
subdomain of a lack of cay acity of understanding, In other words those that are fost or destroyed lack

understanding,

What sltimately saves is not oodia but the d0vapic. The addition of Beol with &0vapig is necessary,
even though it weakens the contrast with folly, The Cross is not some vague power as human power, as

folly was human folly, but the power of God.

Verse 19 is proof of what is stated in verse 18. yéypeomtat refers 1o the Old Testament Scriptures and
in particular to Isa. 29:14. Paul uses Isa. 29:14 (LXX) with the alteration of xplw into dBeThow.
Paul’s variation, according to Weiss {1910:57) and Barrett (1968:52) may be due to Psalm 32:10 (LXX).
In any case, he has made the quotation more suitable to the context in whick he vses it. It is evident
that the wisdom spoken of here is a wisdom of this world (verse 20), a wisdom that leaves God out of
the account and is man-centered. The sense of the word wisdom has already changed from 1:17, for it
is no longer a way of specaking but a way of thinking. Nonetheless, not only is the wisdom of this world

mentioned in the Old Testament, the Old Testament predicts its overthrow.

Verse 20 is characterized by three difficult terms codbg, ypoppatete, culnmtig. According to Weiss
(1910:57) their usc has been occasioned by Paul’s use of a florifegium. Birger Pearson (1975:45) has
revived and extended a previous suggestion that Paul is indebted 10 sermons based on Bar 3.9-4.4 which
he had heard in the synagogue on the 9th Ab. On that occasion the Haplorah text for the day was Jer.
8:13-9:24. If so, Paul uses his knowledge of Jewish Wisdom teaching in order to correct the wisdom of
the Corinthians. According to Weiss (1910:57) the form of the question reminds one of Bar 3.16. Of

the terms the most striking is ypappoteds. How are we Lo understand the tree terms?

1. Perhaps the Corinthians had ascribed the terms to the so called three party heroes, Paul
could certainly be the scribe, Apollos could either be the seribe or the wise man, but one cannot attach

any of the descriplions casily 1o Peter.

2. They may be a categorization of learned men as understood by the culture generafly. The
first would then be the Greek philosopher, the sccond the Jewish scribe and the third might be the
sophist. Alternatively the first term might be generie, the sceond refer to the Jewish wise man and the

third to the wise man of the Gentile world. (See Wilckens 1937:27).
3 It 15 also probable that we have a repetition ol terms about learned men in order 1o show
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that #ll forms of human learning are included when God s said - reject wisdom and understanding

{Schrage 1991:176, Best 1980:21, Grosheide 1957:60),

4. Until v.22 very little is said about the Jews. In ol probability verse 20 sheds light on the
spiritual milicu ol the Pharisaic sehool which Puul himsell expericaced. In Acts 2203, Luke indivates o
second stage of education, that must be clearly distinguished from childhood. This stage began at the
age of fifteen at the feet of Gamaldicl. In other word these terms are desigaations from the Phartsiac
bet midrash. The Corinthians understood these otherwise uncomprebensible werms, because during his
cighteenth-month atay there Paul will have told them of his former study of the sy, 1n other words,
verse 20 has an autobiographical background, What was formerly the sim of his own profession here

becomes the embodiment of the wisdom of this world, because Paul vonce himself took olfense at the

cross as his contemporary representatives did asd still do.

Louw and Nida {1988:328) classifics the first of these termes under the domain of learn. ypappateig
refers o the acquisition of information - in other words o person who has acquired o high level of
hreation. godog on the other hand belongs (o the semantic domain of undorsianding and specitically

the subdon, ~ia of capacity for understanding.

Louw and Nida {1985:.380) nevertheless underlines the fact that both these domains are overlupping
and involve cither the requisition of information as in ypeppatetg, or the process by which
information is used in orde, to arrive at a correet evaluation or comprehension as in ongoc.
oulnmntig again implics strong ~motonal involvement over inforoation which could cause dilferences
of opinion. This noun remains unatioaed elsewbere in Greek, The verb ouénteir can mean ‘'to
examing together” especially in regard to phifosophical speculation, or, more forcefully ‘o strive’. Also
keep in mind that tofi alivog TowTou is nol an objective genitive after oulnatig. The genitive indeed
qualifies wll three terms; all three categories belong to the world (Weiss 191057, Lightfoot 1895:159).
This is confirmed by the rest of the argument wherein only o two part distinetion is made, between
Greek and Jew (1:22-24). Thus the anomalous term may be seen as another reference to the bebaviour

of the factionalists within the community,

Tol kdopou is here eguivalent to tob aidveg tovtou. In other words, the three personal references
are combined and explained in the phrase =) codia tob koopov, The genitive 1s o subjective genithe
The wisdom of the world - muaning the vatues of the world (the content rather thun the lerm o
wisdom is here at stuke) is destroyed and completed. Noie the difference between the future tonse in

verse 19, and She pracsens in coda -L1-6.1 and the sorist o colon 7.1

To conclude: Puul refers 1o a wisdom in a generic sense. Not only do the three terms ob veree 26
reflect this generic use - verse 22 also refers (o Jews and Greeks as reprosentatives of the waorld and s
wisdom. The generie sense in which the wisdam of the world is destroned s aise cvidestin the use ol

the genitive of attribute in the phrase ToU eddrog TovTow (Schrmee 1991177
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The yap of verse 21 indicates that this v. 21 proevides the basis Tor the Loter halt of verse 200 énedn
yap has a causal meaning (Blass-Debrunner 1961:455). In other words this verse introduces as the

main thought God's refutation of the world’s wisdom by means of what the world holds 1o be folly,

The phrase ev tf) cogia tow Oeob is somuewhat controversial. Excgetes in Britain, froe Lightfoot (o
Barrett (1968:53), have tended to argue that in the first phrase godia refers toou scheme, or plan,
prepared and enacted by God for the salvation of mankind and that in the seeoand phrase it refers to the
ondia Tob koopol ul the preceding verse, Weiss (1910:00) protests that the meaning of énedn and
eVhiinoer is thus weakened: 'wenn schon jenes Nichterkennen cine pottliche Fugung st se i1 nichi
cinzuschen, wie Gotl dadurch #u cinem oeuen Entschluss veranlasst worden konnte’. i other words,
to use the language of later theology, Paul 1s here concerned not with the antecedent but with the
conscquent will of God, not with a prefapsarian but with a postlapsarian deeree. God's wisdom s, so to
speak, there from the beginning - from the creation. €v must therefore not be underdood in g
temporal sense but rather in o local sense. There 1s then at least an indircet relerence here to the
wisdom of God in creation portrayed in differing ways in Job 28; Prov. ¥; Sir 1, 24, Buaruch 3-4. But
wisdom is often being hypostatized here. The question of hypostatization is in any case o dilficult one
and it has to be affirmed that Paul docs not make the sharp distinetion between God's purpose in
crcation and his purpose in history which most exegetes nowadays make. Thus i the wisdom of God in
1:21 can indeed be sald 1o refer to God's purpose or plan in or for history that docs not rule out
teference to the wisdom which was with him in the beginning, bt it remaing rue that the reference
here is to the consequent will of God in the first instance. From within the foolishness of the kerygma,

and only from there, can we sce what God's wisdom in creation is really like.

To summarize: Paul's immediate targel is the false view of wisdum held by the Connthians: but s
proclamation of the power of the gospel in its foolishness goes much Turther than that, God's wisdom
is that he has shut up all wisdom. Everything seems to be overthrown here, including that wisdom
which was associated with the Torah and, by implication il not explicitly, the whole “tremendous
scheme of the world history and saving hi tory which was bound up with that Jewish theology ol
wisdom’ (Von Rad 1962:445). That also :xplains the relation between év and 614 God is wisdom -

the wisdom 1s his alone. v Bedv is therelor emphatic by position {Schrage 1491:179).

euboxnaey conneets directly with yap and indicates God's gracious act of indtiative. The precise
reference of the aorist is not clear; that of o@oeat is the cross. The phrase thi follows cannat be
divided pwpia 1ol unpiypatog. The subject of the verb is now God. God has sined men by Ins 1ol
As in v. 18, Paul might have said that God was pleased to suve through the word of the Cross, but his
choice of pwpia, which continues the theme of verse 20, brings out the antithesis to the diad g aodiac
of the carlier part of verse 210 The aorist e0BOxnaev is a punctual avrist which denotes the action, not
in process, but completed, or viewed as o whole, En other words, it does not reter to the thing that is
preached but to the proclamation itself. The result of the proclamation of foolishaeas s not the

comn-nication of knowledge about God, but the act of salvation. moTeuovteg 1s a prosest partiaple
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that refers to those who are in the state of believing.

Verse 22-24 2vw.22-24 [urnishes the ground for v, 21, énedn, while causal hus according to Blass.

Dcebrunner (1961:450.3) only 4 loose connecting affuct.

0 kKOgpog s now cxplamed us consisting of Jews and Girec'ss Thus the cosmuos iy not the totaling of
mankind but the totality which does not go God's way, Pavf - ddon of cosmuos into Jews and Greeks
is therefore an attempt to creade vomprchensiveness, liore vaids iy of humaniiy,  Weiss (1910:02)
suggests that the Jews are introduced because the party of Apollos drew on the Jewish Wisdom
tradition, in particular by supplying elegand seiip tural proofs [ur the necessity of the Cross and he takes
signs with the sense it has in the Fouran Goonell Clearly the siea. sehich are given and expluined in that
Gospel are not those for which the Jewa ack. = cnot aaeaproses that the Corinthians” conecg tuon ot
wisdom is derived from hellenistie Judatsm, the st ees not explain the reference to sians at ihis
poinl. Many commentaterz have also attempted o {ind i the two clisuses o' v 22 some umiving s
which could be set against the approach of verse 230 Since Jews and Greeks make up the totahiy ot
mankind Conzelmann speaks of the demand (or o proof of the divine truth as common (o bath - hath
expect God to submit himself to their criteria and prove himself. Barrett (1968:54) thinks of the v
clauses as giving us the two expressions, religious and unrcligious of the man in the world who s
alicnated from God and manifesting his rebellion in anthropocentric existence. To miy mind. we should
not think of these attitudes as provoked by the preaching of the Gospel which would make v 23 the
basis for v. 22, The enpela and cofie are characteristic of the way these peaple live and chaadionsi

of their approach to God.

Verse 23 stands in antithetical parallelism to v, 220 Jow and Greek may be different in their approaches
to God, but they form a unit when compared with Paul’s approach - we preach Christ crucified, fiueig
is emphatic. Christ is used here as a name and not as a title so thai the emphasis lies not on it but on
€otaupwuévoy - we preach a crucified man. Schrage (1988:309) takes eotoupwpévog as a participium
perfectum "mit resultativer Funktion ist und also das Gekreuzigisein nicht in dic Vergangenheu

abschicbt”.

Louw and Nida (1988:309) clussifics ckéubarov under the semantic domain of attitudes and emotions
and specifically under the sub domain of uifend be offended. 1t is appropriste that Paul should use this
word for the Jew and not for the Greek. The Jew sees redemptive value in miny things: the Law,
circumcision, the prophets, his descent from Abraham. To accept redemptive salue in o crucificd man
would mean for him his rejection 5f the redemptive value of these other priviteges, The Greck,
however, seeks wisdom, and for him the Cross is folly, In other words, when Paul speaks of the
crucified Christ as a stumbling block to the Jews, he is deseribing not anly his present experivnce of
mission but the personal offeace which he had tiken 1o the message un the cruaibicd Messiah as
Pharisgic scribe on the basis of his understanding of the Torah, when e <03 hnesw Christ atier the

flesh’. Paui’s interpretation of Giall 3015 can best be eap’ "ned against this background.
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In vv. 22 and 23 the antithesis is drown between the attitude of the Jew and the Greek i their approach
to Gad and God’s own approach to man through Christ. In verse 24 the antithess is now redrawn
hetween Jew and Greek on the one hand, and the called on the other hand, The antithesis remains
whether we tske xplozav us the direet object repeated from verse 23 or, preferably, as the hepinning of
an independent clause - "but 1o the called, Jews and Greeks, Christ is the power’. The use ul the dative

refleets the unity between what s said and, the reflected reality (see v30).

The guestion that remaing is why Christ is called the power and wisdom of God™ 11 the wisdom is o
reference Lo the Greeks, then surcly dynamis should make way for onuelov because 1t iy o mure
appropriate referral 1o the Jews, No one can doubt the tuet thar wisdom was indeed a very popular
word within the community, whercas in another situation the gospel is called the dynamis of God (Rom
1:16). Also keep in mind that the connection between these two words goes back @ long way -
especially (o the wisdom traditions (Bar. 3:14; Josas 13,14}, Even in the prophetic utterances
concerning the son of Man reference is made to power and wisdom (Is,11:2), Of special importance is
the connection between wisdom and power in Prov. 8:14 where ioxUc is a personal attribute of wisdom.
It is therefore more than a mere two words Lo deseribe God's way of acting. Instead it is a
comprchensive way of focusing on the salvation that is given in Christ as well as the proclamation
thercof. The attributes of Christ, namely his divapig and codia stand in close proximity to the genitinve

Beol. Actually it is a genitive of origin,

Verse 25 gives a reason for what has preceded, but it is not clear whether Paul does so by setting forth
# general rule for the way God behaves, of which the Cross is a particular example, or by reinforcing
what he has already said by means of an additional reason. In the two clauses Paul uses neuter
adjectives instead of substantives. Since the abstract nouns are available (as in v. 18,21,23) and have
not been used we may suspect that when he uses the neuter adjectives he is thinking of the particular
action of God in the Cross (Weiss 1910:34, Schrage 1991:189). In favour of seeing v, 25 as a general
rule is the casy transition it provides to v. 26 where it Is again exemplificd in the kind of people whom

God has chosen to compose the Corinthian church.

The paradoxical naturc of this verse is further illustrated by the phrase ked to doBevég toi Oeol
loxupdtepov tiv quBpdmwy. Of particular importance is the diction of ésBévew Not only would it
include various physical alflictions along with constraints of judgement and insight but in o figurative
scense it signifies features of insignificance and ignobility. Within this runge of meamng Pasl commonly
associates aoBevela and pewceslessness (Keep in mind the distinction between Linguape (aoBeuveia)
and metalanguage {(powerlessnessy. Note the fregquent number of tinres this asthen word group s
interpreted through the language of power (1:25.27, 2230 15:43, 2 Cor, 2910, 133341 L this serse Paul
proceeds accordingly. He asserts that L. those who are called, Christ manifests the poswer and wisdom
of God and then gualifies that claim in chiastic fashion by pointing to the parsdox upon which it resls.

Christ can be pereeived us the power of God only “hrough the paradosical lens which refracts i
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definition at some distance from the human formulation of power, Shaped by the paradox in which it

oceurs, Td doBevég moves tw its corrclation with the puwer of God by first signifving the powerlessness

which opposcs human power,

PERICOPE 2: THE WI3DOM OF THE WORLD THE CALLING OF THE
CONGREGATION (1:26-31)

Verse
26

28

29

30

31

Colon,

~J

1.1 r BAénere yop tiv kAfiow Oubv, adedol,
1.2 | pdr1 o0 moAdol oodol Kata oopKa,

1.3 Hol noArol duvarod,

1.4 ‘Lol morioi ebyevelg

2.1 [600\61 & pwpd Tob koojou e§eréfoto 0 Oeog
2.2 4o xatawoxOvn toug codouc,

3.1 [Ka‘l & @oBeVTi ToU kOouov €€eré€ato 0 Beog
3.2 Vivo kototoxivn Ta loxups,

4.1 ol Ta &yevh Tol k6opou
42 al ta e€ouBevmuéva

4.3l | re€eré€aro 0 Bedg,
4.4{ | Lra un bvte,
4.5 b fva ta Svta katopyhor,

4.6= Omwg un Kkouxhontal Nioa oapé €vamiov tod Geoi.

51p €& alrol 8¢ Uueig €ote €v Xpuotd 'Incod,
5.2]p Og éyeuntn nuv

5.3 yoo¢io amd Beod,

5.4 1 {Swaiooln

5.5 TFre kai aywonog

5.6, lkal dnoAUtpwoig,

6.1] riva kaBwg yéypomnzal,
‘O KQUXWIEVOG £V Kupiy KauxaoBw.

=
28]

In verse 26, colon 1.2, 1.4 and 1.5 are syntactical parallel, and stand in apposition
the direct object, namely Thv kAfoiv vuwv. Colon 1.2 1s expanded by 1.3 which
represents a qualification of codla.

LS



Stellenbosch University https://scholar.sun.ac.za

Cola 2 and 3 are parallel. In each case the expunding represents the purpose
clauses which in turn modify the main verb which in both cases is é£eAé€ato. Colon
4 follows in much the same pattern. Again the verb is the same. Colon 5.1
identifies the one who is responsible for the reality of being in Christ Jesus. Colon
5.2 introduces the second expansion in the sense that it functions us a relative clause
which modifies Xplotw Inoou. The predicative nominative of the relative clause,
ovoplo is expanded by 5.4 - 5.6 (which serve as predicate nominatives). Colon 6.2
indicates the coment of what s written in colon 6.1.

The theme of pericope two could be stated as follows: "Your own experience
illustrates that being in Christ is due not to human wisdom but to divine wisdom”.

As was noted pericope two started with the introduction of the readers’” own
experience. Their own experience is linked to that of pericope one. numely that the
christian message does not concern human power and wisdom but God’s power and
wiscom. The material that follows in 1 Corinthians 2 introduces another new
theme, namely the experience and behaviour of the author in this regard.

Exegetical Excursus:

This whole section can be called an evernpfm. According to Quitilian Inst. Orat. 5,110 an evernplum
is a commemoratio or commemoration of something that has changed the course of history. For Paul
it functions in much the same manner as o proof (Lausberg 1960:227-230; Schirage 19912045, It is also
a quite artistic section full of rhetorical features such as the anamorphism in verse 26b, the parallelism
in verse v. 27a, b 28 and the climax in 28b. Blass-Debrunner (1961:490) refers to it as a "Musterbeispicl

cines Parallelismus’.

Another significant feature is the use of the Wwa (Lour times), and the conjunctive moad and diwg 1o

llustrate that God’s way of acling surpasses cverything,

Verse 26 is part and parcel of the diatribe style. The verb is imperative and not indicative and il
governs the ™y xAfiow directly (Schrage 1991:207). Critics have disagreed over the meaning of
“calling”. Some have argued extensively that the calling refers only 10 God's call o salvation. Some
others iike Barrett (1968:57) and Theissen (1974:232) reason that it refers to the dreemstances in
which one is called and it thercfore reflects notions of status in life. Conzclmann (1975127 aavepts
the possibility of both meanings, bul applies the former 1o 1:20 and the laiter to 72200 Lovieadly the
standard lexica of Liddell-Scott-Jonces, Lampe and Moulton supports the notion of sumgrons or
invitation. Nevertheless the reading of 1:%6 should include the dreumstantial reading. becatse as

Theissen (1974:232) puinted out the (riadic qualification of xdfioi, espoclalh mterms ol guve o and
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its correlated opposites {Té ayevh tolb kdapob and t& €é€ovBevnpévay, has a clear sucio - ceonomic

tone and ties the notion of calling to o sense of circumstanees or situation,

I is not at all clear that the two readings should be taken in such o way as to exclude cach other.
Rather, tn his use of the word, Paul seems intent on bringing together precisely God’s call to sabvation
and the life circumstances of the onc called. On the one hand the Cornnthians’ calling is nol 4 life
circumstlance as such, but a sphere of life claimed by God 1o oppose the human boasting (1:29) and
thereby cffcet the salvation which is 1o be in Christ (1:30). On the other hand the calling and the
indicative passes to imperative: Those who cannot of their own power boast before God are Torbidden

to do so (1:29); those who live in Christ must boast in the Lord (E31).

oofdot, duvatol and eVyevelg are sociological terms and catcgories and stand in close proximity to
oépt. oépt is according Lo Louw and Nida (1988:322) not necessarily a reference 1o a person's lower
nature. It is rather a reference 1o human thought and reasoning as opposed to spiritual tife. In other

words it refers to one's psychological categories, which is the semantic domain to which oépf, belangs.

The soctal status of the Corinthian’s and the implications of their calling will be discussed under the

section of discourse strategies (3.2).

Verse 27-29 continues with the three sociological terms and categories of v. 26 in the following manncer:
ou moAAol codot --- T& pwpd ... tolg aodole
duvartol --- & doBeu ... T loxupk

€UYEVETS oimren - Tl Gyevii

The terms t& éfovBevnuéva, ta uf dute, té dvta (neuter) has the cffect of broadening the scope
(Blass, Debrunner 1961:138).

The neuter té& pwpd s signiticant, 1t is distinguished rom the masculine tobg oodols used both here
and in the preceding verse. This neuter serves to emphasize the quality of those whom God chooses.
Once again Paul relates téq 6o9evhi to power (1:26) and strength (1:27). The correlation of weakness
with the relative absence of power among the Corinthians and the divine claim upon it to opposc &
loxupd attest its meaning as powerlessness. V. 28 continues along the same line - God chose kal ta
ayeufi. God chose those peraining to being obscure or insignificant in the eves of the world.
‘EfouBevnpéva is a passive po el participle, used not only 10 denote quality, but also. wo indicate that
which once is despised will continue to be despised. The Tva and subjunctive phrase explains the
purpose of God’s choice namely xatapynom - to abolish, (0 cause not to function. Cleardy it is o
reference to téa futa, and in this context the contrast between it and té A Gvta mav be best expressed
as those things thal are not regarded as important in order to abolish those that are regarded as

important. This word belongs to the semantic domain of power and lToree.
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Al this stage a certain pattern with regard to the issuc of power becomes clear. Keep in mind that
Paul’s defense of his apostleship is an imperative matter. Also bear in mind that authority presupposes
power and is indeed @ consequence and expression of power. What is the source of power for Paul and
what could ¢nhance his own authority? The source of his power relates 1o v, 18: 6 Adyog tab otavpab,
because it is the power of God. As the source of Paul's power, the dynamis of God, is a perlormaive
word: it destroys the sage’s wisdum and thwarts the cleverness of the clever which 1 the end enhances

Paul's authozity.

The same pallern can be Gaced o ve, 2729, The source of Paul’s power, in this seedion, welaies o
God's choice rnd as the source of power it is performative: those things that are regarded as important
are abolished. In other words the word of the Cross, God's choice, the Corinthians’ calling and also
Paul’s speech reflects o fundamental backing in the power of God and in doing so attests to Paul’s own

authority.

The phrase €€ qutod 6¢ Upelg éote in verse 30 is a deseription of the Corinthiany calling, In other
words, it alse elucidates what was said in the preceding verse. €€ atol is not a reference tu the
creation history - "gemeint ist vielmehr: thm verdanki ihr cuer Christsein, cuer Sein in Jesus Christus’

(Schrage 1991:213).

Also keep in mind that when Paul speaks of Christ Jesus he establishes the fact that only this Jesus is
the redeemer promised. According to Hengel (1983:72) it is precisely as proper name tha

expresses the unigueness of Jesus as eschatologiead bringer of salvation.

The four terms (godio, Sikaocium, &ywopds, dnoiitpweig) do not stund in apposition Lo & pwpic,

T& GoBevt, Ta dyevh and té pf Guta of v, 27-28 (Weiss 1910:41; Schrage 1991:215).

Sikawoolvn Te kai ... dokitpwoig are linked into one group by the conjunctions and are in ap.position
to oodic and define it. codia stands in close relation to APV &nd Beol. UiV is a dativies commaodi.
Christ ts not the means nor the mediator of the wizdom - He personifies wisdom (6g). Wisdom which
we have already encountered in more senses than one (17,19,21,24) appears now with a new meaning.
Christ crucificd becomes the personal figure of wisdom but especially God's means of restoring men (o

himself.

The three terms bikaoolun, &yoopde, dnoiitpuoig are not co-ordinate. These three terms also
stand in close approximation 1o AUV &no Beob. Paul concludes by quoting what we may possibly
regard as the text preached on Ab.9 on the Haptorah for the day (Jer, 9:23). Since God is the logical
subject, of v, 26-30, xupiw is a reference to God himsell (Weiss 191:43).

In conclusion - At this stage and by way of conclusion some remarks with regard 1o the way wisdom is

used. There is a delinite reference 1o wisdom of the world and the wisdom of God.
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Paul frequently refers to the wisdom of the world. (sodia tol koopnof, oodia tol allivog toutoy,
codin avBpanwy), In 1:20 the wisdom of the world is explained by mivans of three personal terms, It
nol only refers o the wisdom of the world in a gencric, sense but focases attention on the

accomplishments of wisdum,

In 1:17 another aspect of the wisdom of the world is Tocused vpon, namely the spoken word - the

tanguage of human wisdom and the communicability of wisdom (Von Lips 1990 321).

There are, however, also three references 1o the wisdom of God. [n 1:21 the wisdom of Gad refers to
Christ. In 1:24 and in delimitation of the wisdom of the world Christ is called the 8eol oodia. For
thase that believe and for those who are called Christ is the codie éno Geot in v, 30, The contents

thereof is explicated by means of the dikaiootvn, &yaopis, EOALTPWOIS.

PERICOPE 3: PAUL’S MESSAGE ABOUT THE CRUCIFIED CHRIST:
(1 COR. 2:1-5)

Verse Colon
1.2§ ¢ EABWV TPOG VBG, adeAdot,

1.3 rox'; ka8 Umepoxniv Adyou 1§ ocoding
1.4 1o puothplov tob Beol.

1 1 1.1[ Kéyw fABov xatoyyEMwv upiv

2 2 2.1p ol yap éxpwa
2.2| pT1 €ibévarn €v Uuiv
2.3Uret un "Inooly Xplotov
2.4 kol toUtov €oTaupwpévoy.

3 3 3.1 kdyw éyeviuny pog nuag
3.2| rév aoBeveig
33 Lpxal v ¢poPuw
3.4 kol €v TpdpLw TOAW

4 4 4.1 prai6 Adyog uov Kat TO KNpUyu& Mo (noav)
4.2 polx €v netBolg oodiag (AdyoLg)
4.4| L' €v anodeifel nveluotog kal dSuvanewc,
4.5 ['iuo: N ioTig UUBY un 1 €V codin dvbBpdnwy
46 LA év Buvdnet Beol.

Colons 1 and 2 are connected syntactically by yap to form a logicul semuntic
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relation .

Colon 2.2 indicates the sphere in which the action of €1~ o~ 000 2.3
indicates an exception to the object ol €idéval.

In colon 3 éyevounv is modified in terms of manter

In colon 4 the two nominal elements form a hepdiasd- o Loob b »cerbud elements
relate to the single referent of the nominal el2o.crm,. Jolos 4.8 functions s a
purpose clause, while cola 4.6 provides an adveis - ve paraliel to ev codla
auBpwnwv.

Cola one and two form a logical semantic relation while cola three and four form un
additive different (parallel) relation. The paradigmatic connections border around
the motifs of wisdom\foolishness and power\weakness. The author states that his
proclamation was not characterized by wisdom but by weakness, fear and trembling.
Both the ideas reoccur in colon four and are followed by a purpose clause.

Since the material that follows addresses a different theme, colon four murks the
end of the paragraph.

Exegetical Excursus:

The emphatic kéyw of verse 2:1 recaches back not vnly to Paul’s insiruction in 1:26 {fAénexe tiv
kAfiow OpEY abeAdoi) but to 1:17-25 as well. oz xa ™ Unepaxiv Adyou fi oodlag (2:1) correaponds
with 1:17b whilst xatayyérAwv (2:1) stands in close approximation to Aoyog of 1:158 and
éotaupuwpévor (2:2) corresponds with 1:18 and 1:23  Paul’s own weakness (2:3) corresponds to the
weakness of God (1:25) and traces of the Adyog .. kApuypna (2:4) can be found in 1:24. This whole
scction resembles a rhetorical strategy through which Paul atiempts to disarm his audience (Dio Or.

212.15 :42.21 ).

Not only does the word of the Cross (1:18), and the Corinthians’ calling (1:26) and God's choice (1:20-
27} reveal God’s power - Paul's own preaching and teaching are a flesh and bluod example of God's
power amidst his own weakness. God's power enhances Paul's own authority in the sense that his own

life and conduct correspond to thet of the word,

The aorist participle eABiw precedes the worist indicative AABow and refers o the ttme of Paul's arrivad
at Corinth. In any case Paul’s arrival did not reveal his high sounding words of wisdom. dnepoxmv
belongs (o the semantic domain of status and especially the subdomain i high status or rank. Schrage

{1991:225) and Lim {1987:148) consider tnepoxny and the vpposition agwinst ii as o means o) curbing
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the practice of the Corinthian preachers to employ human wisdom of words in preaching. In verse 2:4

this issuc will again demand our attention.

On a text eritical note: poptipov is the reading of many important, MSS, but others have puotiplov,
It is not casy 1o decide which Paul wrote - | prefer testimony beciuse it is more suitable 1o the inital
proclamation of the Gospel whereus mystery suggests the wisdom Paul wis able to speak among
mature christians (2:0-8). toU Beol is an abjective genitive o gaptipa meaning, my testimony bout

God.

2:2 gives the positive reason of what Paul wrote in v.1, There is o difference of opinion as to whether o
belongs to ékpwa, or to the infinitive eidéven. The latter seems (o be the case: "for 1 made up my mind

to know nothing while 1 was with you’.

el pfy may be followed by something which is included in the preceding negation or by somcthing nol
previously referred to. The context argues in favour of the first possihility. kel tolitov éotaupupévov

describe in an exegetical way Inooly Xpuotov.

Paul is further disarming his audicncs and restoring his own authority by indicating in 2:3-5 that his

own weakness is similar to 0 pwpov toli Beol and o dobevég tol Beol of v.25.

Again, Paul interprets his own image through the language of power: bis own weakness docs aot
demonstrate wisdom, but the power of the Spirit in order that the Corinthians' fwith might be rooted in
the power of Ged. The critical Torce of Paul’s use of weakness suggests that were he 1o fulfill the
Corinthian expectation, he would imperil faith in the power of God and threaten it with the
selfboasting that displaces God's elaim of the [oolish and weak and despised to bring life in Christ Jesus
(1:26-31). In othcr words, the disarming of his audicnee takes place in the sense that Pawls claim to
authority has nc backing and collapses with the admission of his own weakness. Yet this concession is
double edged: if it places the perception of Paul's authority in some danger, it simultancously calls inte

question the very formulation of power that would warrant the indictment against him.

The text in 2:4 needs clarification - in particular the phrase év [reiBolg) codiag [Adyog). Allin all
there are cleven variants, of this phrase which cannot casily be explained. According to Metsger
(1971:546) the variants occurring with av8pwmwng before or alter oodiag are most likely o be
copyists’ additions, explaining more clearly the nuance of godia. Adyoig should probably be included
as part of the original reading, although there are a number of manuscripts (p.40. G33°) which omit
this word. newoilg], a hapax legomenon ir all of Greek literature was probably coined by Paul, a

dative case of an adjective derived from the noun ne®o (Arndl & Gingrich 1979:634).

nedo, is a term which refers to the studied art of persuasive speechl as waa practiced by the orators and

rhetoricians of the Greeo-Roman world and at least some of the Corinthian preschers thim 1987 140).
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According to Bunker (in Von Lips 1990:334) ne 8o refers 1o 'dic Gewinoung des Publik far dic
Entschcidung iiber ¢ine in Frage stehende Sache im Sinne des Redners'. In other words, # 1efers to
persuasion through "des Aspekten des docere (intellektuelle persuasia), des delectare
(Sympathiegewinnung) und des movere (Pathoserregung zur Parteinahme fiir dic vom Redaner
veriretene Sache) '(Von Lips 1990:334). What is even more signilfeant according to Vo Lips,
(1990:334) is the Tact that new in carlier times was honoured s o "Liebesgottir und duna al