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INTRODUCTION

No-one would deny that Paul attributes soteriological functions to the
Spirit. According to Paul, the Spirit mediates (to the recipient of the
pneumatic gift) the knowledge of and ability to comply with those
aspects of the divine will necessary to enter into and remain within
God’s covenant people-the community of salvation (1 Cor. 2.6-16; 2
Cor. 3.3-18; Rom. 8.1-17; Gal. 5.16-26). More specifically, this means
that, above all, the Spirit reveals to each Christian the supreme
significance of the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ in God’s
redemptive plan (1 Cor. 2.6-16; 12.3; Rom. 8.9) and progressively
transforms him/her into the image of Christ (2 Cor. 3.18)-a process
which culminates in the resurrection and ultimate transformation into
o@.ta xvsGpaTmov (Rom. 8.11; 1 Cor. 15.45f.;  Gal. 6.8)’ Thus
while Paul describes the Spirit as the source of the Christian’s cleans-
ing (1 Cor. 6.11; Rom. 15.16), righteousness (Gal. 5.5; Rom. 2.29;
14.17; cf. Gal. 3.14),  and intimate fellowship with God (Gal. 4.6;
Rom. 8.14-17),  he nonetheless maintains that in this present age the
gift of the Spirit remains the ‘initial-installment’ or ‘first-fruit’
(&ppap&:  2 Cor. 1.22; 5.5; Eph. 1.14; drxapxfiv:  Rom. 8.23) of a
more glorious transformation to come.

This is particularly significant when one compares Paul with his
close contemporaries in Judaism and the early church. If my conclu-
sions in the previous sections are correct, the soteriological dimension
of the Spirit’s activity which is so prominent in Paul’s epistles* appears

1. J. Dunn correctly notes that this process is characterized by tension and warfare:
‘Paul. . . sees the Christian as living in “the overlap of the ages”. . . where once
he lived only in the power of the o&p<,  now he experiences the power of the
xve6ua as well. . . The Christian has indeed entered the new sphere of power
(rcv@a),  but not entirely; he still belongs to the old sphere of power (o&p{) at the
same time-simul-peccator et justus’ (‘Jesus-Flesh and Spirit: An Exposition of
Romans 1. 3-4’, JTS 24 (1973),  p. 52; see pp. 51-54 for a good overview of Paul’s
sotetiology).

2. Although for the purposes of this study I shall include in this category the ten
epistles most frequently attributed to Paul (thus excluding only the Pastoral epistles),
it should be noted that the evidence significant to this inquiry is contained in those
epistles which are (virtually) universally accepted as Pauline (Romans, 1 and 2

infrequently in intertestamental Judaism (cf. Wisdom and the Hymns
of Qumran) and is wholly lacking in the pneumatologies of Luke and
the primitive church.’ The latter judgment has profound implications
for the development of pneumatological thought in the early church. It
suggests that Paul was the first Christian to attribute soteriological
functions to the Spirit; and that this original element in Paul’s theology
did not significantly influence wider (non-Pauline) sectors of the early
church until after the writing of Luke-Acts (70-80 AD). Although a
definitive defense of this thesis would necessitate providing tradition-
histories of relevant Spirit-passages from numerous New Testament
documents not yet treated*-a procedure clearly beyond the scope of
this study-there is justification, given the fact that Paul’s epistles rep-
resent the earliest written stage in the development of Christian
thought, for an examination of the pneumatological content of the
early Christian traditions utilized by Paul. Indeed, if it can be estab-
lished with a high degree of probability that the Christian traditions
(hymns, liturgical formulations, etc.) taken up by Paul do not attribute
soteriological functions to the Spirit, then my our thesis concerning the
originality of Paul’s soteriological pneumatology will have been signif-
icantly advanced. Moreover, in view of the conclusions offered by

Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians, 1 Thessalonians and Philemon) and therefore my
conclusions are not dependent upon or influenced by any of the various options
commonly held pertaining to the limits of the Pauline corpus.

1. However, the prophetic pneumatology of Luke and particularly the charismatic
pneumatology of the primitive church find their counterparts in Paul’s concept of
spiritual gifts (cf. N.Q. Hamilton, The Holy Spirit and Eschatology  in Paul (1957),
p. 85, ‘The Synoptic doctrine [of the Spirit] finds its continuation in Paul in the
equipment of each member of the body of Christ with gifts to fulfil his appointed
function’). E. Ellis has argued that in 1 Cor. 12-14 Paul uses the term xv~uartrdr
to denote a special category of Xapiapaza  consisting of prophetic gifts of inspired
speech and discernment (‘ “Spiritual Gifts” ‘, pp. 128-33; Prophecy and Hermeneu-
tic in Early Christianity [1978], pp. 24-27; ‘Prophecy’, p. 49; and ‘Christ and Spirit
in 1 Corinthians’, in Christ and Spirit in the New Testament [1973],  p. 274).
Although an important element in Ellis’s argument-his interpretation of 1 Cor. 2.6
16 as distinguishing pneumatics from believers in general-is highly improbable (see
Wilkinson, ‘Tongues’, pp. 14-15 and Fee, 1 Corinthians, pp. 97-120); neverthe-
less, his thesis remains plausible with respect to Paul’s usage in 1 Cor. 12-14 (note,
however, the objections raised by Carson, Showing the Spirit, pp. 23-24 and S.
Schatzmann, A Pauline Theology of Charismata [1987],  p. 7). If Ellis is correct at
this point, then the Pauline category of xvEu~a~~r&  is strikingly similar in function
to the Lukan gift of the Spirit.

2. Most notable in this regard, apart from the Pauline epistles, is the Gospel of
John.
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J.S. Vos,’ such an inquiry is essential if I am to demonstrate that my
thesis is historically credible. I shall take up this task in Chapter 12.

Seyoon Kim has recently pointed out the strategic role which the
Damascus road Christophany played in the formation of Paul’s theo-
logical perspective .* Yet all experience, even profound religious
experience, must be interpreted in language, concepts, and categories
with which one is familiar. How is it then that Paul describes the
dynamics of Christian life, particularly as it pertains to the work of the
Spirit, in such a unique fashion? In Chapter 13 I shall address this
question and attempt to place the distinctive soteriological dimension in
Paul’s pneumatology against the backdrop of Jewish wisdom traditions.

1. Vos, Untersuchungen. See Chapter 1 82.2.3 above for a brief summary of
Vos’s thesis.

2. S. Kim, The Origin of Paul’s Gospel (1981).

Chapter 12

SOTERIOL0GICALPNEUMAI0L0GY
AND PR E- PAULINE TRADITION

The major difficulty in attempting to evaluate the pneumatology of the
primitive-church traditions utilized by Paul, is of course, separating
the traditional elements from that which is uniquely Pauline.’ In the
‘formula-hungry’ atmosphere of present-day research one cannot hope
to deal with all of the possibilities: the passages purported to contain
pre-Pauline formulae are ever-increasing and the relentless, often
overly zealous search for more appears to have no end.* Nevertheless,
there is general agreement concerning the traditional character of a
number of formulae,3  hymns,4 and dominical sayings’ found within

1. I use the term ‘tradition’ here to refer to a statement formed in oral or written
usage before Paul incorporated it into one or more of his epistles (cf. E.E. Ellis,
‘Traditions in 1 Corinthians’, NTS 32 [1986],  p. 481).

2. Kim, Origin, p. 149: ‘The search for pre-Pauline formulae seems to have gone
too far, and, if it progresses at the present rate, one wonders whether before long all
the sentences written in exalted language and style in the Pauline corpus will not be
declared pre-Pauline or at least non-Pauline, just as some critics in the 19th century
managed to declare that all the letters of the Pauline corpus were non-Pauline’. See
also Hans F. von Campenhausen, ‘Das Bekenntnis im Urehristentum’, ZNW 63
(1972),  p. 231.

3. I include in this category those passages from the Pauline corpus cited as con-
taining traditional formulae in any of the works listed below. Although the same texts
are generally cited in each of the works listed below, I have intentionally included ref-
erences cited in any of these standard works in an effort not to exclude a text which
might be recognized by a significant portion of the scholarly community as belonging
to this category. The standard works consulted are: A.M. Hunter, Paul and His Pre-
decessors (1961). pp. 15-36, 117-22; L. Goppelt, ‘Tradition nach  Paulus’,  KuD  4
(1958). pp. 213-33; V.H. Neufeld, The Earliest Christian Confessions (1963),
pp. 42-68; K. Wegenast, Das Verstiindnis  der Tradition bei Paulus  und in den
Deuteropaulinen (1962),  pp. 51-92;  and K. Wengst, Christologische Formeln und
Lieder des Urchristentums (1972),  pp. 27-143. Thus the category includes: Rom.
1.3-4; 3.24-25; 3.30; 4.24-25; 8.34; 10.9; 14.9; 1 Cor. 8.5-6; 10.16; 11.23-25; 12.3
(‘Av&pa ‘Iqao~cjKbpto< ‘IqooOs;  both 0. Cullmann  [The Earliest Christian
Confessions (1949). pp. 28-301  and Neufeld interpret this passage, at least in its pre-
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the Pauline corpus. A review of these texts reveals that only one pas-
sage, Rom. 1.3-4, contains material closely related to Paul’s
soteriological pneumatology; and, as I shall seek to establish, this
material-the icar& a&pra-lcazir  xv@a antithesis-represents the
redaction of Paul rather than primitive church tradition.

There is also considerable speculation that various aspects of Paul’s
paraenesis originate from catechetical and liturgical (baptismal) tradi-
tions of the primitive church. Although there appears to be little con-
sensus concerning the specific elements from Paul’s texts which should
be placed in this category,’ J.S. Vos has argued for the inclusion of
references to the soteriological dimension of the Spirit’s activity con-
tained in 1 Cor. 6.9-11, Gal. 5.19-24, and 1 Cor. 15.44-50.* In the
final portion of this chapter I shall demonstrate the improbable nature
of Vos’s claims.

Thus, by first examining a recognized core of pre-Pauline texts and
then demonstrating the tenuous nature of the catechetical-baptismal
hypothesis of Vos, I hope to offer evidence from the Pauline epistles
which, when coupled with my analysis of Luke-Acts, shifts the burden

Pauline form,  against the background of persecution and thus in terms  of Mt. 10.17-
2O/Lk. 12.11-12); 15.3-7; 16.22; 2 Cor. 13.4; Gal. 3.20; Eph. 4.5-6, 8-10; 1 Thess.
1.9f.;  4.14; numerous passages which contain formulae referring to the death (e.g.
Rom. 5.6) or resurrection of Jesus (e.g. Rom. 4.24); and those passages which
contain the ‘faith, hope, love’ triad.

4. I include in this category those passages from the Pauline corpus cited as con-
taining traditional hymns from any of the following works: Goppelt, ‘Tradition’,
pp. 213-33; R. Deichgraber, Gotteshymnus und Christushymnus in der friihen
Christenheit (1967); J.T. Sanders, The New Testament Christological Hymns: Their
Historical Religious Background (1971); Wengst, Formeln, pp. 144-208. This cate-
gory includes: Rom. 11.33-36;  2 Cor. 1.3f.;  Eph. 1.3-12; 2.4-10, 14-18; 5.14; Phil.
2.611;  Col. 1.12-14, 15-20;  2.13-15.

5. See 1 Cor. 7.10; 9.14; 11.23; and 1 Thess. 4.16. Hunter also points to almost
two dozen passages which ‘echo’ dominical sayings (Paul, pp. 47-52; 126-128). In
two of these ‘echoes’ (Rom. 14.17 = the Beatitudes; 1 Thess. 4.8 = Lk. 10.16)
Paul has added a reference to the Spirit to the original saying.

1. Thus  von Campenhausen sarcastically refers to what ‘we presume to know’
about the early church’s Taufunterricht and quotes with approval the words of E.
Molland (‘A Lost Scrutiny in the early Baptismal Rite’, Opusculu  Patrist [1970],
p. 232): ‘In the NT there is no trace of a catechumenate’ (‘Das Bekenntnis’,
pp. 227-28, quote from p. 228 n. 111). The judgment of Goppelt is still valid: ‘Die
Forschung ist hier noch sehr  im Flu8 (‘Tradition’, p. 227). However, two points
merit comment: the traditional character of aspects of the lists of vices and virtues (as
well as the household codes) is generally acknowledged, and the similarities between
Col. 3.18-4.1; Eph. 5.22-6.9; and 1 Pet. 2.1 l-3.7 are often noted.

2. Although Vos’s study is not limited to these texts, they form the cornerstone of
his thesis. See Chapter 1 $2.2.3 above.

of proof to those who argue for the traditional character of Paul’s
soteriological pneumatology.

1. Romans I .3-4

It is generally acknowledged that Rom. 1.3-4 contains a pre-Pauline
confessional formula.’ The chief arguments advanced in support of
this judgment are: the parallelism of participial and relative clauses
characteristic of fixed formulae; the occurrence of Semitically styled
expressions normally not used by Paul; the untypically Pauline
emphasis on Jesus’ descent from David; the absence of any reference to
the cross, so prominent in Paul’s thought elsewhere; and the emphasis
on Christ’s exaltation at his resurrection (‘~0% bpto&vro<  vi06 8~0%)
rather than his pre-existence. * There is, however, considerable dis-
agreement concerning the extent to which Paul has modified the for-
mula. Most would agree that Paul has added both the introductory ref-
erence to the ‘Son’ (XEP~ TOG vioii aho%) and the closing phrase
‘IvCTOij XpUS’TOij  TO:  KvpiOll  ilj.lLLiV. 3 Yet debate continues over the
origin of the phrases Ev Guvc$tct4  and Kazix  xv&pa iry~006v1&~

1. See the extensive list of proponents of this view offered by H. Zimmermann,
Neutestamentliche Methodenlehre-Darstellung  der historisch-kritischen Methode
(3rd edn, 1970),  pp. 193-94 n. 187.

2. See the summaries provided by V.S. Poythress, ‘Is Roinans  1.3-4 a Pauline
Confession after All?‘, ExpTim  87 (1975-76), p. 180; Dunn, ‘Flesh and Spirit’,
p. 40, and Zimmermann, Methodenlehre, pp. 193-94; and the literature they cite.

3. Hahn, Titles, p. 246; J. Becker, Auferstehung der Toten  im Urchristentum
(1976),  pp. 18-20;  and Dunn, ‘Flesh and Spirit’, p. 41.

4. The thesis that Paul has added & &v&pa  to the formula in order to soften the
adoptionism of 700 bpto&vzo< uioG 8~00  has received considerable support: E.
Schweizer, ‘Riim. 1,3f,  und der Gegensatz von Fleisch und Geist vor und bei
Paulus’, in Neotestamentica (1963),  p. 180; Wegenast, Tradition, p. 71; W.
Kramer, Christ, Lord, Son of God (1966),  p. 110; R.H. Fuller, The Foundations of
New Testament Christology (1965),  p. 165; Schlier, ‘Zu Riim  1,3f’,  pp. 210, 215-
16; H.-J. van der Minde, ‘Wie geht Paulus  mit der Tradition urn?‘, BiKi  37 (1982),
p. 8. C.K. Barrett argues on the basis of structure that the phrase is a Pauline
interpolation: it breaks the antithetic parallelism of the clauses (The Epistle to the
Romans [1957], p. 18).
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The origin of the latter phrase is particularly important for this
inquiry; for, by virtue of its inclusion, the text portrays the Spirit as
the agent of Jesus’ resurrection and the source of his exalted exis-
tence,’ thereby giving voice to a central element in Paul’s soteriologi-
cal pneumatology.

5. Those who view the rcazlx o&pra-rash xv&I&a (xytoa6vn~ antithesis as
Pauline include: R. Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament (1952),  I, p. 49;
N.A. Dahl, ‘Die Messianitit  Jesu bei Paulus’,  in Studia  Paulina  (1953),  p. 90, 0.
Michel,  Der Brief an die Romer  (1963),  p. 38; 0. Ku& Der Rdmerbrief (2nd edn,
1963),  I, p. 8; A. Sand, Der Begriff ‘Fleisch’  in den paulinischen Hauptbriefen
(1967),  p. 161; Wengst, Formeln, pp. 112-13. H. Schlier argues that the Kazh
odrpwa-rad  xv&pa antithesis was not a part of the original formula, but was
added to the formula in the prePauline stage by the hellenistic community (‘Zu Riim
1,3f  ‘, pp. 207-18). R. Jewett also views the antithesis as an interpolation of the
hellenistic church (Paul’s Anthropological  Terms [1971],  pp. 136-39). However,
Jewett argues that Paul created the o&p&xva@ta antithesis ‘out of exegetical mate-
rials in response to the threat posed by the Judaizer movement’ (p. 108; see pp. 108-
14) and thus insists that ‘there are no grounds whatever for the assertion that the con-
fession in its interpolated form was “pre-Pauline” in a strictly chronological sense.
The probability is that it emerged in the Pauline congregation sometime after the
development of the technical “flesh” category [by Paul] in the year 52’ (p. 139). E.
Linnemann asserts that Paul sought to harmonize the original formula with his pre-
existence Christology; thus he inserted the ICUT&  contrast and placed xv&pa,  which
originally stood in the genitive case (m&pazoq &yw~&vq~),  in the accusative case
(‘Tradition und Interpretation in R&m.  1,3f.‘,  EvTh  31 [1971], pp. 264-75).

1. The Spirit’s role as the agent of Jesus’ resurrection is explicitly expressed in
Rom. 1.4 if one interprets rash xv&pa  ixyloa6vqq  with instrumental (‘by means
of ‘) force (e.g. Linnemann, ‘Ram 1,3f.‘,  pp. 274-75). However, it is more proba-
ble that the agency of the Spirit in Jesus’ resurrection is implicit in the more general
notion that the Spirit is the source of Jesus’ exalted existence (see the discussion in
0 1.2 below). As Vos notes, ‘Die Erwahnung  des Geistes in diesen  Aussagen [Rom.
1.41 bezieht sich nicht nur auf den Akt der Auferweckung als solchen, sondem such
auf die durch diesen Akt erijffnete neue Daseinsweise und Funktion Christi’
(Untersuchungen, p. 80). Although the agency of the Spirit in Jesus’ resurrection is
never explicitly expressed in the NT (see Dunn, Christology in the Making, p. 144
and ‘Flesh and Spirit’, p. 67),  the concept is presupposed elsewhere by Paul and
those in the Pauline tradition (e.g. Rom. 6.4; 8.11; 1 Cor. 15.44f.;  1 Tim. 3.16; 1
Pet. 3.18). The ambiguity of the various NT authors on this point, particularly Paul in
Rom. 1.3-4, is attributable to the complexity of their conviction concerning the rela-
tionship between Jesus and the Spirit: the Spirit who inspired Jesus during his earthly
ministry was instrumental in his resurrection and is now constitutive of his exalted
existence.

A.M. Hunter has proposed a triadic division of the text which associates Jesus’
appointment as Son of God according to the Holy Spirit with his baptism (Paul,
p. 25). But, as P. Beasley-Murray notes, ‘the fatal objection to this arrange-
ment. . . is the lack of a corresponding participle in the third clause’ (‘Roman<

Three arguments have been offered in support of the thesis that
xvecua irytoobvn< forms part of the prePauline formula: (1) the
phrase rrv&pa &voobvn<  is not characteristic of Paul;’ (2) the rcazir
o&pica-tca& m&pa &~oabvn~ antithesis is used in a non-Pauline
way;* and (3) similar references to the Spirit occur in the formulae
contained in 1 Tim. 3.16 and 1 Pet. 3.18.3 I shall examine each of
these arguments separately.

The phrase xvscua  iry~&vn< occurs only once in the New Testa-
ment (Rom. 1.4) and is entirely absent from the LXX.4  Thus while the
term is unusual for Paul, it is no less so for the rest of the New Testa-
ment and, we may presume, the traditions of the primitive church.
Furthermore, the noun ixytooGvn  occurs only twice in the New Tes-
tament and in each instance in an epistle penned by Paul (1 Thess.
3.13; 2 Cor. 7.1).5 It would appear that the antecedents of xve%ua
ixytoobvn~ are to be found in the epistles of Paul rather than in the
tradition of the primitive church. Indeed, in view of Paul’s unique
usage of ixyro&vn prior to the writing of Romans, it is entirely prob-
able that Paul is responsible for the phrase. In the process of editing a

1.3f.: An Early Confession of Faith in the Lordship of Jesus’, TB 31 [1980],
p. 149).

1. 0. Betz, What Do We Know about Jesus? (1968),  p. 95; G. Bomkamm, Paul
(1969),  p. 248; Dunn, ‘Flesh and Spirit’, p. 60, Mtlller, ‘Geisterfahrung’, p. 263;
J. Beker, Auferstehung der Toten  im Urchristentum (1976),  p. 21; P.W. Meyer,
‘ The Holy Spirit in the Pauline Letters: A Contextual Exploration’, Int 33 (1979),
p. 14; see also those cited in the note which follows.

2. This viewpoint was forcefully put forth by Schweizer,  ‘Fleisch und Geist’,
pp. 180-89 (cf. Erniedrigung und ErGhung  bei Jesus urid seinen Nachfolgern
[1962],  pp. 91-92) and subsequently adopted by numerous scholars: Barrett,
Romans, p. 18; Wegenast, Tradition, p. 71; F.J. Leenhardt, The Epistle to the
Romans (1961),  pp. 35f.; Hahn, Titles, pp. 247, 249; Kramer, Christ, p. 109;
R.H. Fuller, Christology, pp. 165f., 187; Hill, Greek Words, pp. 280-81; B.
Schneider, ‘Ku& IIv&pa ‘Aytc&vn~$, Bib 48 (1967),  p. 369; Beasley-Murray,
‘Romans 1.3f’,  pp. 149, 151; van der Minde, ‘Tradition’, p. 8.

3. Schweizer, ‘Fleisch und Geist’, p. 181; cf. Dunn, ‘Flesh and Spirit’, pp. 63-
65.

4. The term is found only in T. Levi 18.7 and perhaps an inscription from an
‘Amulett von Acre’ (see E. Peterson, Friihkirche, Judentum und Gnosis [1959],
pp. 351-52 concerning Corpus inscriptionum graecarum, ed. G. Kaibel [Berlin,
18731,  XIV, no. 2413, 17).

5. Note also the frequency which Paul uses the terms &ytaopo<  (Rom. 6.19,22;
1 Cor. 1.30; 1 Thess. 4.3, 4, 7; 2 Thess. 2.13 [1 Tim. 2.15; Heb. 12.14; 1 Pet.
1.201) and ixytozn<  (2 Cor. 1.12; [Heb. 12.181).
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well-known confession of the primitive church, it would be natural for
Paul to include a phrase of elevated and Semitic style in his redaction.’

1.2. The Icar&  ooiprra-trazdr  xvei$ta &yzoarjvq~  Antithesis
The Kaz&  o&plca-xa&  xv&pa antithesis is distinctively Pauline
(Rom. 1.3-4; 8.4-5; Gal. 4.29).* Therefore, the Pauline origin of the
antithesis is virtually assured unless substantial evidence to the con-
trary can be adduced. E. Schweizer sought to provide this sort of evi-
dence by arguing that in Rom. 1.3-4 the antithesis is used in a non-
Pauline way: whereas Kazix  odrplca, when contrasted with Kazh
nve$.ta, is always used pejoratively by Paul to denote moral inferior-

1. Poythress, ‘Confession after All?‘, p. 181: ‘One could. . . argue that a con-
fession would be less likely to exhibit peculiarities or idiosyncrasies than an individ-
ual writer’.

2. The phrases rarir odrpra (Rom. 1.3; 4.1; 8.4, 5, 12, 13; 9.3, 5; 1 Cor. 1.26;
10.18; 2 Cor. 1.17; 5.16 (2x);  10.2, 3; 11.18; Gal. 4.23, 29; Eph. 6.5; Col. 3.22;
and outside of Paul, only in Jn 8.15) and rash xv+ta (Rom. 1.4; 8.4, 5; 1 Cor.
12.8; Gal. 4.29) are characteristic of Paul. Furthermore, Kazix  o&plca  is associated
with Christ only two times in the entire NT outside of Rom. 1.3 and in each instance
by Paul (Rom. 9.5; 2 Cor. 5.16).

The o&p&-xv&pa  antithesis in general is also characteristic of Paul (Rom.
1.4; 8.4-6, 9, 13; 1 Cor. 5.5; Gal. 3.3; 4.29; 5.17f.; 6.8 cf. 1 Cor. 6.17; 2 Cor. 7.1;
Col. 2.5; xV&U)Uz1K65--(raPK1K6~~hPKlVOS-ROm.  7.14;  1 Cor. 3.1; cf. Rom.
15.27; 1 Cor. 9.11). The terms are correlated infrequently outside of Paul (Jn 3.6;
6.63; 1 Tim. 3.16; 1 Pet. 3.18; cf. Heb. 12.9; and 1 Pet. 4.6) and several of these
references reflect Pauline influence (see $1.3 below). In the only instance where the
correlation is found in the synoptic gospels, the terms carry meanings different from
Paul’s distinctive usage (Mk 14.38 = Mt. 26.41; here xv&pa refers to the human
spirit or will [cf. Mk 2.8; 8.121 and a&p{, to the constraints of the body upon the
will). Antecedents to the Pauline a&p&.-xv&pa  antithesis can be found in pagan and
Jewish sources. The closest parallels are found in the rabbinic antithesis between m;r
1~ and >yl;r  1~ (cf. Davies, Paul, pp. 21-35), the matter-spirit dualism in Philo  (cf.
Brandenburger, Fleisch und Geist, pp. 114”221),  and the ‘two Spirits’ doctrine of
Qumran (cf. Jewett, Anthropological Terms, pp. 82-94, 100, 108). However, the
differences between the Pauline a&p&xv&pa  antithesis and these precedents are
significant (cf. Jewett, p. 92; Davies, p. 18; F. MuDner,  Der Galuterbrief [1974],
p. 394; H.D. Betz, Galatians [1979],  p. 278 n. 64, R. Meyer, ‘o&p$‘,  TDNT, VII,
p. 114) and indicate that the latter ‘merely provided the raw materials for Pauline
usage’ (Jewett, Anthropological Terms, p. 108); Indeed, Jewett has argued persua-
sively that the o&p&-xv&pa  antithesis of the epistles was created by Paul ‘in
response to the threat posed by the Judaizer movement’ (p. 108): ‘a&p5 was first
used as a technical term in connection with the circumcision problem raised by the
Judaizers; it developed through Paul’s typological exegesis into a full dialectical
counterpart to the spirit; and after having been created as an argument against
nomism, it was applied to the problem of antinomianism’ (p. 114).

ity or inadequacy, in Rom. 1.3-4 Ka& o&pica refers, in a neutral
sense, to Christ’s physical and earthly existence. This led Schweizer to
conclude that the antithesis in Rom. 1.3-4 refers to two distinct spheres
(earthly and heavenly) rather than modes of existence determined by
the sinful nature and the Spirit of God respectively.’

However, Schweizer’s argument has been decisively rebutted by J.
Dunn.* Dunn demonstrates that for Paul, Kazir o&pica is a phrase of
contrast and that it always ‘stands on the negative side of the contrast
denoting inferiority or inadequacy’.3  This remains the case whether
the phrase is principally associated with kinship (Gal. 4.23, 29; Rom.
4.1; 9.3) or conduct (e.g. Rom. 8.4f.).  For this reason simple distinc-
tions between ‘physical and moral and between neutral and pejorative’
uses of the phrase are not valid.4  Moreover, DUM argues persuasively
that Ka& ohplca in Rom. 1.3 ‘carries its normal note of deprecia-
tion’5 and that the antithesis in Rom. 1.3-4 should be interpreted in
light of Paul’s normal usage. Dunn’s argument centers on ‘the fact that
in Paul’s view the Christian’s experience of flesh and Spirit is pat-
terned on Christ’s’.6  Just as the Christian is caught in the overlap of
ages, and as such experiences the conflict of flesh and Spirit, so also

1. Schweizer, Erniedrigung, p. 92: ‘Sie [flesh and Spirit] bezeichnen die irdische
Sph&e,  in der das im ersten Satz Ausgesagte gilt, und die himmlische Sph&e,  in der
erst die vollendete Gottessohnschaft Wirklichkeit geworden ist’ (see also Schweizer,
‘ot%pk’, TDNT, VII, p. 126). Kramer, following Schweizer, writes: ‘These two
concepts are not to be understood in the Pauline sense as descriptions of the domain
of sin and the domain of life’ (Christ, p. 109).

2. Dunn, ‘Flesh and Spirit’, pp. 40-68.  For criticism of Schweizer’s thesis see
also Linnemann, ‘R6m. 1,3f.‘, pp. 265-68; Wengst, Formeln, pp. 112-13; and
Jewett, Anthropological Terms, pp. 136-39.

3. Dunn, ‘Flesh and Spirit’, pp. 46-49; quote from p. 49.
4. Dunn, ‘Flesh and Spirit’, p. 49. Wengst responds to Schweizer, whom he

quotes, by pointing to Gal. 4.23: ‘Wenn man so will, kann man sagen,  Paulus
gebrauche Karh a&pra “rein neutral ftir die menschliche Abstammung” Ishmaels,
aber hier ist es ganz deutlich, da8 dieses “rein neutral” fur Paulus  eine theologische
Disqualifizerung bedeutet’ (Formeln, p. 113). The fact that the soteriological inade-
quacy of birth tear& o&pwa (Gal. 4.23; cf. Rom. 4.1) is closely associated with
improper conduct in Galatians (Gal. 4.29; 5.16f.; described in Gal. 5.19 as r& kpya
r?ls oap&$) demonstrates the tenuous nature of distinctions drawn at this point.

5. Dunn, ‘Flesh and Spirit’, pp. 49-51. Dunn asserts that ‘the identification of
Jesus as Son of David seems to have been more of an embarrassment and hindrance
than a glad and central aftirmation’  and that Paul never uses the title (p. 50).

6. Dunn, ‘Flesh and Spirit’, p. 54. Dunn maintains that the strand of imitutio
Christi  is ‘firmly embedded in Paul’s thought’ (cf. Rom. 15.2f.;  1 Cor. 4.17; 11.1; 2
Cor. 8.8f.;  Gal. 1.10; Eph. 4.20, 32-5.2; Phil. 2.5-8; Col. 2.6; 1 Thess. 1.6)
(P. 55).
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Jesus came in the likeness of sinful flesh (kv &lo&paTt  aaplc&
&papriaS,  Rom. 8.3) and experienced the same tension.’ Jesus was
victorious over the flesh and serves as both the supreme example and
source of power for the Christian seeking to live Ka& xve6pa,  a
process which-as we have noted-culminates in the resurrection
(Rom. 8.11) and ultimate transformation into o&&a  xveu~a~dv  (1
Cor. 15.44f.).  Thus Dunn asserts that Kad ociplca  and ~azir
xveTipa in Rom. 1.3-4 ‘denote not successive and mutually exclusive
spheres of power, but modes of existence and relationships which
overlap and coincide in the earthly Jesus’.2

Dunn bolsters his argument by pointing to the introductory ui6s in
v. 3 and the unusual 66 &vaoz&seoq vewpih  (rather than kc
ckvaozdtaeq  k~ velcpljv)  in v. 4: the former indicates that Jesus is
Son at both stages (earthly and exalted) and suggests further that his
Sonship is, at each stage, a function of (or, as I prefer, manifest
through) the Spirit; the latter emphasizes that Jesus, by virtue of his
resurrection, is the forerunner of the final resurrection of the dead,
which in turn implies that Jesus in the flesh is the forerunner of the
Christian caught between the ages.3  The logic of Dunn’s argument
suggests not only that (in Paul’s perspective) Jesus experienced the
tension between flesh and Spirit common to every Christian, but also
that he, as the forerunner of the final resurrection of the dead, was
resurrected by the Spirit (Rom. 8.11) and that his exalted existence is
determined by the Spirit (1 Cor. 15.44f.): Indeed, the emphasis in

1. Dunn, ‘Flesh and Spirit’, pp. 52-55, and Christology in the Making, p. 139.
One need not accept Dunn’s analysis of the kazix  adqxa-Kad  IrvGpa  tension at
every point, particularly concerning the extent to which the life of the individual
Christian is, and the life of the earthly Jesus was (p. 57),  determined by the flesh, in
order to aftirm  the reality of the tension and the validity of the essential elements of
Dunn’s interpretation of Rom. 1.3-4 (p. 53; cf. Dunn, ‘Romans 7:14-25  in the The-
ology of Paul’, in Essays on Apostolic Themes [1985],  pp. 49-70 and the responses
by D. Wenham, ‘The Christian Life: A Life of Tension? A Consideration of the
Nature of Christian Experience in Paul’, pp. 80-94 and R.H. Gundry, ‘The Moral
Frustration of Paul before His Conversion’, in Pauline Studies [1980],  pp. 228-45).

2. Dunn, ‘Flesh and Spirit’, p. 54.
3. ‘Flesh and Spirit’, pp. 55-56.
4. As M. Turner notes, with the phrase b bXazoG  ‘As&p ei< xv&pa

&1oroto6v  (1 Cor. 15.45) Paul indicates that Jesus is ‘an eschatological “being”
vital&d by rcv&pa which is the life-principle of the age to come’ (‘The Significance
of Spirit Endowment for Paul’, VE 9 [1975],  p. 63). In Paul’s view Jesus, resur-
rected as o&m xvmpazwbv,  became the representative Man for all who will bear
his likeness at the final resurrection; and, by virtue of his special status, he also
became the source of life ra& xv&pa, that is xve@a cwno106v  (1 Cor. 15.45)
or ‘Son of God in power’ (see Fee, I Corinthians, p. 789; Dunn, ‘Last Adam’
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Rom. 1.3-4 is placed on the culmination of Jesus’ experience of the
Ka& a&plca-lca& xv&Gpa  tension: his resurrection and enthrone-
ment in power wrought in and by the Spirit. The period of conflict
between o&p5 and xv@a  in Jesus’ earthly life is a presupposition of,
not the central element within, the formula as it currently stands.’

At times Dunn appears to depict the tension itself rather than the
culmination and transcendence of the tension as the focal point of the
formula; nevertheless, he demonstrates that Rom. 1.3-4 should be
interpreted in a manner consistent with Paul’s theology in general and
his antithetical use of Ka& o&pwa and Kaz& ?r&$a in particular.
Dunn acknowledged that this interpretation could be taken as support
for the view that KC& m&pa &y~~.~~bvqc;  was added by Paul.2  Yet,

p. 132). Since the conceptual movement in Rom. 1.3-4 is from ‘existence Ka&
odrpka and Kad xv&la’  to ‘existence solely wa&  xv&pa’, the Spirit must be
viewed as integral to both stages (earthly and exalted) of Jesus’ Sonship and thus the
agent of his resurrection as well as the source of his exalted existence (cf. Hamilton,
Eschutology,  p. 14, ‘we are justified in ascribing the resurrection as well as the exal-
tation life [of Christ] to the Spirit’. Note also the similar conclusions offered by C.
Pinnock, ‘The Concept of the Spirit in the Epistles of Paul’ [1963],  p. 108).

1. C.E.B. Cranfield is quite right to criticize Dunn al this point: ‘It is surely prefer-
able to understand the times referred to in the two phrases xa& ItVEt$m  &~LOO~~S
and g &vao&aEoq  verp&v as the same, rather than to assume a temporal disjunc-
tion between them, as does Professor Dunn’ (‘Some Comments on Professor J.D.G.
Dunn’s Christology in the Making with Special Reference to the Evidence of the
Epistle to the Romans’, in The Glory of Christ in the New Testament [ 19871,
p. 270).

2. Dunn, ‘Flesh and Spirit’, p. 60. By demonstrating that the Ka& a&.pka-
Kazh xv&pa  antithesis in Rom. 1.3-4 is consistent with Paul’s theology, Dunn
undermines the thesis put forth by Jewett (Anthropological Terms, pp. 136-38).
Jewett rejected Schweizer’s analysis of Rom. 1.3-4, for he recognized that the for-
mula could not have come from a single source: ‘If the congregation were really Hel-
lenistic as the opposition between Kad a&plca  and ra& xv&pa implies, it would
scarcely be interested in claiming messianic honors for the fleshly Jesus; if the con-
gregation were Jewish Christian as the messianic interest implies, it would scarcely
contradict itself by the addition of the derogatory expression “in the realm of the
flesh”’ (p. 137). Nevertheless, Jewett concluded that the rad ahpra-razh
zv$a antithesis was added to the formula  by the hellenistic community, not by
Paul. Two arguments were offered in support of this judgment: (1) the expression
nv6p.a  hylt&~~ is unusual for Paul and therefore came from another source (so
also Schlier, ‘Zu RiSm  1,3f.‘, p. 211); (2) Paul would not have emphasized ‘the
superiority of Jesus’ pneumatic existence at the expense of his earthly existence and
status’, for such an emphasis would ‘conflict with his belief in the centrality of Jesus’
earthly suffering as well as with the apocalyptic belief that Jesus was the Messiah
who ushered in the new aeon’ (Anthropological Terms, p. 137). Jewett later
acknowledged the weakness of the first argument and affirmed that &oo6vnc  wps
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he rejected this position and argued that the formula reflects the faith
of the wider church.’ I shall examine the validity of this claim in the
following section.

1.3. Romans I .3-4 and the Non-Pauline Church
The parallels between the role attributed to the Spirit in Rom. 1.3-4
and similar statements in 1 Tim. 3.16 and 1 Pet. 3.18 have been cited
as evidence that the pneumatological ideas present in these texts are
based on a well known and early (pre-Pauline) tradition of the primi-
tive church.2 However, the force of this argument is mitigated by the
fact that the parallel texts, if not directly dependent upon Rom. 1.3-4,
in all probability originate from a milieu influenced by Paul. This is
undoubtedly the case for 1 Tim. 3.16 and, in view of the affinities
between 1 Peter and Pauline theology? most likely the case for 1 Pet.
3.18 as well. Furthermore, although the pneumatological ideas present
in Rom. 1.3-4 and its parallels (i.e. the Spirit is the agent of Jesus’ res-
urrection and the source of his exalted existence) are found elsewhere
in Paul’s epistles (e.g. Rom. 8.11; 1 Cor. 1544f.),  they are completely
absent from the synoptic gospels and Acts.

Acts 2.33 is particularly instructive. Here the Spirit is not depicted
as the agent of Jesus’ resurrection (God is the agent, Acts 2.32);
rather, the Spirit is given to Jesus by virtue of his resurrection-exalta-
tion. Moreover, this endowment of the Spirit is not integral to Jesus’
exalted existence: it is given to him ‘only for distribution’.4 Thus Acts
2.33 presupposes a pneumatological perspective significantly different

inserted into the interpolated formula by Paul (p. 138). Thus his conclusion concem-
ing the interpolation of the antithesis by the hellenistic  church was based entirely on
the second argument. However, this argument is valid only if one accepts
Schweizer’s interpretation of the antithesis. The argument can be turned on its head
and adduced in favor of Dunn’s contention and the Pauline origin of the antithesis.

1. Dunn, ‘Flesh and Spirit’, pp. 62-65.
2. Dunn states that the essential content of 1 Pet. 3.18 is given more formalized

expression in Rom. 1.3f. and 1 Tim. 3.16: ‘Jesus was put to death as flesh: it was
because he was flesh that death was possible, indeed necessary for him. But he was
brought to life as Spirit: it was because he possessed the Spirit, because the Spirit
wrought in him and on him, that Quoxoiqatq  followed death’ (‘Flesh and Spirit’,
p. 65).

3. W.G. Kiimmel, Introduction to the New Testament (1973,  p. 423: ‘There can
be no doubt that the author of I Peter stands in the line of succession of Pauline theol-
ogy’.

4. Haenchen, Acts, p. 183.
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from that of Rom. 1.4 (and parallels).* While both texts affirm that the
resurrection marks a decisive shift in Jesus’ relationship to the Spirit
(‘from Spirit inspiring Jesus to Spirit of Jesus’)? the nature of the
transformed relationship is perceived in different ways. This fact,
coupled with the other synoptic writers’ silence concerning the Spirit’s
role in Jesus’ resurrection, indicates that it is highly improbable that
the Ka& xv&pa  &ywobvr\~  of Rom. 1.4 represents primitive-
church tradition.

I am now in a position to summarize my argument regarding the
Pauline origin of Kazh dpra  and Karh rcv&ta &~oNs~w~~  and, by
way of conclusion, suggest a motive for Paul’s redaction at this point.
Paul’s unique usage of ixytwobvn  prior to the writing of Romans,
together with the Pauline nature of the Kaz&  odrpwa-raTh  ItveGpa
antithesis, and the distinctively Pauline character of the pneumatology
presupposed by the inclusion of Kazix  xv&pa &~WXJI’WI~  in Rom.
1.4 indicate that Kazix  odrplca  and Ka& xv&pa  &yroo~vn< were
added to the traditional formula underlying Rom. 1.3-4 by Paul.3
These insertions, representative as they are of Paul’s distinctive theo-
logical perspective, were in all probability inspired by his desire to
declare a law-free gospel. Through his redactional activity Paul
transformed the traditional formula, which affirmed Jesus’ Davidic
descent as vital to his messianic mission and status, into a declaration
which gave expression to his critique of Judaism: the pedigree of Jesus,
born of the seed of David, was defective as a basis for his mission and
inadequate as an expression of his relationship to God as Son; it was
overcome in and through the Spiritdecisively at the resurrection.4

1. Busse notes the fundamental difference between Acts 2.33 and Rom. 1.4: ‘Im
Unterschied zu Riim  1,4 ist jener Geist, den der zur rechten Gottes Erhohte  empftigt,
kein fiir ihn notwendiges Geschenk, sondem zur Weitergabe an die Ringer und
Glatibigen bestimmt. Jesus leitet von Himmel  her die weltweite Mission’ (Das
Nazareth-Manifest Jew, p. 99). Dunn (‘Flesh and Spirit’, p. 66) and Schneider
(‘Kazix IIve$ta  ‘Aytoabvn~‘, pp. 371-76) fail to acknowledge this point.

2. Dunn, ‘Flesh and Spirit’, p. 67.
3. Thus,  although the origin of b ~VV&~LE~  remains uncertain, the original formula

may be reconstructed as follows:
70% ycvopLbou  kr axkpuazoS  Aaui8,
~06 bpto&vvzoq uio0 0~00  (b 6uvdru~t)  kt &vaoz&aEoq  verpGv.

4. See Wengst, Formeln,  p. 113; and for a more radical elaboration of this idea,
see Dunn, ‘Flesh and Spirit’, p. 57.
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2. Tradition and Redaction in I Corinthians 6.9-l 1; 15.44-50,
and Galatians 5.19-24

J.S. Vos maintains that Gal. 5.19-24; 1 Cor. 6.9-11, and, to a lesser
extent, 1 Cor. 15.44-50 are based upon a baptismal tradition detailing
conditions of entrance into the Kingdom of God. According to Vos
this baptismal tradition contained a list of positive and negative condi-
tions for entrance into the Kingdom of God in the form of a catalog of
vices and virtues. And, most significant for this inquiry, Vos argues
that this tradition named both Christ and the Spirit as ‘Heilsfaktoren’
which made entrance into the Kingdom possible.*

Vos supports his thesis by pointing to the similarities between Gal.
5.19-24 and 1 Cor. 6.9-11. Both texts enumerate conditions for enter-
ing into the Kingdom of God and name Christ and the Spirit as the
agents which make this entrance possible. Moreover, since both texts
refer to the baptismal rite as the decisive soteriological moment, ‘man
darf sogar vermuten, da8 die ganze Tradition vom Einla8 in das Reich
Gottes in der vorpaulinischen Gemeinde zur Taufverktindigung
gehiirte’.2

Vos asserts that the baptismal tradition underlying 1 Cor. 6.9-11 and
Gal. 5.19-24 also stands behind 1 Cor. 15.44-50, although here the
tradition is utilized in a different manner. This judgment is based upon
the fact that 1 Cor. 15.44-50, like the previous texts mentioned, refers
to conditions for entrance into the Kingdom of God and names Christ
and the Spirit as ‘Heilsfaktoren’. It finds confirmation in the ELK&-

clothing language of v. 49 (cf. v. 53), a  m o t i f  c o m m o n l y  e m p l o y e d  i n
baptismal tradition.3

Vos finds further support for these conclusions in his analysis of the
relationship between the Spirit and salvation in the Jewish literature.
Pointing to a series of Jewish texts (Ps. 51; Ezek. 36.27; Isa. 44.1-5;
1QS 2.25b-3.12;  1QS 3.13-4.26;  Wisdom; Joseph and Aseneth), he
argues that pre-Christian Judaism commonly attributed soteriological
significance to the Spirit. Therefore Vos does not find it surprising that
the primitive church held similar beliefs:4

In light of the Old Testament-Jewish understanding of the Spirit, which we
have attempted to elucidate, it is not surprising that the early church not
only viewed the Spirit as the source of the miraculous, but attributed
salvific significance to the Spirit as well.

1. Vos, Untersuchungen, pp. 26-33.
2. Untersuchungen, 30.p.
3. Untersuchungen, 32.p.
4. Untersuchungen, p. 77. ET is my own.
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In spite of the vigor with which Vos argues his case, there are
numerous reasons to reject his contention that prePauline baptismal
tradition named the Spirit alongside Christ as a ‘Heilsfaktor’ which
made entrance into the Kingdom of God possible.’

2.1. The Catalogs of Vices and Virtues
Although it is quite possible that the catalogs of vices and virtues in
Gal. 5.19f. and 1 Cor. 6.9f.  were influenced by similar pagan, Jewish,
and Christian lists,2  the ad hoc nature of the catalogs in Gal. 5.19f.  and
1 Cor. 6.9f.3 and the diversity of the various Pauline lists in general4
indicate that Paul was not dependent on a single source or established
tradition. For this reason we must be cautious in attributing material
from these texts to tradition. Furthermore, since the New Testament
catalogs are never associated with the Spirit outside of (and only infre-
quently within) the Pauline corpus? it is exceedingly improbable that
Paul has been influenced by traditional material at this point.

1. This contention is the basis for Vos’s claim that the pre-Pauline community
attributed ‘das gesamte Heil, die Reinigung, Heiligung und Rechtfertigung in der
Vergangenheit, der gerechte Wandel in der Gegenwart und die Verwandlung in der
Zukunft’ to both Christ and the Spirit (Untersuchungen, p. 33, see also pp. 131,
144).

2. A. Vogtle,  Die Tugend-  und Lasterkataloge im Neuen Testament (1936); B.S.
Easton,  ‘New Testament Ethical Lists’, JBL 51 (1932), pp. l-12; S. Wibbing, Die
Tugend-  und Lasterkataloge im Neue Testament und ihre Traditionsgeschichte  (1959);
E. Kamlah, Die Form der katalogischen Parcinese  im Newt Testament (1964); M.J.
Suggs, ‘The Christian Two Way Tradition: Its Antiquity, Form, and Function’, in
Studies in the New Testament and Early Christian Literature (1972),  pp. 60-74.
Suggs, following the lead of Kamlah, argues that the form as well as the content of
the ‘Two Way’ tradition has influenced Gal. 5. 17-24: (1) dualistic introduction (Gal.
5.17-18); (2) double catalog (Gal. 5.19-21a,  22-23); (3) eschatological threat/promise
(Gal. 5.21b,  24) (p. 69). However, since Gal. 5.17-24 is the only example from the
NT which follows this pattern, the hypothesis must be judged unlikely.

3. Easton,  ‘Ethical Lists’, p. 5: ‘In Galatians 5.19-21. . . area1 attempt has been
made to adapt the list to the context’. See also F.F. Bruce, The EpistZe  of Paul to the
Galatians (1982),  p. 250. Fee ties elements from the list in 1 Cor. 6.9-10 to the con-
text of the letter (I Corinthians, pp. 242-43). See also E. Schweizer, ‘Traditional
Ethical Patterns in the Pauline and Post-Pauline Letters and Their Development (Lists
of Vices and House-Tables)‘, in Text and Interpretation (1979),  p. 196; and C.K.
Barrett, I Corinthians (1968),  p. 140.

4. Fee, I Corinthians, p. 225 n. 27: ‘The search for a “source” is futile. . . The
Pauline lists are so diverse as to defy explanation’. See also P. O’Brien, Colossians,
Philemon (1982),  p. 180 and Easton,  ‘Ethical Lists’, p. 5.

5. The only exception, Tit. 3.3-5, is clearly in the Pauline tradition. Catalogs cited
by Betz (Galatians, p. 281 n. 91) and Conzelman (I Corinthians [1975],  p. 101
n. 69) include: Mt. 15.19; Mk 7.22; Rom. 1.29-31; 13.13; 1 Cor. 5.1Of.: 6.9f.: 2
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This judgment is confirmed by the Pauline nature of the concepts The association is found only in the Pauline corpus where a form of
and terms associated with the Spirit in Gal. 5.19f.  and 1 Cor. 6.11.
The adrpc-xv&pa  antithesis in Gal. 5.19f.  is characteristic of Paul’

the  dis t inct ively  Paul ine  phrase ,  0~05  Baatheiav 06
~hqpovo~~$~o~cnv,~  is appended to vice-catalogs (Gal. 5.21; 1 Cor.

and integral to the argument of the epistle.2  1 Corinthians 6.11 also has 6.9, 10; Eph. 5.5). The phrase also occurs in 1 Cor. 15.50, but here
a decidedly Pauline ring: Paul frequently concludes on a positive note
after a warning such as is found in 1 Cor. 6.9-10;3  the verse follows

o&p5  Kai a!pa, another Pauline idiom,2  rather than a catalog of vices
excludes one from the Kingdom. In any event, the Spirit is never cited

the indicative-imperative pattern characteristic of Paul;4  &Kax%qx,
xv&~azl 70%  LEO%, and the repetition of &XL& reflect Paul’s hand.5

as the agent which makes entrance into the Kingdom of God possible
in the synoptics  or Acts.3

There is also little reason to accept Vos’s contention that the catalogs
in Gal. 5.19f.  and 1 Cor. 6.9f. form part of an early tradition detailing
conditions for entrance into the Kingdom of God. Catalogs are never
associated with the Kingdom of God in the relevant synoptic texts.6

2.2. A Baptismal Setting?
Vos provides a liturgical setting for his hypothetical tradition by argu-
ing that the three texts in question all refer to the baptismal rite.
According to Vos, the aorist tense of oraupciw in Gal. 5.24 and the
three verbs in 1 Cor. 6.11, particularly &xohoGopar,  indicate that the
baptismal rite is in view.4 Vos also asserts that the water rite stands
behind 1 Cor. 15.49 since ELK&  and clothing language are commonly
employed in baptismal tradition.5  Yet here again Vos’s thesis is tenuous.

Cor. 6.6f; 12.2Of.; Gal. 5.19f.;  Eph. 4.2, 31f.; 5.3f.; Phil. 4.8; Col. 3.5, 8, 12; 1
Tim. 1.9f.;  4.12; 6.11; 2 Tim. 2.22; 3.2-5, 10; Tit. 3.3; 1 Pet. 2.1; 3.8; 4.3, 15; 2
Pet. 1.5-7; Rev. 21.8; 22.15. See also Didache  2.1-5.2 and Barnabas 18-20. The
Spirit is associated with the catalogs in Gal. 5.19f; 1 Cor. 6.9f;  2 Cor. 6.6f.; Eph.
4.2,31f.;  and Tit. 3.3-5.

1. Contra Vos, Untersuchungen, p. 126: ‘Gemeinchristlich war die Anschauung
von dem Kampf zwischen Fleisch und Geist’. The phrase rcapxbs  roe nve$taazo~
(v. 22) has a close parallel in Eph. 5.9 (rap&q zoG  (pc&) and the language is
familiar to Paul (rcapx65:  Rom. 6.21f.; 15.28; Phil. 1.11, 22; 4.17; xapxocpop&:
Rom. 7.4f.; Col. 1.6, 10).

2. Jewett stresses the conceptual and verbal links between Gal. 4.21f.;  5.19f., and
6.11-16 (Anthropological Terms, pp. 107-108). Note also the polemic nature of the
phrase IcaT&  z& zo106wv  ok kw v&oq  (v. 23).

3. See Fee, I Corinthians, p. 245 n. 29, who cites numerous examples from 1
Corinthians: 3.22-23; 4.14-17 (as a conclusion to 1.18-4.21); 5.7; 6.20; 10.13;
11.32. Fee writes, ‘Paul cannot bring himself to conclude on the note of warning
struck in w. 8-10, especially since it might leave the impression that the Corinthians
were actually still among “the wicked” ’ (p. 245).

4. Fee, I Corinthians, pp. 247-48. So also Conzelmann notes that the verse con-
tains ‘an echo of the “once-but now” schema’ employed by Paul elsewhere (e.g.
Rom. 11.30; Eph. 5.8; Col. 3.5-8; cf. 1 Pet. 2.10) (I Corinthians, pp. 106-107).

5. (1) The verb &xa& occurs with the following frequencies in the NT:
Matthew, 2x; Luke-Acts, 7x; Paul, 27x; James, 3x. (2) The phrase xv&pa (70%)
&soO is used frequently by Paul (Rom. 8.9, 14; 1 Cor. 2.11, 14; 3.16; 6.11; 7.40;
12.3; 2 Cor. 3.3; Phil. 3.3) and rarely by the other NT authors (Mt. 3.16; 12.28; 1
Pet. 4.14; 1 Jn 4.2). (3) The threefold repetition of drkhd  in 1 Cor. 6.11 is closely
paralleled by the sixfold repetition in 2 Cor. 7.11. These are the only occasions in the
NT where cihhdr  occurs more than two times in a single verse. The term occurs more
than once in a single verse with the following frequency in the NT: Mark, 2x; Paul,
18x; 1 Peter lx; 2 Peter, lx; Revelation, lx.

6. See Mk 9.43-48FIt.  18.8f.;  Mk 10.23/Mt.  19.23/Lk.  18.24; Mt. 5.20; Mt.
7.21/Lk.  6.46; Mt. 18.3; cf. Mt. 21.31: 23.13; Lk. 13.24-30 and the comments

The discussion in Gal. 5.16-24 centers on the conflict between the
flesh and the Spirit. In v. 24 Paul relates this conflict to the believer’s
experience of Christ: ‘the presence of the crucified Christ
means. . . the crucifixion of the flesh’.6  The parallels with Gal. 2.15-
21 (esp. v. 20), where faith in Christ is related to crucifixion with
Christ, confirm that Paul is thinking here of subjective spiritual trans-
formation rather than the objective event of baptism.’

The evidence also conflicts with a sacramental interpretation of 1
Cor. 6.11. Paul uses the preposition pi< rather than I% with ‘baptism’
(cf. 1 Cor. 1.13-15; 12.13; Gal. 3.27). Indeed, he never uses the
phrase &v z@ &part  in conjunction with baptism. Furthermore, Paul
never asserts that one is sanctified or justified at-baptism; and, in view

offered by Hans Windisch in ‘Die Sprilche von Eingehen in das Reich Gottes’, Zh+V
27 (1928),  pp. 163-71.

1. The phrase occurs in Gal. 5.21; 1 Cor. 6.9, 10; 15.50; and in a modified form
in Eph. 5.5: 06r i&&t Khqpovopiav b zfj paathai9  ro5 XptoroB rai 6~0%

2. The phrase occurs in Gal. 1.16 and Eph. 6.12.
3. The only instance outside of Paul where this usage is found is Jn 3.5.
4. Vos, Untersuchungen, pp. 27, 30.
5. Vos, Untersuchungen, p. 32. Vos cites Gal. 3.27; Col. 3.8f.; and Eph. 4.24f.

as evidence that ‘die Vorstellung vom Eikon-Gewand einen festen Sitz in der Tauf-
tradition hat’ (p. 32).

6. Betz, Galatians, p. 289.
7. Dunn, Holy Spirit, pp. 106-107, 115. Thus Betz concludes that the

‘ “sacramental” interpretation is as artificial here as it is elsewhere in Galatians’
(Galatians, p. 289 n. 172).
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of the prior list of vices, the verb hxeho~aao& must refer to spiri-
tual cleansing.’

With regard to 1 Cor. 15.49, even if the hortatory subjunctive
rather than future indicative reading of cpopko  is accepted2 and the text
is rendered, ‘let us bear (cpopkow~~v) the likeness (&&a) of the man
from heaven’, this sort of metaphorical language is characteristic of
Paul and employed in a variety of contexts, most of which have
nothing to do with baptism.3  This fact, coupled with the Pauline char-
acter of the language in v. 50a,4 indicates that here, as in Gal. 5.19f.
and 1 Cor. 6.11, there is little reason to postulate an underlying bap-
tismal tradition.

2.3. The Jewish Background: A Critique of Vos’s Analysis
With his contention that preChristian Judaism commonly attributed
soteriological significance to the Spirit, Vos seeks to lend credibility to
his tradition-historical analysis. However, his analysis of the Jewish
background is flawed at numerous points.

Vos places considerable emphasis on a number of Old Testament
texts which appear to support his thesis (e.g. Ezek. 36.26f.3  Ps. 51.13,
MT; Isa. 44.3). Yet, he does not examine with sufficient detail how
these texts were interpreted in the (first-century) Judaism which gave
rise to Christianity. Thus he fails to recognize that the transformation
of the heart referred to in Ezek. 36.26f.  was viewed as a prerequisite
for the eschatological bestowal of the Spirit, generally interpreted in

1. These points are discussed by Dunn, Holy Spirit, pp. 121-23; Fee,
I Corinthians, pp. 246-47; and R.P. Carlson,  ‘Baptism and Apocalyptic in Paul’
(1983),  pp. 345-51.

2. Fee, I Corinthians, p. 795: ‘The future is found in only a few disparate MSS
and is easily accounted for on the very same grounds that it is now adopted by so
many, while it is nearly impossible to account for anyone’s having changed a clearly
understandable future to the hortatory subjunctive so early and so often that it made its
way into every textual history as the predominant reading’. Note, however, Metzger,
A Textual Commentary, p. 569.

3. The verb cpopko occurs elsewhere in Paul, but only once in a metaphorical
sense (Rom. 13.4). However, b86w is used metaphorically in Rom. 13.12, 14; 1
Cor. 15.53, 54; Gal. 3.27; Eph. 4.24; 6.11, 14; Col. 3.10, 12; 1 Thess. 5.8; and
outside of Paul only in Lk. 24.49. References to the t&&v of God or Christ are
found exclusively in the epistles of Paul: Rom. 8.29; 1 Cor. 11.7; 15.49; 2 Cor.
3.18, 4.4; Col. 1.15; 3.10. The baptismal rite is clearly in view only in Gal. 3.27.
Thus Dunn, with reference to Col. 3.5-17, writes: ‘the metaphors are so common and
natural that I am not convinced of the necessity to refer them to a common source or
occasion’ (Holy Spirit, p. 158).

4. Fee, I Corinthians, p. 798 n. 12: ‘the language “flesh and blood” and “inherit
the kingdom of God” are both Pauline’.

12. Soteriological Pneumatology

light of Joel 2.28f.  as restoration of the Spirit of prophecy;’ and that
according to early Jewish tradition, Ps. 51.13 (MT) records David’s
plea for undeserved retention of the Spirit of prophecy.2  He also fails
to recognize that Isa. 44.3 was interpreted by the rabbis as a reference
to the outpouring of the Spirit of prophecy upon Israel.3  Furthermore,
Vos does not distinguish adequately between those texts which portray
the Spirit as the source of prophetic activity, producing righteousness
indirectly through the prophetic word; and those which portray the
Spirit as the source of inner renewal, mediating righteousness directly
to the recipient of the pneumatic gift (e.g. Wis. 9.17).4 The distinction
is important, for the pre-Pauline tradition he postulates clearly falls
into the latter category. When this distinction is recognized, the Old
Testament antecedents to Vos’s hypothetical baptismal tradition appear
remote.

Vos also exaggerates the extent to which pre-Christian Judaism
attributed soteriological functions to the Spirit by uncritically accept-
ing evidence from Joseph and Aseneth, a text marked by Christian
interpolation.5  Moreover, he emphasizes the relationship between the

1. Vos maintains that the Rabbis looked forward to the day when the ‘evil impulse’
would be conquered through the outpouring of the Spirit (Untersuchungen, p. 71).
In numerous rabbinic texts, Ezek. 36.26 is interpreted as a prophecy concerning the
endtime removal of the evil impulse. However, these texts usually omit any reference
to the work of the Spirit. In the rabbiiic literature a transformed heart (righteousness)
remains a precondition for restoration of the prophetic gift. See the comments on
Ezek. 36.26f.  in Chapter 5 $2.1 and Chapter 10 $2 above.

2. The Targum on Ps. 51.13 replaces the expression ‘holy Spirit’ with ‘holy Spirit
of prophecy’. See also MHG Gen. 242 cited in Chapter 5 41.1.2  above. Thus,
although Kaiser asserts that the text does not refer ‘to the Spirit’s gift of government
and administration but rather to his [the pray-er’s] personal fellowship with God’
(‘The Promise of God’, p. 122),  it appears that Ps. 51.13 was interpreted with ref-
erence to the Spirit as Amtscharisma. The text reflects the widespread Jewish belief
that the Spirit resided only in the righteous.
Vos makes no mention of the Targum  on Psalm 5 1, yet he does acknowledge that the
Spirit in Ps. 51.13 functions principally as the ‘Vermittler des Heilsorakels’
(Untersuchungen, p. 40). Nevertheless, he also maintains that the Psalm presents the
Spirit as the agent of the pray-er’s justification and cleansing.

3. See Midr. Ps. 111.1.
4. See for example Vos’s treatment of Ps. 51 as outlined above.
5. Vos is undoubtedly correct when he writes: ‘Damit  Aseneth in die den Auser-

wahlten  bereitete Kaz&xauaq  eingehen kann, so heil3t  es in Josephs
Gebet. . . [8.1ofl, mu8 sie zunachst  durch das giittliche Pneuma neugeschaffen
werden’ (Untersuchungen, p. 69). However, Holtz has argued persuasively for
Christian influence on Joseph and Aseneth at this point: ‘Es ist mir nicht  zweifelhaft,
da8 die Darstellung der Form von Aseneths Aufnahme in die neue Religion durch eine
Speisung  mit Honig = Mana  und ihre Deutung als Neuwerdung oder Wieder~ehnfl
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‘spirit of truth’ (1QS  3.13-4.6;  cf. 2.25b-3.12)  and the Spirit of God;’
although the ‘spirit of truth’, as the anthropological counterpart to the
‘spirit of falsehood’, is more closely related to the rabbinic ‘good
impulse’ (ala1  ~lrv).~  The picture which emerges from Vos’s analysis is
distorted further by the limited scope of his inquiry. By focusing on
those texts which tend to support his thesis, Vos obscures the fact that
the Spirit is almost  always portrayed as the source of prophetic inspi-
ration in the relevant Jewish texts. As we have seen, the only Jewish
texts which attribute soteriological functions to the Spirit in a manner
analogous to the Pauline epistles are the Hymns of Qumran and Wis-
dom.

It has become apparent that  Vos has built his thesis on a foundation
of sand. The Pauline character of the principal terms and concepts
contained in the three texts, the improbable nature of a common bap-
tismal setting, and the general lack of Jewish parallels indicate that a
pre-Pauline baptismal tradition does not form the basis of 1 Cor. 6.9-
11; 15.44-50;  and Gal. 5.19-24. These texts, together with the distinc-
tive soteriological pneumatology which they reflect, find their origin
in the mind of Paul.

(zum ewigen L&en) nicht jtidisch ist, sondem mindestens die christliche Umptigung
eines urspriinglich andersartigen jtidischen Berichts’ (‘Christliche Interpolationen’,
pp. 482-97; quote from p. 486).

1. Vos. Untersuchungen, pp. 61-64, see also pp. 56-58.
2. See Chapter 4 81 above.

Chapter 13

WISDOM OF SOLOMON

AND PAUL’S sOl’ERIOLOGICAL PNEUMATOLGGY

In the examination of the Jewish literature in the intertestamental
period we found that references to the soteriological dimension of the
Spirit’s activity were limited to a narrow strand within the wisdom
tradition: Wisdom and the Hymns of Qumran. Although these texts are
closely related in many respects, they originate from different milieus.
Wisdom illustrates how wisdom concepts influential in the Qumran
community were appropriated in a hellenistic setting. It is my con-
tention that wisdom traditions from the hellenistic Jewish milieu which
produced Wisdom were known to Paul either through this text or
related (oral or written) sources and provided the conceptual frame-
work for his distinctive pneumatology. I shall seek to support this
judgment by establishing the unique character of the conceptual paral-
lels which unite Wis. 9.9-18 with 1 Cor. 2.6-16 and Gal. 4.4-6, and by
noting other striking conceptual and linguistic similarities which sug-
gest Paul’s indebtedness to Wisdom or traditions contained within it.

1. Wisdom 9.9-18 and 1 Corinthians 2.6-16

In 1 Cor. 2.6-16 Paul discusses the nature of the wisdom of God, pre-
viously identified with the crucified Christ (1 Cor. 1.23-24, 30). Paul
declares that the wisdom of God is redemptive (v. 7) and stands
against the wisdom of this age, which is coming to nothing (v. 6).
Furthermore, Paul insists that only those who have received the Spirit
of God can understand God’s wisdom (i.e. his redemptive purpose in
the cross of Christ), for only the Spirit of God knows the mind of God
(vv. 1 l-12).’ Although the people of this age pursue wisdom, since
they do not possess the Spirit it remains hidden from them (vv. 6-
10a). They are utterly incapable of understanding true wisdom (v. 14)

1. E. Cothenet, ‘Les  prophttes  chr&iens’,  p. 97: ‘L’Ecriture  devient lettre morte
pour qui n’est  pas illumin6 par 1’Esprit  du Seigneur’.
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and making valid judgments (v. 15); as a result, their rulers crucified
Christ (v. 8). However, in accordance with God’s salvific plan, the
hidden wisdom of God has been revealed to every Christian by the
Spirit of God (vv. 7, lob-13).’  Through the Spirit the Christian
knows ‘the mind of Christ’ (v. 16). Paul thus reminds the Corinthians
that they are Christians possessing the Spirit of God and implicitly
exhorts them to act accordingly.2

Although it is quite likely that Paul’s language in 1 Cor. 2.6-16 has
been influenced by Corinthian usage, the theological perspective which
emerges is undoubtedly Paul’s.3 His perspective may be summarized as
follows: (1) anthropology-man by nature is utterly incapable of
understanding the wisdom of God; (2) pneumatology-only by receiv-
ing the gift of the Spirit can man comprehend the wisdom of God; (3)
soteriology-the gift of the Spirit, as the transmitter of God’s wisdom,
is redemptive.

When we turn to Wisdom we find a perspective remarkably similar
to that of Paul as outlined above. Chapter 9 records Solomon’s
description of God’s wisdom in the form of a prayer. Verses 9-18 are
particularly striking and will form the basis of our comparisonP

1. Scroggs maintains that Paul is speaking of an ‘esoteric wisdom’ unrelated to the
kerygma and reserved for a spiritual elite (‘IINEYMATIKOZ’,  pp. 33-55, esp. 37-
40, 54; see also Conzelmann, I Corinthians, p. 57, and Ellis as cited in p. 331 n. 2
above). However, Fee argues persuasively that a distinction between a special class
of pneumatics and believers in general is not in view in these verses: ‘the real contrast
is. . . between Christian and non-Christian, between those who have and those who
do not have the Spirit’ (I Corinthians, pp. 99-103, 122-23, quote from p. 101). Fee
notes that: (1) the r~%tot of v. 6 are those who have received the Spirit (v. 12) and
related to the ‘spiritual man’ (xveupaztxoq)  of v. 15; (2) ‘the argument of the whole
paragraph, particularly the language “for our glory” (v. 7), “for those who love him”
(i.e. “us”; v. 9), “revealed it to us” (v. lo), and “we have received the Spirit who is
from God” (v. 12).  implies that Paul is. . . addressing the whole Church’
(p. 102); and (3) Paul’s concern in 3.1-4 is ‘not to suggest classes of Christians or
grades of spirituality, but to get them [the Corinthians] to stop thinking like the people
of this present age’ (p. 122). So also Davis argues that in 1 Cor. 2.14-16 Paul ‘rede-
fines the rrvcuua’FtK6~-~uX1Ko~  antithesis [of his Corinthian opponents] so as to
change the nature  of the distinction from a qualitative distinction among believers, into
an absolute distinction between Christian and pagan’ (Wisdom, p. 125).

2. See Fee, 1 Corinthians, pp. 100-101.
3. See Fee, I Corinthians, p. 100 and Brandenburger, Fleisch und Geist, p. 106:

‘Die positive Verwendung der Verbindung von Pneuma und Sophia [in 1 Cor.
2.6f.l.  . . ist kaum nur ein polemisches Produkt’.

4. The influence which Wisdom exerted upon Paul’s thought, particularly his
pneumatology, was noted as early as 1887 by Plleiderer  in his Das Urchristenthum,
pp. 158-68,257.  The link which Pfleiderer  proposed between the pneumatoloev of

1 .l. Anthropology
The author of Wisdom clearly shares Paul’s conviction concerning
humanity’s inability to comprehend the wisdom of God. He contrasts
the redemptive power of wisdom with the ‘feebleness of human
reason’ (v. 14).’  Human thoughts are fallible, ‘for the mortal body
weighs down the soul and the tent of clay burdens the active mind’
(@apdV y&p CJ@LCX @tp6V&t  I+IUX~~V,  KCti  PpieEl ~b YE&~&G OfiVOs
~0%  xohu~povrt8a,  v. 15).

The extreme pessimism characteristic of this anthropological per-
spective is rarely found in pre-Christian Judaism and is absent from
the synoptic gospels and Acts. Although Jewish wisdom theology in the
intertestamental period identified wisdom with the Torah,2 and thus
viewed wisdom as a revelatory gift from God,3  it still emphasized the
human capacity to acquire wisdom by rational means through study of
the Torah! Humanity’s culpability for sin is grounded in its capacity
to understand and appropriate the wisdom of the Torah (e.g. Sir.
15.15). Luke and the primitive church also stress humanity’s ability to

Wisdom and Paul was subsequently criticized by Gunkel (Die Wirkungen, pp. 86-
88) and E. Sokolowski (Geist und Leben  bei Paulus  [1903],  p. 200). Their criti-
cisms may be summarized with the words of Gunkel: ‘Weisheit lemt der Mensch;  der
Geist ergreift ihn’ (p. 87). However, Gunkel and Sokolowski clearly underestimated
the power of Spirit-revealed wisdom in Wis. 9.17-18 (cf. Nickelsburg, Jewish
Literature, p. 184-85: ‘Paul’s doctrine of the Holy Spirit as. . . God’s power for
the godly life (e.g. Rom 8) parallels [the author of Wisdom’s] understanding of Wis-
dom’), and the cognitive aspect of the revelation of the Spirit in 1 Cor. 2.6-16. As we
shall see, they have also failed to recognize the distinctive nature of the parallels
which unite the pneumatological perspectives of the author of Wisdom and Paul.
More recently the parallels between Wis. 9.9-18 and 1 Cor. 2.6-16 have been noted
by Scroggs: ‘content and context are similar in striking ways. . . the least to be said
is that ix. 9-18 and I Cor. ii. 6-16 arise out of the same context of wisdom theology’
(‘IINEYMATIKOC’,  pp. 48-50, quote from p. 49).

1. Cf. Wis. 9.6: ‘Even if one is perfect (rhtos) among the sons of men, without
the wisdom that comes from [God] he will be regarded as nothing’.

2. Schnabel notes that the identification of the Law with wisdom is clearly made in
Baruch, I Enoch,  Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, the Letter of Aristeas, the
Jewish Third  Sibylline Oracle, 4 Maccabees, Pseudo-Philo, 4 Ezra; and the Apoca-
lypse of Baruch (Law and Wisdom, p. 162).

3. Rylaarsdam has shown that a gradual shift occurred in the orientation of Jewish
wisdom theology during the late- and post-OT periods: wisdom was increasingly
viewed as a revelatory gift from God rather than knowledge acquired through empiri-
cal study of nature (see Revelation). Rylaarsdam notes that while the wisdom tradition
generally identifies this revelatory gift with the Torah, the author of Wisdom equates
it with the Spirit (pp. x, 116-18).

4. See for example Sir. 3.22; 6.36; 15.1; 21.11f.;  32.15; Bar. 3.9; 4 Mace.  1.15-
19; 18.1-2. Note also Chapter 2 42.2 and Chapter 3 $1 above.



306 The Development of Early Christian Pneumatology 13. Wisdom of Solomon 307

grasp the true significance of Christ, renounce sin, and follow him.’
The perspective of the author of Wisdom and Paul is quite different:
the wisdom of God expressed in the Torah (Wisdom) or Christ (Paul)
cannot be apprehended by the human mind apart from the illumination
of the Spirit.2

The author of Wisdom and Paul not only share similar assumptions
regarding the nature of humankind, they also employ similar
anthropological terms. E. Brandenburger has argued that Paul’s
o&pG-av&ua  language reflects the influence of the ‘dualistische
Weisheit’ found in the Hymns of Qumran,  Wisdom, and ultimately in
the writings of Philo;  and K.-G. Sandelin and B. Pearson have traced

1. Thus  R. Mohrlang (Matthew and Paul: A Comparison of Ethical Perspectives
[1984],  esp. pp. 11 l-25) and J.W. Taeger (‘Paulus  und Lukas iiber den Menschen’,
ZNW  71 [1980],  pp 96-108;  and Der Mensch) contrast the pessimistic anthropology
of Paul with the more positive appraisals of man given by Matthew and Luke respec-
tively. Mohrlang notes that for Paul human beings do not have the capacity to live a
moral life; ethical living is made possible by the Spirit (p. 115). Matthew, however,
affirms humanity’s capacity for ethical behavior and attributes it to ‘an essential inner
goodness’ (p. 123). Taeger argues that whereas Paul views the natural human being
as completely dominated by the power of sin, in Luke’s perspective the individual is
capable of deciding to follow Christ and renounce sin (Der Mensch, esp. pp. 85- 103;
184-87; 220-28). He concludes: ‘Diese Sicht  des Apostles ist mit der lukanischen
sachlich nicht vereinbar’ (‘Paulus  and Lukas’.  p. 108). I would affirm, however,
that for the purpose of formulating a holistic biblical theology, the differences
between the anthropological and pneumatological perspectives of Luke and Paul are
ultimately reconcilable. They represent different (theological rather than chmnologi-
cal) stages in the progressive and harmonious development of God’s revelation:
Luke’s understanding of the nature of humanity and its experience of the Spirit must
be augmented by Paul’s more pervasive treatment of the Spirit’s role in the dynamics
of spiritual life. The task of synthesizing these perspectives into a coherent biblical
theology is beyond the scope of this study. On the issue of theological diversity
within the canon see I.H. Marshall’s analysis of Sachkritik: ‘An Evangelical
Approach to “Theological Criticism”‘, Them 13 (1988),  pp. 79-85.

2. Brandenburger notes that 1QH 4.31, Leg. All. 1.38, Wisd. 9.17, and 2 Cor.
2.11 all employ variations of the form,  ‘who/no one can know. . . except (ai $I,
pn *a)‘,  and in a context which refers to humanity’s inability to known the will or
wisdom of God apart from God’s giving of his Spirit (Fleisch und Geist, p. 152).
Although these texts probably find their origin in a common tradition, it is important
to note that they represent different trajectories of development: the author of 1QH  (in
1QH 4.31) and Philo  associate this gift of the Spirit with the act of creation, whereas
the author of Wisdom and Paul do not.

3. See Brandenburger, Fleisch und Geist, pp. 24, 119-235 (on Philo);  pp. 106-
16 (on Wisdom); and pp. 86-106, 114-16 (on the Hodajot). Brandenburger con-
cludes: ‘Die Ergebnisse der vorliegenden Untersuchung zeigen jedenfalls, da8 Paulus
gewichtige Partien seiner Theologie im Rahmen dualistisch-weisheitlicher

many of the anthropological terms in 1 Cor. 15 to a similar milieu.’
The linguistic similarities between Wis. 9.15 and 2 Cor. 5.1-5 are
particularly striking: both texts refer to the earthly tent (o~ijvo<)

which burdens (Bapbvo,  Wis. 9.15; pap&e; 2 Cor. 5.4) humanity
and which is overcome by the Spirit of God (Wis. 9.17; 2 Cor. 5.5).2

1.2. Pneumatology
Like many of the Jewish wisdom teachers of his day, the author of
Wisdom associates sapiential achievement with the revelation of the
Spirit. However, while the esoteric wisdom of the prophet or sage is
frequently attributed to the inspiration of the Spirit in the literature;
lower levels of sapiential achievement are ascribed to human effort
unaided by the Spirit, such as the study of the Torah.3  The author of
Wisdom breaks from his Jewish contemporaries4  (excluding the Qum-
ran community) and shows his unique affinity to Paul (1 Cor. 2.11f.)5
by attributing every level of sapiential achievement, from the lowest to
the highest, to the gift of the Spirit: ‘Who has learned your will, unless
you gave him wisdom, and sent your Holy Spirit from on high? In this

Gedanken-freilich sachlich in hochst  kritischer Aufnahme -versteht und entfaltet’
(p. 228).

1. K.-G. Sandelin, Die Auseinandersetzung  mit der Weisheit in I. Korinther 15
(1976) and B.A. Pearson, The Pneumatikos-Psychikos Terminology in I Corinthians
(1973).

2. The parallels between Wis. 9.15 and 2 Cor. 5.1-5 have been observed by E.
Grafe, ‘Das Verhabnis  der paulinischen Schriften  zur Sapientia Salomonis’, in Theol-
ogische Abhandlungen (1892),  pp. 274-75; A. Feuillet, Le Christ Sagesse de Dieu
dapres les ipitres  Pauliniennes (1966),  p. 333; and Scroggs, ‘IINEYMATIKOZ’,
p. 49. Note also that the term zfheto~ is employed in 1 Cor. 2.6 in a manner quite
similar to Wis. 9.6.

3. Davis, Wisdom, pp. 9-62. See Sir. 24.23f. and Bar. 4.1-2.
4. D. Winston, The Wisdom of Solomon (1979),  p. 43: ‘When he [the author of

Wisdom] insists that unless God send his Wisdom down from on high men would
not comprehend God’s will (9:17), he is certainly implying that the Torah is in need
of further interpretation for the disclosure of its true meaning, interpretation which
Wisdom alone is able to provide’.

5. Davis, Wisdom, p. 106: ‘For Paul, the Spirit alone is a complete and reliable
guide to all of divine wisdom’. See also Jaubert, La notion dalliance, p. 372 and
Scroggs, ‘IINEYMATIKOZ’,  p. 54: ‘So close is Paul here [l Cor. 2.6-161  to ideas
in Wisd. ix. 9-18 that one must judge this passage figured in an important way in
Paul’s thinking. Particularly is this so with respect to the close relationship between
oocpia and xvaiipa and the absolute revelatory quality of wisdom.’ Although
Scroggs correctly notes that the ‘absolute revelatory quality of wisdom’ is affirmed by
Paul, he incorrectly distinguishes this wisdom from the kerygma.
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way people on earth have been set on the right path, have learned what
pleases you, and have been saved by wisdom’ (Wis.  9.17-18).

In addition to the important conceptual parallel outlined above, the
author of Wisdom and Paul portray the Spirit as the functional equiva-
lent of wisdom and Christ respectively: wisdom (Wisdom)’ and Christ
(Paul)2  are experienced through the Spirit. This is particularly
significant, since Paul draws upon the wisdom speculation so
prominent in Wisdom for many of his christological formulations.3
Together these facts suggest that Wisdom or related traditions

1. Note the way in which wisdom is equated with x.v@a  in Wis. 1.4-7; 7.7,22;
and 9.17 (see B.L. Mack, L.ogos und Sophia: Untersuchungen zur Weisheitstheolo-
gie in hellenistischer Judentum [ 19731,  p. 64). The author of Wisdom also attributes
functions normally reserved for the Spirit, such as the inspiration of rulers (Amts-
charisma) and prophets, to wisdom (cf. 10.14, 16; 11.1).

2. Pointing to Rom. 1.1-5; 8.9-11; 1 Cor. 6.17; 15.45; and particularly 2 Cor.
3.17, I. Hermann  argues for the functional identification of the Spirit and the resur-
rected Christ by Paul: ‘Christus wird erfahrbar als Pneuma’ (Kyrios und Pneuma
[1961],  p. 49). See also Dunn, ‘Last Adam’, pp. 127-41 and Jesus and the Spirit,
pp. 318-26; Kim, Origin, pp. 228-29; Hamilton, Eschatology, pp. 3-16; J.L.
Leuba,  ‘Der Zusammenhang zwischen Geist und Tradition nach  dem Neuen Testa-
ment’, KuD 4 (1958). pp. 238-39; W. Wright, ‘The Source of Paul’s Concept of
Pneuma’, CovQ 41 (1983).  pp. 23-25; H.S. Benjamin, ‘Pneuma in John and Paul’,
BTB 6 (1976),  p. 47; and more cautiously, Turner, who speaks of ‘some degree of
functional identification’ (‘Spirit Endowment for Paul’, p. 64). Note also A. Deiss-
mann’s assertion that Paul employs the phrases ‘in Christ’ and ‘in the Spirit’ syn-
onymously (Paul: A Study in Social and Religious History [2nd  edn, 19261,
pp. 138-40,  cf. E. Ellis, ‘Christ and Spirit’, p. 273 and Y. Congar, I Believe in the
Holy Spirit [1983],  I, pp. 37-38).

3. Rom. 8.3; 1 Cor. 1.24, 30; 8.6; 10.4; 15.22-28, 44b-59;  Gal. 4.4-6; and Col.
1.15f.  are often cited in this regard. See H. Windisch, ‘Die giittliche Weisheit der
Juden und die paulinische Christologie’, in Neutestamentliche Studien (1914),
pp. 220f.; W.L. Knox, St. Paul and the Church of the Gentiles (1939),  pp. 11 l-24,
133f.,  163f.; Davies, Paul, pp. 147-176; three articles by E. Schweizer, ‘Zur
Herkunft der Praexistenzvorstellung  bei Paulus’, in Neotestamentica (1963),
pp. 105-109, ‘Aufnahme und Korrektur jildischer Sophiatheologie im Neuen Tes-
tament’, in Neotestamentica (1963),  pp. 110-11, and ‘Zum religionsgeschichtlichen
Hintergmnd der “Sendungsformel” ‘, in Beitriige  zur Theologie des Neuen
Testaments: Neutestamentliche Aufsiitze  (1955-1970) (1970),  pp. 83-95; H.
Conzelmann, ‘Paulus  und die Weisheit’, NTS 12 (1965-66), pp. 231-44; Feuillet,
Le Christ, passim; C. Romaniuk, ‘Le Livre de la Sagesse dans le Nouveau
Testament’, NTS 14 (1967--68),  pp. 511-13; Sandelin, Weisheit in 1. Korinther 15,
passim; M. Hengel,  The Son of God (1976),  pp. 72-74; Dunn, Christology in the
Making, pp. 163-96 and ‘ “A Light to the Gentiles”: the Significance of the Dam-
ascus Road Christophany for Paul’, in The Glory of Christ in the New Testament
(1987),  p. 265; Schnabel, Law and Wisdom, pp. 23664; and Kim, Origin,
pp. 114-20, 127-28, 258-60,  266-68.

provided the conceptual background for the close connection between
Christ and Spirit envisioned by Paul.’ The striking correlation of light,
image, and Spirit/breath motifs in 2 Cor. 3.18; 4.4, 6 and Wis. 7.25-26
lends further support to this thesis.2 These texts associate
Christ/Wisdom with a bright cp@?  the 86ca of the Lord, the E~K~V  of
God, and the divine xv&pa or &rpLi~.~

1.3. Soteriology
According to the author of Wisdom, wisdom ‘knows and understands
all things’ (0%~ y&p &t&n x&a Ka\  a~vi~t,  v. 1 1),5  including that
which pleases God (v. 9). For this reason Solomon can confidently
declare that wisdom ‘will guard me in her glory’ (cputi&t pe b @
So& a%&, v. 11) and that by her the people of the earth ‘are saved’
(73 oocpiqr  kobenaav,  v. 18).6  Although the o@co of v. 18, like
cpuhdrooo  in v. 11, may refer principally to physical preservation, the
eschatological significance of these verses should not be minimized.’
For elsewhere the eschatological dimension of wisdom’s redemptive

1. Isaacs, Spirit, p. 145: ‘The close association (and possible identification) of
Christ with the spirit which we find in Johannine and Pauline writings, may have
arisen out of an identification of Christ with the wisdom figure of Hellenistic
Judaism’.

2. See Romaniuk, ‘Le Livre’, p. 511; Kim, Origin, pp. 117, 128-29, 258 and,
on the Pauline origin of 2 Cor. 3.18-4.6, pp. 141-44.

3. Cf. drxa6yaapa  (Wis. 7.26) with aBy$$  (2 Cor. 4.4). Romaniuk notes that
2 Cor. 4.4 represents the only occurrence of aGy&<o  in the NT, the term  occurs
infrequently in the LXX, and ‘le contexte  dam lequel se trouve ce mot chez saint Paul
est le meme  que dans le livre de la Sagesse’ (‘Le Livre’, p. 511). Romaniuk also
observes that mirror language appears in both texts: kooxzpov (Wis. 7.26);
raroxrpi<o (2 Cor. 3.18) (p. 511).

4. In view of Wis. 7.22, drruis should be seen as a synonym for uve$ta.  The
interpretation of 2 Cor. 3.17-18 is problematic. However, even if the text does not
explicitly identify the resurrected Christ with xvt%pa, a functional identification is
implicit in the naming of both xvs%pa  (3.18) and Christ (4.4, 6) as the source of
God’s glory.

5. Cf. 1 Cor. 2.10, zb y&p xv&pa x&vfa  kpauv$,  and v. 15a, b 6k xv&u-
parlrb< civarpivet  [zix]  rdvza.

6. A. Van Roon notes that in the following chapter (Wis. 10) wisdom is ‘presented
as God’s saving power in the history of mankind and Israel’ (‘The Relation between
Christ and the Wisdom of God according to Paul’, NovT  16 [1974],  p. 209).

7. The term oci)<o appears frequently in the remaining chapters of Wisdom (10.4;
14.4, 5; 16.7, 11; 18.5) and the sense of physical preservation is always paramount.
Yet this is due to the fact that the following verses chronicle Wisdom’s saving power
in history. In view of the passages cited above and in the following note, it is evident
that these examples of the salvific power of wisdom drawn from Israel’s history are
merely symbols which convey a more profound message.
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power is given prominence: immortality’ and authority over the
nations2 are promised to the righteous (3.1-9; cf. 5.1-23),  ‘his chosen
ones’ (zois  ~K~EKTO?J  ahoij,  3.9).3 Therefore, by presenting the
Spirit as the functional equivalent of wisdom, the author of Wisdom
affirms with (and in a manner similar to) Paul the soteriological
necessity of the pneumatic gift (9.17-18; cf. 1 Cor. 2.7).4

We have already noted that the soteriological pneumatology found in
Wisdom and the Pauline corpus is absent from the synoptic gospels and
Acts. This perspective is also unparalleled in the literature of intertes-
tamental Judaism (excluding the scrolls from Qumran). The precondi-
tion for eschatological redemption, righteousness, is elsewhere associ-
ated with devotion to the Torah unaided by the inspiration of the
Spirit.’ Philo, with his conception of xvecpa  as the rational and
immortal aspect of the soul, offers the closest Jewish parallel to the
perspective outlined above. However, unlike Philo,  the author of Wis-
dom clearly distinguishes the gift of the Spirit which is given to all at
creation (15.11) from the gift of the Spirit which enables one to com-
prehend the wisdom of God and attain immortality (9.17).6

1. Note also Wis. 6.18, ‘to keep her [wisdom’s] laws is to be certain of immortal-
ity [drcpeapoia],  and immortality brings a man near to God’; 8.17, ‘there is immor-
tality in kinship with wisdom’ (cf. 8.13); and 15.3, ‘to acknowledge your [God’s]
power is the root of immortality’.

2. D. Georgi highlights the apocalyptic character of Wis. 3.7-9 (Weisheit Salomos
[1980],  pp. 410-l 1). It is important to note that the union of wisdom and apocalyptic
is found in Wisdom as well as in the writings of Paul (Scroggs,
‘IINEYMATIKOC’, p. 35 n. 3). The close connection between wisdom and apoca-
lyptic is noted by Hengel,  Judaism and Hellenism, I, p. 206 and Between Jesus and
Paul (1983),  p. 50; G. von Rad, Old Testament Theology (1965),  II, pp. 306-308;
and Manns, Symbole, p. 108.

3. Thus Sandelin notes that ‘die Erretung des Menschen kann in Sap. sowohl
irdisch (Kap.  10-19) als such himmlisch (5,lff.; 3,1ff.) aufgefasst werden’ (Weisheit
in 1. Korinrher  15, p. 43).

4. Knox notes that according to the author of Wisdom, the gift of the Spirit is
needed as the means of attaining immortality rather than as a special gift of govem-
ment (St. Paul, p. 79).

5. See for example 4 Ezra 7.78-99; 2 Mace. 7; 4 Mace.  18; 2 Bar. 51; Sib. Or.
4.25-45; I En. 108; T. Mos. 9-10; Jub. 23.24-31; Pss. Sol. 3; 13; 14; 15. Note also
G.W.E. Nickelsburg, Resurrection, Immortality, and Erernal fife in Intertesmmenral
Judaism (1972), pp. 93-143.

6. This distinction is presupposed in Wis. 15.11. However, according to Philo the
rrv&pa breathed into every human soul at creation makes the mind (vo~c,) rational
and thus capable of knowing God and immortal (e.g. Leg. All. 1.31-38; Op. Mund.
135; Der. Pot. Ins. 80-90;  Planr.  18-22; Congr. 97). See Chapter 2 85.1 above.
Sandelin maintains that Philo (in kg. All.), in a manner similar to the author of
Wisdom, refers to two distinct receptions of the Spirit: the first sustains phvsical  life*

My suggestion that Paul was influenced by Wisdom or related tradi-
tions is supported by three additional observations. First, the fall of
man is described by the author of Wisdom in language reminiscent of
Paul. Wisdom 2.24 states that humankind was originally created to live
forever, but through the Devil ‘death entered into the world’
(tXtva70~  EiOqheEV Ei< zbv K&J~OV,  Wis. 2.24). The formula,
EbfiheEV ERG zbv K~IS~OV, is also found in Wis. 14.14 with reference
to idols. Outside of Wisdom the formula is found neither in the LXX

nor in the rabbinic literature.’ The phrase occurs occasionally in early
non-Christian Greek sources, but never in a context pertaining to
death.2 However, Paul employs the formula with reference to the fall
of man and death in Rom. 5.12: il ~p.ap~ia &is ~bv  ~bopov ~i(~fihe&v
Kai 6th fis CxpapziaG  b 8dvazoG.  It is unlikely that the similarities
between Rom. 5.12 and Wis. 2.24 are the product of chance.3

Second, the book of Wisdom may help explain how Paul came to
view the Spirit as the agent of the resurrection. We have already noted

the second enables one to comprehend the wisdom of God and attain immortality
(Weisheit in 1. Korinrher 15, pp. 26-44). However, Sandelin notes that Philo, unlike
the author of Wisdom, associates both of these divine inbreathings with the creation
event (p. 36). Sandelin summarizes the main points from Leg. All. as follows: ‘Jeder
menschliche ~00s  hat bei der Schiipfung  eine gijttliche rvofi durch den Logos
bekommen. Diese nvoi war aber sehr schwach. De.r  ~00s des Menschen ist such
nach der Einhauchung bei der Schiipfung  vergtiglich. Er kann aber stIirker werden,
sich von dem Kiirper zu Risen anfangen durch tugendhaftes Leben. Die Bedingung
fti das wahrhaftige und unvergtigliche Leben ist aber noch eine zweite Einhauchung
durch die Sophia, welche  den voG< vollkommen, unverglnglich und weise macht.
Der vo$ erreicht dadurch dieselbe Stellung wie der himmlische Mensch, der nach
dem Abbild des Abbildes Gottes geschaffen worden ist’ (p. 37). Sandelin’s
interpretation, particularly with reference to the second inbreathing of the Spirit, is
based on his contention that Philo in L.eg.  All. 1.32, 37-38 describes the creation of
the Pneumadker  or wise one rather than the creation of the natural person. Although
Sandelin’s interpretation of Leg. All. 1.32-42 is open to question (see the alternative
views presented by Brandenburger, Fleisch und Geist, pp. 148-54, esp. p. 149
n. 2; Weaver, ‘IIvecpa  in Philo’,  pp. 75-77, 110-12; Tobin,  The Creation of Man,
esp. pp. 48f.,  77f.,  102-34 and Runia, Philo,  pp. 334-40) he correctly recognizes
that the text is a ‘Mischung von Schiipfungs-  und Erlbsungslehre’ (p. 35, quoting J.
Pascher,  H BAZIAIKH  OAOE.  Der Kci’nigsweg  zu Wiedergeburt  und Vergortung  bei
Philon  von Alexandreia [Paderbom, 19311, p. 127).

1. Romaniuk, ‘Le Livre’, p. 504.
2. Variations of the formula are found in Anaxagoras Phil. 75; Galen 10.2.122;

Marcus Aurelius Antoninus 6.56; Plotinus, Ennead, 2.9.12; and Philo,  Op. Mund.
78; Spec. Leg. 1.294-95 (this information was obtained from the ILG disc by Ibycus
[Tyndale House, Cambridge]). Philo  utilizes the phrase with reference to humans’
entrance into the world.

3. Romaniuk, ‘Le Livre’, p. 505.
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that Paul was probably the first Christian to give voice to this perspec-
tive.’ Jewish precursors to Paul at this point do exist. However they
are exceedingly rare. The intertestamental texts which make a connec-
tion between the Spirit and resurrection are limited to 2 Bar. 23.5 and
a handful of rabbinic citations generally based on Ezekiel 37.* Two
significant points of contact suggest that the association between
immortality and the gift of the Spirit found in Wisdom rather than
these Jewish resurrection-texts formed the basis for Paul’s thought.
(1) Neither Paul nor the author of Wisdom associates resurrec-
tion/immortality with the divine breath received at creation (Philo)  or
after death (Ezek. 37, 2 Bar. 23.5, and the rabbinic texts). Rather,
both declare that the righteous attain immortality by virtue of the gift
of the Spirit which they have received during their natural life (Rom.
8.11; Wis. 8.17; 9.17): (2) The terminology of Wisdom is employed
by Paul. A survey of the LXX and the New Testament reveals that the
terms &p&~poia, &peapzo<,  and cY&avaoia are employed almost
exclusively by the author of Wisdom and Paul.4  Although the author
of Wisdom never refers to the resurrection of the body, the concept is
not incompatible with his emphasis on immortality.5

1. See Chapter 12 above.
2. Miiller concludes his survey of the evidence by stating that ‘der heilige Geist bei

der Totenauferstehung vor Paulus keine quantitative bedeutende Rolle spielt’
(‘Geisterfahrung’, pp. 11 l-32, quote from p. 131). See also Sokolowski, Geisr und
Leben,  p. 203. Note that 2 Baruch was probably penned in the 2nd century AD.

3. The author of Wisdom, like Paul, insists that humans are mortal by nature (Wis.
7.1; 9.15; 15.8, 17; 16.14). Immortality is thus a divine gift reserved for the
righteous (J.M. Reese, Hellenistic Influence on rhe Book of Wisdom and Its
Consequences 119701,  p. 64). Furthermore, the indwelling presence of
wisdom/Spirit ‘makes the eschatological gift of immortality a reality in the present life
of the righteous’ (Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature, pp. 176, 181).

4. The frequency with which the terms drcpeapaia, &cpeapzoS, and dreavaoia
occur in the LXX and the NT are as follows: c’z@apoia (LXX: Wisd, 2x-2.23; 6.19;
4 Maccabees, 2x-9.22; 17.12; NT: Paul, 7x), &cpeap%oS (LXX: Wisdom, 2x-
12.1; 18.4; NT:  Paul, 4x; 1 Peter, 3x), dteavaaia (LXX: Wisdom, 5x-3.4; 4.1;
8.13,17;  15.3; 4 Maccabees, 2x-14.5; 16.13; NT: Paul, 3x). Josephus never
employs &p&p&x, but &cpeapzo$  (4x) and dreavaoia (7x) appear occasionally
throughout his works. Philo frequently utilizes all three terms. Pfleiderer, pointing to
2 Cor. 5.lf. and Phil. 1.23, suggested that Paul’s doctrine of the resurrection was
influenced by Wisdom (Das Urchristentum,  pp. 161f.).

5. Reese, Hellenistic Influence, p. 68: ‘The Sage refrains from going into specific
aspects of this salvation, such as the resurrection. He makes no attempt to exclude it,
but he does not affirm it explicitly’. A number of studies produced in the early part of
this century argued that the resurrection of the body is implied in Wis. 3-5 and
alluded to in 16.13-14 (for bibliography see R.H. Pfeiffer, History of New Testa-

Third, the description of the future reign of the righteous in Wis.
3.8, K~IVO%IV  i%vq,  is closely paralleled by Paul’s statement in 1
Cor. 6.2, oi &y~ot zbv &~ov ~prvo&sw.'

2. Wisdom 9.9-18 and Galatians 4.4-6

E. Schweizer has argued persuasively that the early Christian formula
concerning God’s sending of his pre-existent Son (Gal. 4.4-6; Rom.
8.3-4; Jn 3.16-17; 1 Jn 4.9) is rooted in Jewish wisdom speculation.*
The similarities between Wis. 9.10-17 and Gal. 4.4-6 form a crucial
part of Schweizer’s argument.3  He notes two significant points of con-
tact between these texts. First, the only parallel to the double sending
of the Son and Spirit in Gal. 4.4-6 is found in the double sending of
wisdom and Spirit in Wis. 9.10-17. Second, the verb kkaxoazkhho,
which Paul employs only in conjunction with the double sending in
Gal. 4.4-6, also appears in Wis. 9.10 (and in connection with a %a-
clause as in Gal. 4.4): Ecax6ozethov a++ kc ix+IV

06pavb... Yva ou~.napo%&  pot Ko~tcLs~.~
R.H. Fuller has challenged Schweizer’s thesis? Fuller contends that

the sending of the Son Christology originated in salvation-historical
thinking” rather than ‘the mythological thinking of Jewish wisdom
speculation’? An important aspect of Fuller’s critique is his suggestion
that in Jewish wisdom speculation sophia was never sent: ‘She always
comes on her own initiative’.’ However, the explicit references to

menl Times wirh an In@oducn’on  fo the Apocrypha  [1949],  p. 339 n. 15),  but these
views have been largely rejected (Nickelsburg, Resurrection, p. 88).

1. Rev. 20.4, Dan. 7.27, and 1 En. 96.1 express thoughts similar to Wis. 3.8 and
1 Cor. 6.2, but these texts employ different terms. Mt. 19.28 records Jesus’ promise
that his disciples shall be given authority to judge the twelve tribes of Israel. In con-
trast, the future authority promised in Wis. 3.8 and 1 Cor. 6.2 extends over the
‘nations’ and ‘the world’ respectively.

2. Schweizer, ‘ “Sendungsformel” ‘, pp. 83-95. See also Schnabel, Law and
Wisdom, pp. 240-42 and Kim, Origin, pp. 117-20.

3. See Schweizer, ‘ “Sendungsformel”  ‘, pp. 91-92 and ‘Zur Herkunft’, p. 108.
4. Schweizer’s case is strengthened by Philo’s identification of the Logos, ‘the

firstborn Son of God’, with the angel sent by God in Exod. 23.30 (Agr. 51).
5. Fuller, ‘Christological Moment’, pp. 42-43.
6. Thus Fuller argues that the sending of the Son schema exhibits a striking

affinity to the synoptic parable of the vineyard (Mk 12.1-2 & par.): ‘Here the sending
of the Son is the last in a series of sendings, and the Son is no more pre-existent than
were the Old Testament prophets before him’ (‘Christological Moment’, p. 43).

7. Fuller, ‘Christological Moment’, p. 43.
8. Fuller, ‘Christological Moment’, p. 42. In n. 19 Fuller states that M.D. John-

son (‘Reflections on a Wisdom Approach to Matthew’s Christology’, CB0 36
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God’s sending of wisdom and Spirit in Wis. 9.10-17 reveal the weak-
ness of Fuller’s argument and the uniqueness of the parallels between
Wis. 9.10-17 and Gal. 4.4-6.

The sending scheme in Wis. 9.10-17 not only confirms Schweizer’s
contention that the New Testament sending formula is rooted in Jewish
wisdom speculation; but also, by virtue of its close affinity to Gal. 4.4-
6, it suggests that Paul, at the earliest stage of his literary activity, had
been influenced by Wisdom or related traditions. For the language in
Gal. 4.4 concerning God’s sending of his pre-existent Son is unparal-
leled in the synoptic Gospels and Acts, and probably originated with
Paul.’ The Pauline origin of the double sending of the Son and Spirit
can hardly be questioned.2

3. Conclusion

We have seen that  the anthropological, soteriological, and above all,
pneumatological perspectives shared by the author of Wisdom and
Paul, particularly as they are expressed in Wis. 9.9-18 and 1 Cor. 2.6-
16, are unparalleled in intertestamental Judaism and in the non-Pauline
church prior to the writing of Luke-Acts. The Hymns of Qumran rep-
resent a notable exception. However, the reference to God’s double
sending of wisdom/the Son and Spirit in Wis. 9.10, 17 and Gal. 4.4-6,
along with many striking linguistic parallels, suggests that Wisdom or
related sources rather than the Hodajot provided the framework for
Paul’s distinctive thought.

This conclusion is consistent with the large body of scholarship
which affirms that Paul knew either Wisdom or traditions contained
within it. The question of Paul’s knowledge and use of Wisdom has
been the source of lively debate since the publication of E. Grafe’s
influential work, ‘Das Verhlltnis der paulinischen Schriften zur Sapi-
entia Salomonis’, in 1892.3  Although it would be premature to speak

[ 19741,  pp. 44-64) ‘demonstrated that the sending of wisdom is foreign to Jewish
wisdom speculation, where wisdom always comes on her own initiative’. However,
Johnson’s discussion centers on wisdom’s sending of envoys rather than the actual
sending of wisdom herself.

1. Kim, Origin, pp. 11 l-36, 258-60, contra Fuller, ‘Christological Moment’,
pp. 41-45; see also Hengel,  ‘Christologie und neutestamentliche Chronologie: Zu
einer Aporie in der Geschichte des Urchristentums’, in Neues Testament und
Geschichte (1972),  pp. 62f.,  66.

2. See Chapter 12 above.
3. Published in Theologische Abhandlungen (1892),  pp. 25 l-86.

of any established conclusions, 1 the more negative appraisals of H.
Gunkel, E. Ggirtner,  and F. Focke have been largely rejected.2  It is
generally recognized that Paul was, at the very least, aware of tradi-
tions which had a profound impact on the author of Wisdom;3 and,
following Grafe, it is frequently asserted that Paul had direct contact
with the book.4

1. Brief surveys of scholarly opinion on the question are provided by Romaniuk,
‘Le Livre’, pp. 503-504 and E. Ellis, Paul’s Use of the Old Testament (1957),
pp. 77-80.

2. Gunkel, Die Wirkungen (1899 edn), p. 76; E. Gamier,  Komposition und
Wortwahl &s Buches  &r Welsheit  (1912),  pp. 37-46; F. Focke, Die Entstehung  der..-._..  -...
Weisheit Salomos (1913),  p p .  1 1 3 - 2 6 .

3. See G. Kuhn, ‘Beitrage  zur ErkHrung  des Buches  der Weisheit’, ZNW 28
(1929),  pp. 334-41;  J. Fichtner, ‘Die Stellung  der Sapientia Salomonis in der Litera-
ture und Geistgeschichte ihrer Zen ,’ ’ ZNW  36 (1937), pp. 113-32; and several other
works cited by Romaniuk, ‘Le Livre’, p. 503. Note also Ellis, Paul’s Use, p. 80;
Conzelmann,  ‘Paulus  und die Weisheit’, p. 244; Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature,
p. 185.  Schnabel,  Law and Wisdom, p. 232; and Kim, Origin, pp. 118-19.
4. drafe.  ‘Das Verhalmis’, esp. p. 285; F.W. Farrar, Life and Work of PUUl

(1879), II, pp. 643f.; H.J. Thackeray, The Relation of Paul to Contemporary Jewish
Thought (1900),  p. 78; R.B. Hoyle, The Holy Spirit in St. Paul (1927),  p. 213;
A.E.J. Rawlinson, The New Testament Doctrine of Christ (1949),  pp. 133f.; S.
Lyonnet,  Saint Paul. Epitre  aux  Romains (1959),  p. 90; W. Sanday and A.C. Head-
lam A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans (2nd edn,
1896) pp. 51-52; L. Ligier, P&he  dAdam er p&M du monde  (1961),  II, p. 268;
Romaniuk,  ‘Le Livre’, pp. 503-14;  Feuillet, Le Christ, pp. 150-52. Significant
parallels between Wisdom and Paul frequently cited in the literature and not men-
tioned above include: Rom. 1.18-27 and Wis. 13-15;  Rom. 2.4 and Wis. 11.23-24
(cf. 12.10, 19-21; 15.1); Rom. 3.25 and Wis. 11.23; Rom. 9.2Of. and Wis. 15.7; 1
Cor. 10.1-4 and Wis. 10.17f.;  11.4.
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Chapter 14

C O N CL U S I O N

We have noted that Paul attributes soteriological significance to the gift
of the Spirit. According to Paul, reception of the Spirit enables one to
enter into and remain within the community of salvation. For, in
Paul’s perspective, the Spirit reveals to each Christian the true mean-
ing of the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ, and progressively
transforms him/her into the image of Christ. Thus Paul declares that
the Spirit is the source of the Christian’s cleansing, righteousness, inti-
mate fellowship with God, and ultimate transformation through the
resurrection.

We have also noted that the soteriological dimension of the Spirit’s
activity which forms such a prominent part of Paul’s pneumatology
appears infrequently in the literature of intertestamental Judaism. The
literature is united in its description of the Spirit as a prophetic
endowment. As the source of special insight and inspired speech, the
Spirit enables the prophet, sage, or messiah, to fulfill special tasks.
Thus the gift of the Spirit is presented as a donum superadditum rather
than a soteriological necessity. The only significant exceptions to this
perspective are found in later sapiential writings: Wisdom and the
Hymns of Qumran.

The soteriological dimension is entirely absent from the pneumatol-
ogy of Luke. In accordance with the Jewish perspective outlined
above, Luke consistently portrays the gift of the Spirit as a prophetic
endowment which enables its recipient to fulfill a particular task. The
Spirit equips John for his role as the prophetic precursor, Jesus for his
task as messianic herald, and the disciples for their vocation as wit-
nesses. Furthermore, we have seen that Luke not only fails to refer to
soteriological aspects of the Spirit’s work, his narrative presupposes a
pneumatology which excludes this dimension. Therefore, it cannot be
maintained that Luke recognized the soteriological significance of the
pneumatic gift, but simply chose to emphasize the prophetic and mis-
siological implications of the gift. Luke’s ‘prophetic’ pneumatology
must be distinguished from the ‘soteriological’ pneumatology of Paul.

We have observed that the traditions of the primitive church utilized
by Luke and Paul also fail to attribute soteriological functions to the
Spirit. Although the primitive church, following the lead of Jesus,
broadens the functions traditionally ascribed to the Spirit in first-cen-
tury Judaism and thus presents the Spirit as the source of miracle-
working power (as well as prophetic inspiration), the ‘charismatic’
pneumatology of the primitive church is otherwise essentially the same
as the ‘prophetic’ pneumatology of Luke. The gift of the Spirit is
viewed as an endowment for special tasks granted to those already
witbin the community of salvation.

These observations have led me to conclude that Paul was the first
Christian to attribute soteriological functions to the Spirit. Although
Paul’s unique insight into the work of the Spirit was undoubtedly
stimulated by his experience on the Damascus road, I have suggested
that wisdom traditions from the hellenistic Jewish milieu which pro-
duced Wisdom provided the conceptual framework for his distinctive
thought. Reflecting upon his own experience in light of these tradi-
tions, Paul came to the realization that Christ, the embodiment of
divine wisdom, is experienced in and through the Spirit. Indeed,
according to Paul the existence of the exalted Christ is shaped by the
Spirit, and the true significance of the person and mission of Christ
cannot be ascertained apart from the illumination of the Spirit. Thus
Paul associated Christ with the Spirit as no other Christian before him,
and came to view the Spirit as a soteriological agent.

A further implication of these findings is that this original element
of Paul’s pneumatology did not influence wider (non-Pauline) sectors
of ‘he early church until after the writing of Luke-Acts (70-80 AD).
This should not surprise us given the striking fact that Luke apparently
was not acquainted with Paul’s epistles.’ And, since other distinctive
aspects of Paul’s theology have not significantly influenced Luke or the
other synoptic evangelists, 2 this suggestion is all the more credible.3

1. Hengel, Acts, pp. 66-67; J.C. O’Neill, The Theology of Acts in Its Historical
Setting (1970),  p. 135; C.K. Barrett, ‘Acts and the Pauline Corpus’, ExpTim  88
(1976),  pp. 2-5; and Maddox, Purpose, p. 68: ‘It is today generally recognized that
Luke did not know the Pauline letters’. A. Lindemann, however, suggests that Luke
did know a few of Paul’s letters (Romans, 2 Corinthians, and perhaps Galatians), but
that Luke, like Matthew and Mark, was not significantly influenced by Paul’s theol-
ogy (Paulus  im dltesten Christentum  [1979],  pp. 171-73).

2. See for example Lindemann, Paulus,  pp. 149-73.
3. Nevertheless, some who identify the author of Luke-Acts as the traveling com-

panion of Paul might question whether Luke could have remained untouched by the
influence of the Apostle at this point. It is therefore worth noting that Luke’s sum-
maries of Paul’s preaching-generally viewed as accurate representations of Paul’s
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The exclusion of the Joharmine corpus from our study does not lessen
the force of these conclusions. Since these writings originate from a
geographical environment in which Paul was active and an era consid-
erably later than the period under discussion, I am iustified in assum-
ing that the soteriological elements of John’s pneumatology reflect
Pauline influence.’

One must therefore affirm that the pneumatology of the early
church was not as homogeneous as most of the major post-Gunkel
studies have maintained. On the contrary, the texts of the formative
period from the church’s inception to the writing of Luke-Acts indi-
cate that three distinct pneumatological perspectives co-existed: the
‘charismatic’ pneumatology of the primitive church; the ‘prophetic’
pneumatology of Luke; and the ‘soteriological’ pneumatology of Paul.
The differences between the pneumatologies of the primitive church
and Luke on the one hand, and the perspective of Paul on the other,
are particularly acute.

This conclusion has important implications for the theological
reflection of the contemporary church. It indicates that the task of
articulating a holistic biblical theology of the Spirit is more complex
than is often assumed. More specifically, it calls into question attempts
at theological synthesis which do not adequately account for the dis-
tinctive pneumatological perspectives of the primitive church (Mark
Matthew), and particularly Luke-Acts. Indeed, as we re-examine th;
foundations upon which our theologizing is built, we are reminded that
the church, by virtue of its reception of the Pentecostal gift, is a
prophetic community empowered for a missionary task.

gospel by those who affirm that Luke traveled with Paul-do not contain any traces
of Paul’s soteriological pneumatology. This indicates that if indeed Luke heard Paul
preach or entered into discussions with the Apostle and thereby came to an accurate
understanding of his gospel, it is entirely possible, indeed probable, that he did so
without coming to terms with Paul’s distinctive pneumatological perspective. In any
event, assumptions concerning the extent to which Luke was influenced by Paul must
be judged in light of the evidence we have available to us.

1. See U. Schnelle, ‘Paulus  und Johannes’, EvTh 47 (1987),  pp. 212-28. In
view of the similarities in the theological perspectives of Paul and John (e.g. the Spirit
as the controlling factor of the new life), Schnelle argues that the Pauline tradition
reached John’s school through oral tradition and that this transmission of tradition
reflects a dominant geographical environment, probably Ephesus.
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