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Abstract
This dissertation answers the followingWhy did Paul describe Jesus as

1Aaotnplov?” Throughout it, | have examined the questionghef “what” versus the
“why”: “What is the meaning ofAaotnpiov (hilasteion)” versus “why has the death of
Christ been metaphorised adoaotnpiov.” Notwithstanding the uniformity among
theologians that the meaning (the “what”) of thet tehould occupy centre space, the
enquiries of both Bible translators and Paulineokanis have yielded different meanings
as far asAaotnplov is concerned. The question “why” shifts the prégfocus from
the meaning of the text to the performativity, whentails asking different questions.

As a result, | have problematised “propitiationgxpiation” and “mercy-seat” as
interpretational models forAaotnplov, because these theological models neglect the
rhetorical situation which leads to a misundersitagdf 1laotrpiov. Consequently,
applying the three-pronged rhetorical approachesydext has enabled me to move the
discussion away from a purely textual, away fromm Harmonization of “ideas,” away
from a traditional theological paradigm thinkinglyrn terms of soteriology and the
salvific to a paradigm where the rhetorical, to vehthe social-cultural and the religio-
political contexts has been taken into considenatiDispositio has acted as the
foreground for impartiality that facilitated the caenmodation of the non-Jews in the
Abrahamic family which isAaotnipiov’s performativity. | have argued thapostrophe
in service ofstasistheory had numerous Jewish fundamentals redefingdput which
the notion ofidaotnpiov would not have made sense. | have demonstratedphivan
versus client relationship emerged in the depictbmlaotnpiov as a gift from God,
evidence of his righteousness, and how riposteabgerin dislodging the non-Jews from
their social position and relocating them withie tation of God.

The metaphorisation of Jesus’ death and his patragilooctrpiov had a
number of tasks. It normalised a situation, it Igittuabout an alternative situation into
existence, it endorsed social solidarity, it braugout a different genealogy into effect,
it sanctioned the construction of a “new and superace,” and ulitmatley it produced
inclusivity of the non-Jews into the Jewish famdéince Jesus tremendously had high
values then extreme value was assigned to the ews-JThus, | have problematised
decontextualised theologising, easy theologising ‘@ropitiation,” “expiation,” and
“mercy-seat”), in order to demonstrate that a sob&torical appraisal ofAactrpiov
requires theologians to rethink the categories tigsrate with.

Key terms: ilaotnpiov, socio-rhetorical criticism, expiation, propitiai,

mercy-seat, Romans 3:25-26, performativityxafatrpiov and Sacrifice.
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CHAPTER ONE

PROBLEMATISING THE INTERPRETATION OF TAAXTHPION

BY BIBLICAL CRITICS

1.1 Introduction

This study is entitled:A Socio-Rhetorical Appraisal of Jesus as Sacrifiaé)
Specific Reference tdlaorrorov in Romans 3:25-26.In this chapter, | plan to
explore contemporary Pauline scholarship on thigest. It is noted that the main
concern of Pauline scholars iwhat Paul meant by Jesus beingaotnpiov
(hilasteion). To determine the meaning ofaotnpiov, distracts from considering its
performativity. To put it differently, instead ofsa posing the questiomwhy, or how
Paul could have used this metaphor, the main concern still is étexdninewhat the
metaphor says. This is because their approachdély pa not require them to pay
attention to thewhy” question.

My objective in this chapter is to acquire an ustinding of the exegetical
difficulties and problems concerning Jesusasotnpiov, as well as gauge to what
extent other scholars have dealt witlmotrpiov in the wider socio-cultural context
of violence and its institutionalisation in antityuiAt the same time | will demonstrate
how theological interpretation has constrained #xaosing the problem of violence
as integral part for an understanding of the notbimaotrpiov. This chapter then
serves as an introduction to the objective of nsselitation, namely to explore the
question why Paul describes Jesusias.otnpiov.”

| will commence with the interpretational problemsncerningilaotnpiov
before the formulation of my problem. | follow thiprocedure because the
methodologies adopted in the interpretation of f@stion in the letter to the Romans
form part of the problem. As methodologies theyction as filters compelling certain
guestions and perceptions while excluding otheas ¢an perhaps help us to progress
beyond the impasse they have created. | submistiwd-rhetorical criticism, albeit in
modified fashion, could provide with different tenulogies that allow posing

different set of questions. | will conclude by anithg the scope of the study.



1.2 The Diversity of Translations and Interpretations Concerned With

1A00TNPLOV

Romans 3:25-26 has for a very long time baffled Negtament critics. To

begin with, Bible translators have used differeranslational equivalents for
ll3

iAaoTnplov: “propitiationem,™® “a reconciliation,® “propitiation,” “atoning

o b«

sacrifice,® “expiation,”® “means by which people’s sins are forgivérigacrifice for

reconciliation,” “sacrifice of atonement” means of “expiation® “place of

atonement® and “the punishment for our sins and to satisfyd'&@nger against
us.™t

This “bafflement” as well is exhibited in the digdy of its interpretations
among Pauline scholars. Here are some of the &témshl equivalents attempting to
convey the meaning daflaotnplov: “propitiation” (cf. Morris 1956, 1965, 1976 &
1988; Stott 1995:114; Moo 1996:235-238; Cottrell0@260; Nyquist 2000:170;
Bussey 2001:32; Russell 2003:533; Witherington 2004 Stevenson 2008:89-90);
“propitiatory sacrifice” (cf. Hodge 1994; Stower94 & Hendriksen 1999);
“expiation” (cf. Dodd 1977:93-94; Dunn 1988:170-17180; Morgan 1995:92;
Johnson 1997:56-57; Ziesler 1997:112-113; Craidl2l@®2; Dunn 2003:214; Tobin
2004:138-139); “mercy-seat” (cf. Nygren 1980:15@;1Bailey 2000:155-158; Bell
2002:1-27; Jewett 2007:93-99; Hultgren 2011:157d &toning sacrifice” (Blazen
2000:285-286). Thereforeidhaotnpiov has met with varying translations and
interpretations and yet it remainsrax interpretunfor scholars.

Robinson (1970:48) confidently asserts: “Romansl1-2@ is the most
concentrated and heavily theological summary ofRhaline gospel, and every word
has to be wrestled with.” In wrestling with its wisrO’Neill (1975:70) realises that
this text indeed is weighed down with inconceivabt@ions. Kasemann (1982:92)
describes Romans 3:24-26 as the most complicai@ihaomprehensible passage. In

regards to the interpretation afaotnpiov, “a much-debated word” (Morgan

YVulgate

2 Geneva Bible
3 AV or KJV, ASV, NASB, NKJV, ESV
* WEB

>RSV

TEV

"NJB

8 NIV and NRSV
°NEB and NAB
YNRSV

MNLT



1995:90; cf. Jewett 2007:93), Kittel and Gerhar€88:320), Barclay (1987:56) and
Morgan (1995:90) agreeably confess its complexity.

What one should recognise is that most interpaatare concerned with the
guestionwhat that is, with the discovery of itseaning.For example, regarding
1Aootnptov to be infrequent word, Ziesler (1997:112) assénd its meaning is
exceedingly contentious. Moo (1996:231) also agre®8hat Paul means by
designating Christ ahilasterion has been the subject of great debate.” In short,
1Aaotnplov in Romans is a subject that has received scriitory Pauline scholars.
Yet, there is dissimilarity as to its meaning (Cfottrell 2000:260; Witherington
2004:108; Tobin 2004:134-135; Jewett 2007:88; Stewe 2008:89-90; Hultgren
2011:150, 157; Kruse 2012:186).

1.3 Recent Studies onAagtnplov

1.3.1 Introduction

What | have touched upon in the previous sectidh v elaborated in more
detail in this section. The argument in this stuslyhat interpreters of this passage
have put more interest irwhat,” that is, what the meaning of the text is and/oatwvh
the meaning ofAaogtnpiov is, than in why' Paul describes Jesusasiotnpiov. To
an extent, this situation can be assigned to Hmggroaches which do not require them
to pay attention to a text's performativity. Forathreason, | wish to regard
methodological issues as part of the problem and,thrgue that a socio-rhetorical
analysis of Romans 3:25-26 that takes the prin@pleerformativity into account will
provide me with a more plausible reading than wied hitherto been proposed. In
other words, the divergent interpretations, as demated in this chapter, are the
products of a diversity of paradigms requiring tlaiferent questions be asked
concerning the text.

The debate focuses most sharply on whethewwtnpiov refers to “mercy
seat,” “expiation” or “propitiation” (cf. Witheringn 2004:108; Tobin 2004:134-135;
Keck 2005:109; Stevenson 2008:89-90; Hultgren 2I80,: 157). Surprisingly, these
scholars tak@Aaotnpiov as neuter substantive. Apparently there are soredaps
between these three main interpretations; andgtdsie to the notion of sacrifice that
is often attached to it. In what follows, | willggent scholars’ pursuits of its meaning

separately so as to see how they, from completéigrent angles, settled on either
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perspective. Although Romans 3:25-26 is wider iops; the focus is on all the
aspects within it. Throughout this research, thanpis to pay more attention to
1Aootnplov than to any other aspect of this passage, beadiitsenotion of sacrifice.
Then there is a focus on their arguments aldoktiiooOvn and miotews, because
these two are closely affiliated thaotnpiov. Amazingly these scholars also agree on
the meaning of these terms although they actuattpgse different interpretation of

1Aaotnplov, and vice versa.

1.3.2 Ihaotplov as Neuter Substantive- “Mercy-Seat”

A very strong case has been made for takingrtrpiov in Romans (3:25) as
a reference to the “mercy-seat,” the cover overAlewhere Yahweh appeared (Lv
16:2), and on which sacrificial blood was pouté&ome scholars (Bailey 2000; Bell
2002; Hultgren 2011) find in Romans 3:25 an allosto me> (the “mercy seat”),
where the supreme act of atonement took placesi®td Testament sacrificial cult.

Using a semantic approach in his article, BaileQO2155) works on the
ground that past studies ofootnplov often consider theological issues rather than
lexicography. He discourages interpreters of Rom&ma5 from basing their
conclusions aboufaotnpiov upon the immediate literary context. Bailey (20@%)
offers them an alternative: “[Clonsider first theoma important linguistic evidence,
namely, the concrete, non-metaphorical uses oftitstantivaAaotnpiov in other
ancient sources.” Admittedly, however, he sees asipdity of 1Aaotrpiov
corresponding with the notions of propitiation apmtion. Bailey concedes that there
is an overlap between mercy-seat, propitiation apiation. Yet, from a
lexicographical perspective words whose suffixmpiov seldom stands for abstract
concepts (Bailey 2000:156).

Bailey (2000:15) refutes the view okootrpiov as a sacrificial victim, on
grounds that such point ofiew is based on the unfamiliaritgf the obtainable
linguistic evidence. According to him, Paul's ligeaof Jesus to an animal victim
elsewhere (Rm 8:3), does not ensure an inferenak a@halogous victim language

ought to be present in Romans 3'35.

12 See also Nygren 1980; Hawthorne, Martin and Re&B1
13 On grounds that in Romans 8:3, the phrasept auoptioj,” in the Septuagint is standard
language for the Levitical “sin offering,” then Romans 3:25 Jesus is said to bé&motnpiov, who
is also said to have shed his blood. It is commasgumed that arlaotrpiov in the ancient world
must have been something that could shed its bltadrifice of atonement.” According to Bailey
4



Bailey (2000:156-157) further argues that by thedta of the second century
there were only two main applicationsiafrotnpiov: either a reference to the golden
“mercy seat”(Bell 2002:17-18}* or to durable votive offerings to the pagan dsitie
generallyavadnepoto. The latter, though non-Christian, was its usymdrapriation
in the first century as demonstrated in Jewishditge such as in 4 Maccabees 17:22
and Josephud\t 16.182 )*° Saying it differentlyilactnpia in all its extra-biblical
occurrences was glossed kog“ékpeiriEaodor dvvapevo dapa” (“gifts capable of
appeasing”). On two grounds Bailey refutes propdiaand opts for mercy-seat. In
his own words, Bailey (2000:157) conclusively state

Since this application to votive offerings was btglj it is a possible
background to Rom 3:25. Yet no one has ever suecei@dshowing how God
is supposed to have presented humanity (or hin)seith a gift that people
normally presented to the gods. Moreover, the ni@as use ofAaotnplov
finds no parallel in ‘the law and the prophets’which Paul appeals (Rom

3:21). The general meaning ‘propitiatory gift’ th@are fails to fit the context

of Rom 3:25. By contrast, a more specialised allugo the biblical ‘mercy

seat’ (which is not a gift to the gods) does fiuPacontext, with plenty of
support from lexicography....

Bailey’s viewpoint entails the following problenisirst, he uses “context” in a
way that suits his argument; that is, he opts féexéacographical approach but then
draws cultural and theological conclusions. A cdaesition of both lexicography and
“context” leads Bailey to understandAootnpiov here as “mercy seat.” The
constrictions of the semantic interpretation, muegp are found in its notion of
context as it is to be demonstrated later.

Second, one may ask Bailey whether the scarcitthef‘available linguistic
evidence” should not compel him to search for wialed deeper contexts. Besides his
“immediate context” and “available linguistic eviam,” should not a “world”
underlying the text with its discursive practicdssacrifices also be considered? It is
observed that within constraints of semantic apgrp®ailey has only searched for

the meaning ofidaotnpiov with “available linguistic evidence” but within the

(2000:156), such understanding could have beeregtu#lly appropriate had it not been for its false
syllogism, which assumes that the meaningiladotnpiov can be determined by the meaning of
“blood.” It is also unsubstantiated by externaldevice.

14 According to Bell (2002:17-18), mercy seat is theaning found in the Septuagint, Heb 9:5, and
six times in Philo.

5 According to Bailey, who refers to these sourcesyotnpilov in Josephus is a marble
monument. But the most famousootnpiov in the ancient world was the Trojan Horse. Thisswa
called abnAktnpiov 1Aaatnprov or “charm” by Homer @d. 8.509) but aAaotrpiov or “propitiatory
gift” by Dio Chrysostom Qr. 11.121). The termAaotnipiov or its Rhodian varianitlatnpiov was
customarily inscribed on other gifts dedicatedh® gods Ifyscr. Cos81) (Bailey 2000:156-157).
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“context” of the text itself, without consideringvhy Paul describes Jesus as
1Aaotnplov, and the wider context of its rhetorical situation

Third, Bailey's use of comparison is also questideaIn support of the
mercy-seat, lexicography leads Bailey to comparan&w and the Septuagint,
especially the Song of Moses in Exodus 15. WhildeBg2000:15) demonstrates no
hesitancy in comparing words, it is unclear whyabgears to have problems with the
comparison of discursive elements of sacrifices.

Fourth, Bailey's theological conclusions exhibits hiear thatiAootnpiov
appears to be signifying “a gift” usually offeretb‘the gods.” Why would this be a
problem in the type of society of the antiquitywhich Paul and his audience lived? A
community where not only irrefutable brutality wasstitutionalised, but human
sacrifices were “common” practices described asuttimate solution during a crisis?
It was never peculiar (cf. Green 1975:202; Berth2097:152; Weiler 2007:40)!

Fifth, Bailey’s semantic approach, like any methatemonstrates some
constrictions. This method, which is a synchromcnature, is the study of the
meaning of linguistic signs and sign sequencegq; ithaof the relations between the
form and content of signs in words, sentences arts t(Egger 1996:84). In other
words, semantic analysis seeks to answer the guesWhat is a text trying to s&y
Furthermorecontextin principle plays a key role in the semanticsnofividual words.
Semanticists maintain that words acquire meaningnwsed. They do not “possess”
it. Context influences both the author’'s choice #mel interpreter’s interpretation of
linguistic meaning (Read 1995:232). The constrtiof the semantic approach,
however, are found in its notion of “context.”

Given that semantic analysis of a text seeks twanthe questionghata text
is trying to say (Bailey 2000:15f), alongside coditeal restrictions, it is doubtful if

such approach will indeed answer ouny. Nonetheless, the notion of “context” will

16 According to Bailey (2000:157), the combination righteousness and redemption in Exodus
15:13 (‘odnynoo. tj SikaiooHvn oov TOV Aadv cov TobTov, OV EAVTPWOon”) closely parallels
Romans 3:24 §kaiwm and droAvtpwotj). Furthermore, a parallel is noted in Exodus (Ib:&nd
Romans (3:25), in that the former promises an idaakttuary to be established by God himself while
the latter fulfils the promise. Therefore, contrdoy Moo (1996:236 [79n]), “[a]pplying the biblical
sense ofilaotnpiov to Jesus in this theologically pregnant way woulot have been entirely
unprecedented for Paul, since Philo thought of tiercy seat agbppoiov ti}j iAew T0U Oe0l
duvapewnj, ‘a symbol of the gracious power of Gods 2.96; cf.Fug. 100).”

" In reference to constrictions in all methods, Eg996:10) emphasises: “For every text we
must seek out the approach and method best suitéd Methods require that we follow specified
procedures, required strategies, pose mandatorstigns only. Consequently, Egger (1996:9) affirms
that “[tlhrough the questions it poses every metbalts out attention to certain aspects of the.'teld
such all New Testament hermeneutical methods hasieus constraints.

6



be retained; but from another viewpoint namely thfathe rhetorical context. Putting
it in a different way, whereas semanticists seeak riteaning ofilacgtnpiov in the
immediate context of the text/word, the proposataslook for its performativity
within rhetorical context, as it emerges from itgeraction in the rhetorical situation.

Bell (2002) gives his own translation of Romanss328 in whichilaotnpiov
equates “mercy seat.” Using a philological appreoaBell's (2002:17-18) major
concern isvhatiAoaotnpiov means. In answering why mercy seat generally lbas n
been accepted as the appropriate reference in Rofahs, Bell (2002:18-19) raises
three objection$® On the argument that Paul is here employing a &aiimagery,”
Bell (2002:19-20) decisively asserts:

| conclude that none of these objections againderstandingAaotnpiov as

‘mercy-seat’ standIindeed the reference to the mercy seat in Rorb &2

entirely appropriatelt is the mercy seat which, as opposed to theymssat in

the Holy of the Holies, is ‘publicly set forth’ omGolgotha. Such an
understanding is much better than frequently foutrdnslations of

‘propitiation’ (AV) or ‘expiation’ (RSV)...Propitiation’ can be refuted on

linguistic groundsand the idea is not only lacking in levitical saces but

also contradicts Paul’s basic thinking on recoatidin. As regards expiation it
must be stressed that, in view of Paul's ontoldgwwaw of sin, expiation is
inadequatgall emphasis supplied).

From the foregoing, it is notable that: first, Belsesilootnpiov as a
metaphor, and a metaphor is always ambiguous. 8edom provides no further
explanations about the “linguistic grounds” thatrefers to in the case of propitiation.
Third, his ground of refuting expiation-Paul@tological view of sin- also lacks
clarification. Furthermore, fourth, does a dogmapierspective not determine a
linguistic approach in his case? If yes, to whatkeet? For example, why is Jesus
compared with a “lamb” or with a “son”, but not Wit piece of furniture? In sum,
interested in the “meaning” ofAaotnpiov, Bell's philological approach here never
required him to pay attention to the rhetoricali&iion that invited the utterance and
the portrayal of Jesus asoatrpiov. It is premised that alternative possibilitiest no
the final answer, may arise when one aséw this possibly could have performed in
the antiquity.

In a similar way, Hultgren (2011:152-153) first el@hines and discusses the

pre-Pauline formula in Romans 3:21-26. The pre4Rauincorporated traditions

18 First, the absence of the article; second, Jesiysmut be identified with an “inanimate piece of
the temple furniture.” And third, the comparisorivibeen Christ and the mercy seat simply does not fit
rather one would have to say that Christ’'s blood s@rinkled on the mercy seat. Meaning that, riois
Christ but the cross which would be compared tatkecy seat (Bell 2002:17-18).
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include:ilasthrion, paresis andproginomai. Then, premised that “mercy seat” is the
obvious translation in the Old Testament and otasditerature, Hultgren (2011:157)
writes: “Of these three possibilities, ‘mercy seiat'the most fitting, as at Hebrews
9:29... Paul makes a connection between the ‘meray e€the OT as a ‘type’ and
the crucified Christ is the ‘antitype.” The crueii is theilasthrion, the ‘mercy seat’
that God has put forth publicly for atoning purpdse

First, just as Bell, Hultgren usésaotnpiov as a metaphor. That metaphoric
language is ambiguous. Second, one could expeéuttiger clarifications as why the
other two possibilities of “propitiation” and “exadion” cannot fit. Third, as Bailey
and Bell, Hultgren treats\aotripiov in Romans in a way that it must have coherency,
a direct link to the Old Testament and Hebrews 9P®at is to say, there is an
inclination that there must be an origin from whiehaul operated. Fourth, Hultgren’s
theological conclusion is: “God has put forth palylifor atoning purpose.” One is left
guestioning: was this thenly possible performativity ofAagtrpiov? Was “atoning
purpose” the only enactment thahaotnpiov attained? What were the other
functionalities of sacrifices, especially when artan being was brutally “sacrificed”
in the Graco-Roman world? Which other accomplishisiéid the metaphorisation of
Jesus’ death sanction and achieve?

Owing to its rhetorical approach, | now pay attentio Robert Jewett's Roman
Commentary (Jewett 2007). With referenceliootnpiov, Jewett (2007:92) notes
that the wordilaotnpiov has been investigated and it may refer eithemtercty
seat’, or to purification, propitiation, and expdgt in a more general sense. Then he
states: “In the context of the Day of Atonementt ttiee reference to blood in 3:25
implies, the mercy seat was the center of the tewplere God dwelled, and all of the
temple activities aimed at celebrating God’s preseand restoring relationship with
the invisible, transcendent Deity that had beerkdmoby sin.” After quoting and
discussing Leviticus 16:15-22, Jewett (2007:93ffuees that humanity stood “in need
of reconciliation with God.” According to him, thgtuation necessitated the portrayal
of Jesus asAaotnpiov: “The situation resolved by the death of Christswthe
massive human assault on the righteousness of.GAftter arguing that Jesus’ death
on the cross is “reversal of the honor-shame systéenvett (2007:96) concludes: “A
discriminatory form of forgiveness was symbolizeg the Jewish temple, where
women and Gentiles were placed in the separatdscthat were more distant from
God than the court for Jewish males. In the neviesywith Christ as the mercy seat,
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traditional distinctions in honor are abrogated diyine impartiality. All groups
without exception have access to this atonement.”

In connection with the preceding paragraph, is tlssault on the
righteousness of God” not theological? The metamifodesus’ death (sacrifice) is
inserted into a theological argument, while thefqremativity of a “violent human
death,” the violence behind the notion of the $mes$, elements of “honour-shame”
of a society that discriminatorily treated womeme hon-Jews and the Jews and their
social life are completely left out of consideratioVhere are accomplishments of
Jesus’ death in view of the politics of relatioqshetween the non-Jews and the Jews?
Have all “traditional distinctions” between the rdews and the Jews disappeared?
Why could he not amalgamate the “discriminatoryatienship between the non-Jews
and the Jews, the elements of honour and shamesaartficial violence while
interpreting 1Aaotnpiov? His assertion, however, opens a window to explore
1Aoaotnplov in the context of sacrifices and its performativit the context of honour
and shame of a society that discriminatorily trdatthers, women, the non-Jews and
Jewish males. This implies that a rhetorical apgnoas such, does not necessarily
avoid the pitfalls of theological constraint. Thesea predominance of a theological
interpretative framework yielding to methodologiaainstraints, restricting Robert
Jewett to the meaning olAaotnpiov. This necessitates a methodological
modification that necessitates the prominence ok lamcient social values have

constituted the audience.

1.3.3 Traotnprov as Neuter Substantive- “Expiation”

This section presents scholars who maintain thkér as a neuter substantive,
1Aaotnptov in Romans 3:25 has a technical sense of “expidtidine major
proponents of “expiation” viewpoint include: Doddi961 &1977), Morgan (1995),
Ziesler (1997), Johnson (1997), Craig (2001) andif¢2004) and it is also rubber-
stamped by the RSY.

Exponents of “expiation” perspective, led by Dodi9§1), base their
conclusions on: firstly, comparisons of tileok- class with other translations of the

Hebrew rootss in the Septuagint, as well as that of other Hebnewds which are

!9 See also Dodd 1977:93-94; Dunn 1988:170-171, B8fzen 2000:285; and Dunn 2003:214.
Expiation means calling off the guilt experiencdakederen and Reid 2000:178). It emphasises the
elimination of sin (Bowen 1994:51).
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rendered by th@ookn class. Supporters of this interpretation contdrad wwhen the
Septuagint’s translators used the vetbiokeobai and its derivatives to rendes:
they did not depict the word to the classical sesfgeropitiation but rather expiation
(Dodd 1977:93-94; Ziesler 1997:111-112). Secondhgy view propitiation as
misleading because of its usage outside biblicatecds (cf. Dodd 1961:55ff; Dodd
1977:93-94; Ziesler 1997:112; Johnson 1997:57)rdhi they argue that in its
biblical use it is human sin, rather than God, vidthe object oiAaotrpiov as in
the Septuagint (Gaebelein 1994:421; Ziesler 198j:1In other words, the idea
conveyed byilaotnpiov and its cognates is the “covering” or forgiving sihs.
Meaning thatilaotnpiov is directed towards sinners (and the removal ofasid
guilt), the tendency generally is towards dealinthwin rather than dealing with God.
For example, Ziesler disregards propitiation viest only for having God rather than
human sin as the object gfaotnpilov, but also very often for “failing to make clear
exactly how the action works” (1997:113). Thus,yta@proximatéaAaotnpiov to be
“expiation” as the most appropriate translation.

Primarily concerned withvhatidaotnpiov means, Ziesler in particular gives
a literary approach to this text. He opens by mpiis infrequency and its controversy.
Then he briefly discusses its three interpretatiopopitiation, mercy-seat and
expiation. In favour of the latter, he argues thadlically and customarily in the
Jewish tradition, it was expiation and not propitia that was fundamental (Ziesler
1997:112). In refuting the propitiation view, Ziesklaims that any reference to wrath
is either distantly placed (1:18; 2:5) to be readdy at stake in 3:25; or it is
incidentally alluded to and thus unconnectsidh 1Aootnplov. As a result, “[t]he
whole section is concerned with how God deals with and that is where emphasis

should lie in the interpretindhaotrpiov. In short, RVS is probably right to translate

2 For example, Dodd emphatically notes that God dstainly not the object of the verb
exidaokeoBoi and that linguistically, it is not God who is apged nor his wrath assuaged. On the
contrary, it is sin that is atoned for. So, “[t]lneeaning conveyed is that of expiation, not that of
propitiation. Most translators and commentatorsveneng” (Dodd 1977:93-94).

In support of “expiate” meaning farkilaokeobai, Dodd appeals to Plato’s and Menander’'s
inscription. In line with this shift, then, Roma825 describes Jesus’ death not as averting Gadithw
but as delivering from the guilt of sin (Dodd 1984; Hawthorne, Martin & Reid 1998). As such, on
“contextual” grounds, since Dodd (1961) other sal®l(cf. Dunn 1988:170-171, 180; Johnson
1997:56; Ziesler 1997:112; Blazen 2000:285; Dunf3®14) call “expiation” a “better” translation of
Romans’iAacatpiov. Their basis being: first, the problematic isssenot wrath, but sin that brings
about wrath. Second, expiation clearly fits the llPauunderstanding of Christ’'s death as God’s own
gracious initiative in love toward the ungodly aslivas God’s judgment against sin. Third, the cptce
of pacifying of a wrathful God is inconsistent wiBaul's understanding of Jesus’ death. Fourth, the
context of Romans 3:25 does notcessitate propitiation. And fifth, the usage hd thaokn word
group in the Septuagint suggests a meaning witfaB&p connotations.
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it as ‘expiation™ (Ziesler 1997:113). Additionallyvhen asked how the cross expiates
our sins, his clear answer is: “it enables us totdisin, to the power which hitherto
has held us prisoners” (Ziesler 1997:114).

First, it can be seen that in following a literampproach which gradually
becomes theological along the w&yZiesler works inconsistently uses diachronic and
sometimes synchronic arguments to make his casen8gwithin the framework of
his methodological constraints he also searchethéomeaning ofAaogtnpiov. Third,
Ziesler’s direct linking ofilaotnpiov with “how God deals with sin” raises the
following questions: to what extent do theologicGdsumptions determine this
association. And should the value system that wetew on the bodies of the
audience not in some way or the other also coneepilaty? Should the audience not be
taken into consideration? Fourth, Ziesler's refotatof the “propitiation” on the
ground that any reference to wrath is distantle@ta(1:18; 2:5) is debatable. Should
“textual distance” really be a criterion? If so,véliat distance shouldhaotrpiov be
in order to appropriately fit propitiation? Conseqtly Ziesler, as well as Dodd, create
an exegetical need for paying attention to theargty of this passage as a possibility
for a more plausible interpretation that attemptsibve towards my objective.

Next is Johnson’s (1997) literary and theologicammentary that does not
follow the word-by-word, phrase-by-phrase, nor edoy-verse method. Rather, his
main concern is: “...to understand large thoughtsumihd their relationship to an
author’s thought as a whole” (Johnson 1997:ix). wigks on the assumption that
1Aootnpiov may have been unambiguous to Paul's readers dilne tshared cultural
context. Johnson (1997:56) starts analysing Rorf@&tswith a question: “What is the
problem with this termAaotnpiov?” The hypothesis of such approach is that such
large units of thought would require some kind oherency which is presupposed
here. Should | assume such a coherency?

Additionally, Johnson (1997:56-57) interprets thartyrdom of the seven

Maccabean sons and their mother (4 Mac 17:22) disam@locgtnpiov in Romans

2L However, in relation to propitiation that he refsit | note the following: first, that in the non-
biblical Greek 1Aaotnpiov denotes a votive offering intended to arouse thdsgin which case
“propitiation” is the most suitable interpretationhe biblical context is taken to mean that Chsist’
sacrifice on the cross averts God’s wrath and #nables sinners’ justification. Second, the faet th
God himself provides propitiation, it means thatmamity can in no way appease him by
presentations/performances. Third, consequentiye man dogmaticallgismiss the propitiation notion
here (Ziesler 1997:112-133).

2 |n forgoing quotations, Ziesler's arguments, in migw, are theologicafilaotnplov enables
humanity to die to sin, the section that contaisatipiov is all about how God deals with sin, and
thatilaotnprov is directed towards sinners (and the removalrofsid guilt) rather than towards God.
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3:25 in terms of expiation. He then proceeds vigslyp to oppose Stowers’
(1994:206-213) argument that Romans 3:25 shouldbeotinderstood in sacrificial
terms®® He conclusively states: “Whatever further nuansesmay discover in these
phrases, we can state confidently that Paul preskatdeath of Jesus as the central act
of liberation/ redemption/ salvation by which exma/ appeasement/ at-one-ment
between God and humans is accomplished and Gafitedusness is displayed. The
death of the Messiah is God’s paradoxical ‘gifthiamans” (Johnson 1997: 58).

Johnson’s reading ahootnplov is unsatisfactory. Because, first, if his major
concern is “botthow an author communicates awtiatthe religious point of view is”
(Johnson 1997:ix) then one expects him to integtiadeaudience and their socio-
religious value-system into his argument, to pdskeast a communicative situation.
Second, his vigorous argument with Stowers indgdlbat the problem of sacrifice
forms part of the configuration of aspects thatnfothe concern of this passage,
although he has not pursued it any further. Howethex implication is that he has
pointed into a direction that can be explored. @hlive presupposes to access “author’s
thought as a whole.” But, is this practically pbésP Was the author’'s thought
immersed and permeated by the practices of theodsittlays, and even of the world
of his audience? Should he not have integrateculdénce and their “shared cultural
context” into the interpretation process? The madntke integration of the audience
and their social situation acquires more prominegnceur interpretation, the question
why appears on the horizon, wheredsat appears to recede. For that reason, paying
attention to a text's performativity and its operat within a rhetorical situation
steeped in discourses of violence and sacrificeobes a necessary phase in the
interpretational process.

Morgan (1995) combines historical and theologigapraaches in analysing
Romans. His work too portrays some source, form raadction criticism (Morgan
1995:88-93). Morgan (1995:11) writes:

A historical approach to this work offers one wdybeginning to discover
what it is all about We know a lot about the author and his situatemmg

should throw light on his epistle. Anyone who thenRaul has something of
value to say, and who wants to hear it, will takistdrical research

% According to him, the phrager T avtob aipat certainly indicates that Jesus’ death is the
defining act of redemption. Here are his three egimg lines of evidence that supports the proposal
that Paul's language here has sacrificial overtofirss, the wayiAo.otrptov has been used, both in the
ritual description of Torah and in the Martyr's tled4 Macc 22: 17). Second, that Paul elsewhere
speaks of Jesus’ death in sacrificial terms (1 &£ar). Third, Paul in Romans 8:32 alludes to Genesi
22:16, in which God never spared Jesus but handedver (Johnson 1997:58).
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seriously....Our aim to understand the epistle wifld us, however tentatively,

in the direction oftheological interpretation Taking this ancient text as it

stands requires in addition to the basic lingujdtistorical, and literary skills,

a frame of reference to understamthat Paul was getting afitalics are

supplied].

In determining genre of Romans, or what kind oéxt tt is, Morgan (1995:10-
11) calls it a religious lettéf Then, he desires to understand first what Paghited
his audience to understand. He recognises thag #lements had to do with what he
calls “religion,” Paul’s religion and that of hisidience (Morgan 1995:14). He terms
Romans 3:24-26 “a dense and difficult text” withkaguous phrases (Morgan 1995:9,
10, 31, 90, 129). When Morgan describ&siotrpiov he terms it “a much-debated
word” that has no equivalence within Pauline wgsn (1995:90). He only
acknowledges, with no explanation, thatootnpiov may be translated to mean
“propitiation” and “expiation” (Morgan 1995:90). &ording to him, the cross is
where blood is sprinkled, not on Jesus hims@lfiotnpiov cannot be “mercy-seat”
then “expiatiofi is regarded as its probable meaning (Morgan 1995:92

With his focus on whathaotrpiov means, Morgan (1995:91-92) significantly
notes that: “The controversy over whether v25 mehasan angry God is propitiated-
placated, as some evangelicals think- or thataiesxpiated- covered- dealt with- as
in Heb 2:17 and (probably) 1 Jn 2:2 where similardg are used, cannot be settled on
lexical grounds.” First, in agreement with Morg&att Romans is a situational epistle
the proposal is to pay attention to specific cirstances, particularly sacrificial
notions among his audience. Second, also in agrgemth him the historical issues
and the intended audience are significantly immpartahile interpreting Romans.
However, one wonders why he did not integrate drthe&m into the interpretation of
1Aootnplov. That is to say, if lexicography will not helpeth one ought to consider
the text’s rhetoricity as a possibility for a mguausible interpretation that attempts to
move from what 1laotnpiov means towardswhy Paul describes Jesus as
1AO0.0TNPLOV.

| would like to pay particular attention to Tobin{2004) work since he
prompts us to consider both the notion of the nhedb situation and the sacrificial
discourses that constituted this situation. Tob2904:135) identifies and then

2 Morgan (1995:10-11) argues: “[P]lainly it [Romanshs written and received as a letter, and
letters- even official letters- are more rootedairparticular context than most literature. Histakic
guestions are important here because Romans wasmié and from a specific situation before it was
Christian scripture. It has not ceased to be arletten though the original recipients and the @ugine
long dead and it has been given a new context endfunctions.”
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italicises the traditional creedal formuldiasthrion, paresis and proginomai. Then
Tobin (2004:137-139) traces the roots of sacriichuman beings as a “means of
expiation”, and discovers that it was in the Gr&mwnan, outside Judaism. In that
society human beings were willing to die nobly the city, for friends, for the
community, for the law or for truth. With this headintroduced what was widely
known as the “noble death.” Relatingid@sthrion, Tobin (2004:135 [17n]) writes:

‘Expiation’ or ‘means of expiation’ are probablyetibest translations for

ilasthrion. Paul's Roman Christian audience probably wouldehheard

echoes of the descriptions of the ritual on the DRAtonement in Leviticus

16. But such echoes should not lead us to trandlasthrion as ‘mercy seat’

or to try to force the interpretation of Jesus’ thiem this passage into the

straightjacket of ritual of the day of atonemeriteTanguage is metaphorical.

An element worth noting is that Tobin (2004:140-14déknowledges that there
existed politics between the Jews and the non-J&eemingly, his theological
conclusion demonstrates the same politics: “Rigldaess is through faith and apart
from the law, and this righteousness is for botiwsland the Gentiles on the same
basis” (Tobin 2004:142). This demonstrates thahoaigh he uses a rhetorical
approach, his theological assumptions still fore@m Into theological conclusions.
Most probably Tobin is more aware of how theologiaenforce a theological
interpretation.

Tobin’s rhetorical approach to Romans is relevhiet.points into a significant
direction that needs further investigation: sacedi particularly of human beings,
Paul’'s Roman Christian audience, and politics betwihe Jews and the non-Jews. If
human beings, in the Greco-Roman society, werangilto die nobly for the city,
friends, community or law what accomplishments slidh enact? What could be the
performativity of Jesus’ “sacrifice,” especially tine light of politics between the Jews
and the non-Jews?

Other authors do not provide an explanation butpbimassume that

1AaoTnplov refer to “expiation.?® Nevertheless, in addition to the several objestion

% On the one hand, Craig (2001:1083) uses a litexaitcal approach. Without further
explanations, he just presupposes thatotrpiov in Romans 3:25a means “expiation” (Craig
2001:1092). Craig does not elaborate at all on hewgets to “expiation” meaning. On the other hand,
interested in the dialogues in Romans, all thatnghen (2004:96) writes about this text is: “This
paragraph [Rm 3:21-26] begins with ‘But now'...Pauiggument shifts from the past situation (in the
law) to the present and eschatological situatiarCirist).” Changwon leaves out all issues conogrni
this passage. This creates room to explore thisages practically with new set of questions.
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that have been voiced that render expiation viempainting® one could maintain
that these scholars are more concerned witatilootrpiov means. The reason for
this is that their methods did not necessitate ttepay attention to thela.otrpiov’s
performativity. Their arguments aboutootnptiov in relation to its use in unbiblical
context as well as its traditional creedal formiglduilt on the premise that the Bible
is a unity, must speak in a uniform language andtrba coherent. Thus, one asks: is
this viewpoint not based on theological presuppwss? How can this make sense in
any other paradigm? The forgoing scholars alsot teegdext in anticipation of
continuity, coherency and non-ambiguity. They ti@atotrpiov in Romans in a way
that it must have a direct link to the Old Testatdrhis means that there is an
inclination that there must be an origin from whiaul operated. It is in this situation
that texts from other spheres are wrested fromr thentexts and are used in
connection withilaotnpiov. Writing it differently, “textual context” becomethe
framework for understanding it. Therefore, in th#empt to avoid ambiguity,
theological presuppositions play a big role. Thguarent is thatAaotnpiov being a
metaphor, should we not expect ambiguity? In theeaaf a metaphor, is ambiguity
necessarily a problem? Should interpreters compékerency? According to me,
Tobin has given a significant direction to folloince little attention has been paid to
the text's rhetoricity, the plan is to constructhetorical situation that will call for
attentiveness to the underlyieghosof violence that gave rise to heartless sacrificia
practices of the antiquity. Given this, then thisra justified course for a fresh search

of the problemWhydid Paul describe Jesusias.otrpiov?

% Firstly, such a study is not basedidmotnpiov itself, but on the use of the verbookeobai
and its cognates in the Septuagint. As such, tlkeaa over-emphasis upon verb-based notions, whethe
the propitiating of God or the expiating of sin,tlwdut considering its tangible corresponding term,
namely mercy seat and Greek votive offerings (Ba#800:156-157). Secondlylookeabai renders
other Hebrew words other thase and its derivatives (cf. Hawthorne, Martin & Rei@l9B). Thirdly, if
its subscribers maintain thexa.otnpiov also refers to the localitwhere or the way by which sins are
handled (Ziesler 1997:133); then they do encounter sometlouplogical tightening” (cf. Bell
2002:29). Fourthly, Dodd’s (1977:86-87) argumeratt tthere has to be extraordinary usage of the verb
exidaokeoBoi is unpersuasive; since the same verb, thrice jptudgint, is used in the sense of
placatingGod (Zch 7:2; 8:22; Ml 1:9). Fifthly, if the verln iSeptuagint is infrequently used with God
as its object, it is equally true that the saméo\agrtainly not followed by an accusative of sirttie
Old Testament (Morris 1971:231). Finally,i¥ootrpiov means only expiation, the question that must
be answered is: why must sin be expiated? Whdieifet was no expiation? It is self evident that if
people died in their sins, they have the divingl@asure to face thereafter (Morris 1976:183). \Whasr
it is true that in Jewish writings the tendencygeneral is towards dealing with sin, rather tharnl;Guut
one wonders if any scholar can absolutely disaefirdotions of propitiation from Romans 3:25.
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1.3.4 Irootnprov as Neuter Substantive- “Propitiation”

The virtual elimination of propitiation from the @eagint'silactnpiov by
Dodd and his followers has generally confirmed ¢oumpersuasive. Their critics (cf.
Morris 1965, 1976 & 1988; Hill 1976; Stott 1995; Md996; Cottrell 2000) using
different methods to determine the meaniadox- take it as neuter substantive and
have comprehendedlootrpiov here to denote “propitiation.” According to these
scholars, “propitiation” has God, not sins or sisn@s its object. Thuslaotnpiov is
directed towards God (and appeasing his wrath).

Both Stott (1995:9) and Cottrell (2000:260) emplay literary approach
amalgamated with attentiveness to intertextualott (1995:112-113) constructs a
context that has three key wordsmoAvtpwoewj (redemption), iAaotnpiov
(propitiation) and évde1£1v (demonstration§® Moo (1996) uses a literary-philological
approach, and works on this subject while premtbatl in v25 the focus has shifted
from human reception of God’s justifying work to @&® initiative in providing it
(Moo 1996:230). Cottrell (2000:260) contends tihatre exists a divergence as to what
1Aootnplov means. Consequently, scholars have argumentatilaigerated on the
meaning ofilaotnpiov (Moo 1996:231). Thus, their focus is on the mearifig
1AO0.0TNPLOV.

Both Moo (1996:232) and Cottrell (2000:260) notatfihoctrpiov is used
often in reference to mercy-seat. On statisticabugds, other scholars have
figuratively seen this meaning in Romans 3*25They argue that such meaning is the
one found in 21 out of its 27 Septuagint occurrenaeits only other New Testament
occurrence (Heb 9:5), as well as in all six Philailses. Moreover, it gives
1AooTnplov a meaning that is derived from its “customary”licidd usage, and creates
an analogy between a central Old Testament ritodl @hrist's death that is both
theologically sound and hermeneutically strikingwéver, Stott (1995:114) and Moo
(1996:233) refute it by raising four arguments agtiit; and then, they oppose

%" See also Nyquist (2000:170), Bussey (2001:32) dhassell (2003:533) in addition to its
translation in KJV, ASV, NASB, NKJV and ESV.

%8 Commenting on them Stott (1995:113) contends ttrethree references are in connection with
what happened lastingly on the cross through Jesub,not what is happening now as the gospel is
delivered. His blood is an obvious reference to his sacrificial dedilis point of argument is:
“Associated with the cross, therefore, there ienagtion of sinners, a propitiation of God’s wratfda
demonstration of his justice” (Stott 1995:113).

2 Cottrell particularly cites Nygren (1980:156-168)d Bruce (1989:105-107). For example,
“Luther and Calvin both believed that ‘mercy-seatis the right translation, and others have followed
them” (Stott 1995:114).
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“expiation” perspective (Stott 1995:114). Accorditgg Cottrell (2000:260) and Moo
(1996:232-235), the mercy-seat understanding offiersdoctrinal difficulty; except
that it does not fully depict the connotationaéi.otnpiov, propitiation in accordance
with its usage in non-biblical Greék.

In addition to linguistic evidence and on the catial grounds, the adherents
of propitiation also use arguments that are basedhe wider context in which
1Aaotnplov was used. For example, they maintain that theam isverarching theme
of God’s wrath (Rm 1:18-2:5, 3:5) which inevitabdglls for propitiation (cf. Stott
1995:114-115; Moo 1996:235; Cottrell 2000:261). lethately they (cf. Moo
1996:235-236; Cottrell 2000:260-261) proceed to aesirate the dissimilarity
between propitiation in Christianity and in non-@lian circles, by theneed,the
author andthe nature (Stott 1995:115). They argue that in Christianitgtiation
does not reduce God to the level of pagan deitiessw fickle wrath is placated and
whose minds are changed by the propitiatory offerirhey significantly note that it is
God’s own initiative, in love, which provided thacsifice that satisfied his wrath
(Cottrell 2000:261). And so, according to them, artgrpretation oiAaotnpiov that
eliminates propitiatiofirom the purpose of the cross has missed its @oidtmust be
re-evaluated.

In short, the three possible translations @footnpiov that they note
demonstrate the ambiguity of the term and the pgityl of the Pauline scholars to

provide with a reasonable reading. Their argumieat proves propitiation and wrath

%0 To refute the mercy-seat interpretation, on the band, Stott (1995:114) raises four arguments:
Firstly, the absence of the definite article. Seftpnits strangenessince Romans, unlike Hebrews, is
not in the sphere of Levitical imagery. Thirdlyjsta perplexing and inconsistent metaphor, feratld
represent Jesus as being simultaneously the vietimse blood was shed and the place where the
sprinkling took place. And fourthly, Paul would bir compare Christ with “an inanimate piece of
temple furniture.” On the other hand, dependingvmyer (1983), Moo (1996:233) raises the following
objections: First, the imagery would have beenifprdo the Gentile Christian Church in Rome and
Paul would scarcely have used incomprehensiblerig¢isnis to them. Second, in the Septuagint
1raotnprov was used for other things besides the mercy Bkatin secular Greek with reference to
the memorials and placatory sacrifices. Thirdfitst occurrence in the Septuaging adjectival (Ex
25:16) and so specifies the function of the cowardhe ark; and thereafter it has an article withen
“mercy-seat” is denoted. And fourth, the incompiitip of equating Jesus to the place of
atonement/mercy seat.

Those who opt for “expiation” meaning do so on teunds that the idea conveyed by
1Aootnplov and its cognates is the “covering” or of forgiviafjsins, not appeasement. “But Dodd is
almost certainly wrong on this point. The OT fregile connects the “covering” or forgiving, of sin
with the removal of God’s wrath. It is the precis¢he basic connotation of “propitiate” that lece th
LXX translator to use thelaok- word for the Hebrew words denoting the coveririgsins” (Moo
1996:235). Garnet (1974:161-162) particularly cadek that-z> relates particularly to the removal of
the guilt of punishment due sin, and that it in@biy involves altering of God’s attitude toward reins,
and hence propitiation.
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do not reduce God to the level of pagan deitigaurely theological. They moreover
use context differently. For them it is the vagusckground in which they find
instances of the use aflaotnpiov. Then they actually “decontextualise” those
instances by attempting to harmonise them and iatigwith what they find in the
Romans letter instead of taking the direct addesssé the letter into account where
many of those instances will probably not be aglie. Accordingly, it necessitates
an exploration of this text with alternative setqufestions, rather than simply asking
what 1laotnpiov means. Since little attention has been paid to ftivet's
performativity, notions of a rhetorical situationllwadvance this alternative set of
terminologies as | pursue a rhetorical exigency itmgted the utterance and portrayal
of Jesus as\aatnplov.

Another full scale monograph on the epistle to Rmnans that is relevant is
Campbell’'s (1992). Campbell has moved the discussito the ambit of rhetoric
itself. Whereas others are only interested in theedning” and they have de-
contextualised in order to infuse here with meani@gmpbell at least has moved
towards the diatribal, that is, he is moving toveatite possibility of a shared rhetorical
genre, which | will also later pay attention to.

On the argument that Quintilian is the “besBurcefor Pauline investigation,
his rhetorical stylistic analysis shows that Rom&h21-26 is set off from the
surrounding context by a distinct style, “diatrilgtyle” (Campbell 1992:79-83). He
regards Romans 3:21-26 as a diatribal passageh#isatomplex sentences. It also
contains extended periodic syntax with a successidhoroughly molded clauses and
phrases (Campbell 1992:8%).

In an attempt to accurately relate Romans to ahcketorical theory on style,
Campbell (1992:87-95) overlooks the fact that sd@trepancy needed a detailed
explanatior’? He impinges upon the difficult question of the ttical structure of
vw22b-24a. When it comes to v25, he notes a Iadyotactical and lexical problems.
He contends thatia (tn) mwiotew év T adrtod oipatiis a “troublesome

phrase...which is awkward in that, it separates tvages that seem to belong

31 Campbell (1992:78) stases: “The best source fetorfcal theory at this time is Quintilian...the
Institutesof Oratory.” One may ask what Campbell means when he makestian the best source.
Most probably, he means that the diatribal sl used by Paul, was a style used by Quintilian and
can therefore be seen as a kind of heuristic frasnewithin which we can interpret Paul.

32 Without explanations, he only states: “Rom 3:21s2&ms to combine features from both these
styles. It is not really necessary for our purpobese to state which precise style it belongs to”
(Campbell 1992: 82).
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together: ov mpoebeto O qeoj ilasthrion” (Campbell 1992:29-30; cf. :64).
Additionally, the first phraserpoébeto, is another lexical problem as well aguao.
whose meanings are disputable (Campbell 1992:30-1).

Campbell (1992:29) observes two debatable inteapogis: Isilaotnplov a
metaphor from Jewish culture?” Or “Does the metaph@ortnpiov derive from
Jewish culture? Or, is it a more general allusompropitiatory sacrifices familiar to
pagans? Then, he also notes that statistics, imguGreek Church Fathers and
reformation commentators and/or scholars, naturtdlour the understanding of
1Aaotnplov as “mercy seat” (Campbell 1992:108-109, 130). Attat, in sentence he
notes thatilaotnpiov’'s generally Greek usage is propitiation (CamphéB2:130).
Nevertheless, he insists that Hellenistic Jews koéwagan propitiatory rites and
objects that could be callédaotnpa, propitiations. On the grounds that the Jews had
no other lawful propitiatory, except th&prt (Campbell 1992:112), Campbell
(1992:131-132) proceeds to discuss it in termsYdm Kippur: He constructs a
Levitical imagery that runs through RomansConclusively, Campbell (1992:132,
133) writes:

A depiction of Christ’'s death in 3:25a in terms Yodm Kippur therefore,
correlates nicely with the tendency of depictinghhn terms of cultic function
and imagery elsewhere in the letter...Paul’'s uselabtnpiov in Rom 3:25a
is neither an explicit reference to tkprt, nor a vague reference to propitiation
in general, but a metaphorical description of Glwiseath as the supreme,
divinely-ordained sacrifice for sin, in analogy ttee great Jewish festival of
atonementY omKippur.

In brief, the following are observable: First, el with dikaioovvn,
Campbell does not consider into details the intéuity of ilaotnpiov. He just
depicts it as part of Levitical imagery without aeyplanations. Second, there is no
explanation of how he gets to his conclusion, dedground upon which he disputes
the “propitiation” and “expiation.” Third, he recoiges the main objections to his
argument, on which he then comments nothing. Cathpb@92:133) evades it by
contending that: “[T]he recipients of Romans induat least a significant proportion

of Jewish Christians. Such allusions would havenbggite comprehensible to this

33 Campbell (1992:102-132) notes that Romans oftezs wspecifically sacrificial and priestly

motifs, along with broader cultic allusions. In peular, Christ is depicted in priestly and culiulerms:

in Romans 5:2 he obtaimpooaywynv (“access”) for the believer into God’s presencpHR:18, 3:2;
Heb 4:16; 1 Pt 3:18); his death is describedeas opoptioj (Rm 8:3), which the standard Septuagint
renders as “sin-offering” ( Lv 5:5-6, 11; 16:3,%,Nm 6:16; 7:10, 2 Chr 29:23-24; Neh 10:33; Ezk
42:13; 43:19). Christ further fulfils the priesfiynction of interceding for his people at the riglaind of
God (8:32) (Ps 110).

19



group.” Then one wonders what of non-Jewish Clamst? Surely, in the light of the
numerous references to the non-Jews in the lettethé Romans, a “significant
proportion of Jewish Christians” does not validdieir exclusion from the possibility
to understand a rather complex and ambiguous matap&ampbell dodges the
“main” objection (of non-Jewish audience), by faogson the Jewish Christians.
Should he not have also focused on non-Jewish l@g@dcio-cultural view-points of
those communities about sacrifices? Additionallgntpbell significantly indicates
that the problem of sacrifice forms part of the faguration of aspects of this passage,
of which he has not investigated further. Thisastly because his approach, rhetorical
stylistic analysis, did not require him to pay atien to the text's functionalityn
details. For example, he maintains that Christatldean be regarded as a “divinely-
ordained sacrifice for sin.” Is this the only acqdishments that sacrifices could
achieve? Is this not a theological conclusion? Asathe stylistic option not only a
guise again for searching for “what diflootrpiov mean” instead of what was this
metaphor supposed two? With a different set of questions and terminasgione
anticipates to use rhetorical criticism’s notiornrleétorical situation, so as to explae
rhetorical exigency that demanded such torturoosfeaal utterance.

Some scholars (Stowers 1994) regardotrpiov in Romans 3:25a as a neuter
adjective, which yields to a translation like piigdory “sacrifice” or “agent.”
Building upon his earlier interpretations (1982849 Stowers attempts to set Romans
within its own cultural context (1994: vii). He prarily aims at reading Romans with
the “ancient rhetorical technique of speech-in-ghtar” (Stowers 1994:16). He
considers this text’'s context more in termssatrificethan as theneanswhich God
has provided for himself. To achieve his objecti@&gwers stresses four perspectives
(1994:16-17). On three grounds, refuting “mercytsSestowers (1994:210) avows: ‘I
can see no reason why even Jewish readers steeghd Septuagint would see a
reference to the mercy seat in 3:25. The contegsdwt fit. By referring to Jesus’
death through ‘blood,” Paul underlines the violaature of his death, the readers
knowing that Jesus died by crucifixior

3 Other scholars who regardlaotnpilov in Romans 3:25a as a neuter adjective are Bri@@5ji
Murray (1991); Hodge (1994) and Hendriksen (1999).

Stowers (1994:210) has four tactics and stratezfiesreading Romans. He attempts to, first, read it
as it was read in different places and differemtqoks. Second, read it in view of rhetorical coniems
and generic conceptions accessible to Paul’'s redden. Third, discover cultural codes and intetesl
texts reachable to Paul’'s readers that aided itgpoehension. And fourth, show how the audience and
the author are textual strategies in Romans. Hetaly persuaded that the way one is rhetorically
familiar with them is the decisive contributing facto its comprehension.
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Stowers (1994:206-108) has vigorously opposed tbw of Jesus’ death as a
sacrifice thafilaotnpiov indicates™® He believes that such reading fits neither the
Jewish institutions nor Paul’'s. Depending on easmurces, Stowers (1994:210) sees
no peculiar meaning ofidaotnpiov other than the “usual.” Stowers (1994:212) also
notes a close parallel to the language of Jesuathden Romans 3:25 and 4
Maccabees. To him both have no sacrificial conmmtat (cf. Stowers 1994:213).
Moreover, sacrificial notions are not the structuthat give concerns to Paul’s
enlightenment of Jesus’ death. He insists thas ibnly in Romans 3:25 that Paul
speaks of atonement (as “appeasement”) that haghngdb do with sacrifice (Stowers
1994:212). Stowers (1994:212) decisively arguesetEconsidering the objections,
one might still argue that some readers from Paiife might have seen a vague
allusion to propitiatory sacrifice in 3:25. If weewe to grant this possibility, it would
signify only that Jesus’ faithful death had aver@al’s anger toward the Gentiles.”

Besides the fact thalhaotnpiov as a neuter adjective is wantifigStowers,
seemingly, is so much concerned with major burdenof proving that Romans is
best read with the ancient rhetorical techniquéspéech-in-character.” It is expected

of him to use his fourth tactic and strategy oegrating the audience and the author

The three grounds upon which Stowers refutes “meeayt” are: first, such analysis calls for Paul
and his readers to have a kind of typological fitaiion of the Hebrew Scriptures based on the jgem
of Christianity superseding Judaism; of which Pedws no signs of such supersessionism. Second, the
mercy seat reading incorrectly imagines that thikling of blood on thenss signified the atonement
of personal and moral sin rather than purificatibhe sacrifices on the Day of Atonement permitted a
complete purification of the temple, not an atonehwe forgiveness of the people’s sin (Lv 16:2MeT
mies, an item of cultic furniture that was missing e tsecond temple, was never regarded as a symbol
of God dealing with sin. Third, its proponents canolarify how readers would have recognised a
reference to thenss in Romans 3 (Stowers 1994:209-210).

% Stowers (1994:2:13) argument goes: “If the keP#nll's thought about Christ rests in the idea of
his death as a sacrifice of vicarious atonementsfor then why does the only plausibly arguable
evidence for that conception depend on the meaafngne word in Paul’'s last extant letter? The
sacrificial interpretation simply proves insuffioieto do the interpretive work that exegetes wardd
and therefore is not able to prove the most hisadlsi plausible reading of 3:21-26.” But one istlef
wondering whether this is the only plausible evigeifor taking the violent death of Jesus Christ as
sacrifice!

% |ts subscribers, firstly, argue that “propitiatssicrifice” is theetymologyof the word which
stems from the word meaning “to appease.” Hencearamdjective, it designate® propitiation.
Secondly, “propitiatory sacrifice” suggests the udeanalogousterms referring to the sacrificial
services (Hodge 1994:88). And thirdly, the whotatextfavours the propitiatory sacrifice since the
apostle immediately speaks about the blood ofghésifice fra (T1}j) TioTE®] €V T® ALTOD ATpLOTL).
And since his purpose is to show how the freefjaation of a sinner can be reconciled with thdipes
of God; then “[t]he essential idea of such a saifs that it satisfies justice. It terminates®ad. Its
primary intention is not to produce any subjectitange in the offerer but to appease God. Sudfeis t
meaning of the word, from which we have no rightiepart” (Hodge 1994:89).

First objection is that of non-existence of a clemdorsement from antiquity th&bpo was
inappropriately used in this possibility. Secorftere remains uncertainty in regards to the supglgin
Ovpo into out text (Fryer 1987:102). So, its key weadeés that it forceshaatrpiov to yearn for a
substantive (like “death,” “sacrifice’®bpo or “émifepa) to modify (Robeck 1974:34). We then
wonder what kept Paul from supplying the necessabgtantive!
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(Stowers 1994:210) in order to exemplify how audeenand author are vital
contributing factors when readingootmpiov. Moreover, one is left wondering why
Stowers detacheslootnpiov from sacrifice. However, Stowers points into a
remarkable course that needs further exportatcuitaral context, sacrifices, violence
involved in sacrificing, the audience that can I¢egrated into the process of
interpretingiloaotnpiov. What could be the accomplishments such sacrifoested
in the antiquity, particularly in relation to themJews whom he mentions? As such,
the intention is to put forward a different setqofestions to this text using the notion
of rhetorical situation, as a probe into the probkt hand. If audience and author are
decisive factors in determining the reading of,téhen by asking howAootrpiov
possibly could have performed among non-Judeanrenaeiof in the antiquity will
give me alternative possibilities of interpretation

Another publication that has to be paid attentmowing to its rhetorical point
of departure isPaul's Letter to the Romans: a Socio-Rhetorical @mntary by
Witherington (2004). Witherington (2004:101) is mmised that the phrase “but now”
refer definitely to an era of salvation. An era wh&od’s righteousness is made clear
to “all who have the saving faith.” In agreementttwiStevenson (2008:89-9%),
Witherington (2004:108) argues that God is therddfed receiver ofAagtrpiov and
its “normal” connotation in the Greek literature'jsopitiation of wrath.*®

Concerningilaotnpiov, Witherington (2004:109 [43n]) states: “[T]he sens
‘mercy seat’ forhilasteion is of course technically possible (see Lev. 168}, Paul

is not just conjuring up OT imagery; he is discaggihe atoning sacrifice of Jesus and

37 According to Stevenson (2008:89-90), althoughaih aescribe mercy seatlootripiov in
Romans refers to propitiation- the offering of arfface that appeases the wrath of an angry God. He
writes: “In the ancient world, when one thoughtttha had committed some offence against one of the
duties, he would go and offer a sacrifice of appe@nt.” This raises questions: Was this the only
performativity of the sacrifice in the ancient wd?l Was “appeasement” the only enactment that
1Aootnplov attained? What were the other functionalitiesaufrifices, especially when a human being
was brutally ‘sacrificed’? Which other accomplishte did the metaphorisation of Jesus’ death
sanction and achieve? Is there a possibility thatificing Jesus was meant to draw the non-Jews nea
to God, as sacrifices did in the antiquity? If J2gleath is taken as the “mode of initiation” (Véeil
2007:49-51), could it have inaugurated the memlyersii non-Jews with full rights into Jewish
community? Did it integrate those regarded as idats’ to be “insiders?” Most properly, as the flow
the blood, during their circumcision, welcomed tlevs into that lineage, so now the flow of Jesus’
sacrificial blood having been presentedidasthrion denotes and signifies the admission of the non-
Jews into that very covenantal heritage. It termeidanother ritual.

3 Witherington (2004:108) write: “Propitiation of ath is the normal meaning in the Greek
literature. In view of Paul's Roman audience it nieeyhelpful to compare a Greek inscription found at
Cos which reads: the people, for the Emperor Cassar of God, Augustus, for salvation to the gods
[offer this] propitiatory sacrificehjlastaion). The words refer, then, not merely to cleansihgftects
of sin (i.e. guilt) but to the propitiation of therath of a deity.” Additionally, he asserts: “Actlya
however, God'’s is not only the offerer but also theipient of the sacrifices, for it is his own w#ra
which is averted” (Witherington 2004:108).
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explaining what it accomplishes.” What accomplishindid such a sacrifice have?
Touching on accomplishments, Witherington (2004)Mfites: “Christ’'s death both
vindicates and displays God’s righteous judgmentson and demonstrates God’s
desire to set right sinful humankind.” Is this tloéological? Seemingly, his intent is
theological. The metaphor of sacrifice is inseri@® a theological argument, while
the effect of a “violent human death,” a God sadnfy his son, the violence behind
the notion of the sacrificial and that relationstopthe Roman audience is completely
left out of consideration. How then can he calsthisocicrhetorical interpretation?
How can we call it @ociarhetorical analysis when the values of the Romatiesnce
so steeped in violence are not evoked as frameworkthe interpretation of
1Aootmprov? Where are accomplishments of Jesus’ death “w wiePaul's Roman
audience?” One could expect Witherington to intetrghis passage in the light of
social life of the Jews and the non-Jews. Why cdiddnhot amalgamate the Roman
audience while interpretinglaotnpiov? His assertion, however, opens a window to
explore Romans 3:25-26 in the context of sacrifiaed their functionalities in the

antiquity

1.3.5 Recent Studies odikaiogvvn and TioTLj

Before drawing some conclusions, the attentionoi paid to other parts of
the text, especiallydikoiroocbvn) and miotij. In regards to the former, the
“bafflement” is between takingikoiloovvn to designate God’sharacter of justice
(justitia distributivg, or God’ssavingcovenantaithfulness(fulfilment of His salvific
promises). On the one hand, “mercy-seat” subs&if@ell 2002; Bailey 2000:157,
Jewett 2007:97), “expiation” assenter (Ziesler )9%& well as the supporter of
“sacrifice of atonement” (Campbell 1992:138-176)derstandséikaioctvr in
Romans (3:25-26) to be referring to God’s savinthfalness, same sense as in 1:17
and 3:21. On the other hand, “expiation” endors@raig 2001:1092) and

%9 His conclusions are theological in nature rathant“social”: “The crucifixion of Jesus publicly
displays God's purpose for humanity” (Witheringtdf04:108). Further he contends: “Probably we
should translate the wortAp.otnpiov) here as “means of propitiation” since it refer<hrist’s blood.
This is strange language indeed unless Paul beli@reist was some sort of atoning and appeasing
sacrifice” (Witherington 2004:109; cf. Wright 2002)jence, Jesus’ death on the cross, Paul seeming
thinks, was God’s only way of remaining both holydaloving (cf. Witherington 2004:113). Even
accomplishments and benefitsiafiotriprov are theological: “Christ’'s death is a sufficietbrzement
for the sins of all human beings but it is effeetionly for those who appropriate its benefits tigtou
faith, as v22 makes evident” (Witherington 2004108
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“propitiation” supporters (Moo 1996; Stott 1995 &ifrell 2000) opt for thgustitia
distributivaview of Stkconogvn.*

As far as the meaning afiotij is concerned, the perplexity is between
objective genitivef@ith in Chris) and subjective genitivehe faith of JesysTo put it
differently, is Jesus here thabject or the subjectof faith? On the one hand, the
“mercy-seat” supporters (Bell 2002; Bailey 2000:13@wett 2007:98), “expiation”
endorsers (Craig 2001 and Ziesler 1997), as wellpaspitiation” endorsers (Moo
1996; Stott 1995 and Cottrell 2000) argue for didjecgenitive?* This understanding
poses a question: is it biblical thatsmner’s faith is the means by whicksod
presented Christ as\aotrpiov? Ultimately, if so, God's sovereignty which is his
absolute arbitrariness is called into questionQcittrell 2000:260). On the other hand,
“expiation” subscriber (Johnson 1997), “sacrifideatonement” supporter (Campbell

9 For example, concernirfiyicaioatvn, Bell asserts that: “...when Paul speaks of estaiblisof
God’s righteousnesgi( évdeiEiv tijj dikaioovvn avtov’ ) he is referring to God’s salvation, not his
justice...” (Bell 2002:21-22).

Ziesler (1997:115) declares: “God's righteousness Here its usual Pauline saving connotations,
and so does not mean his strict justice of the feyan eye” sort, but his action to restore andhiain
the divine-human relationship.”

Campbell (1992:138-176) analys&scaiocvvn in salvific terms against a Jewish back-group, a
cultural background (:147). Campbell (1992:165)rafé: “In sum, Paul seems to be ustgaioovvn
0eoV in what was probably a standard Jewish sense toteléhe salvation of God...fundamentally,
however, the phrase denotes God'’s powerful wikkawe- a purpose that fulfils his promises to Israel
and is therefore characterizable as righteous.”

Other scholars (Godet 1989:154; Stott 1995:115-Mdx 1996:238-240 & Cottrell 2000:262-263)
who argue for “propitiation” interpredikaiocvvn in terms ofjustitia distributive on two basic
grounds: first, thadikoioobvn adtov” is so dependent on the meaning of other key wiortise very
clause. And second, it is God’'s character thatalted into question because of his endurance and
suspension of the real punishment of sins. By fyiey the wicked (Rm 4:5) God did what He
habitually forbade others, thus surprisingly it wasascriptural” (cf. Dt 25:1; Pr 17:15; Ex 23:7-By
17:15; 1s 5:23). As a result, it is on basis of i€f's crossalone that God is justified to justly justify the
unjust (Stott 1995: 12f; Cottrell 2000:265). Meanihat, God has redeemed (sinners), propitiatesd (hi
wrath) and demonstrated his justice (Stott 1995116&). Thus, they see no salvific promises in the
immediate context.

Yet, others seemingly are silent ab&ukoiocvvn (Stowers 1994; Morgan 1995 and Johnson
1997) and abouttiotij (Morgan 1995).

*L In support of objective genitive oftiotij, Bell (2002:20-22) take$Aaotnpiov with did
moTewj: to argue that the mercy seat is accessible anceptible through faith in Christ. Thus,
1Aaotnprov is perceived only by faith, and only through faithturn out to be a “salvation event.”
Ziesler (1997:115) and Craig (2001:1092) conterat fhis human response of faith that is being
referred to here, as RSV rightly implies. “It isential to note that the faith of which Paul spaaksv
26-31 (and in Romans generally) is specificafigith in Christ....In other words, it isone’s response
to Jesus that ultimately is at issue” [italics digif] (Craig 2001:1092). As a consequence of hgdin
that Jesus” death is the foundation of our forgassn(Cottrell 2000:261-262; Moo 1996:241), they
argue for objective genitive: “No, grace is non-rirutory, and faith is the opposite of self-regard
The value of faith is not to be found in itsdiit entirely and exclusively in its object, namébsus
Christ and Him crucified...Faith is the eye that looks fmhthe hand that receives his free gift, the
mouth that drinks the living water” (italics supga) Stott (1995:117).
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1992), as well as “propitiatory sacrifice” spongBtowers 1994) interpretiotij here
in terms of subjective genitivé.

In summation, from completely different angles gstissimilar approaches,
although scholars’ understanding of whabotnpiov means differ, they actually
agree on the meaning 8fkaioovvn and wiotij. For example, Bell (2002); Bailey
(2000) and Jewett (2007:97) who subscribe to “meeat” and are opposed to
Ziesler's (1997) “expiation” do agree énkaioovvrn as a reference to God’s salvific
faithfulness, against thiestitia distributivaview of dikotoovvn that “propitiation”
supporters (Moo 1996; Stott 1995 and Cottrell 2068ye advocated for. Yet, in
regards to the meaning afotij, these very scholars do opt for objective genitive
Moreover, there are those who agree on the mearingootnpiov but actually
disagree on the meaning éfxoioocbvn and/or miotij. For example, whereas
Johnson (1997), Ziesler (1997) and Craig (2001 pasponents of “expiation,” Ziesler
regardsdikaioovvn here to be referring to God’s saving faithfulnessilev Craig
understands it gsistitia distributiva Yet, these very two scholars argue for objective
genitive of miotij, against Johnson’s (1997) view of subjective gemit

As a result | am left asking: how wés<coioavvn or justice in antiquity linked
with violent sacrifice? Were there any connectiogtween sacrifice, aggression,
mioTlj, dikowoovvn and the righteous man who was under compulsiomxert
righteousness? If these observations are legitintiade there is a justified course for a
fresh search of the text's performativity in detaillhat is to say that, | suggest
propounding different set of questions to Roma&-26 using rhetorical criticism’s

notion of rhetorical situation, as | look into mgoplem.

2 For example, Johnson, a Roman Catholic (1997:wdtks with an ideology that “faith of
Christ” was the key to Paul's argument in Romanscokding to him, the phragea wiotewj is more
unlikelyif translatedobjectively.Thus, its translation in RSV {fm who has faith in Jesus*represents
adesperate guessAccordingly, its normal rendering could bthé one who shares the faith of Jésus
(Johnson 1997:59-60). Such a reading situates d&iflesus integral to God'’s gift to humanity ansbal
to Paul's theological argument (Johnson 1997:60;kkE989:443-460). Campbell (1992) proposes to
put down the traditional view in favour of the setijve genitive. As he himself notes, however, “the
subjective rendering oftiotij and its genitive constructions does not eliminaliethe syntactical
problems in passage. Several difficulties still aamthat obstruct a clear understanding of the. t&xt
(Campbell 1992:68-69, 138-176).

Romans 3 :25f, according to Stowers (1994:224)sduos deal with Christians” subjectivity of
faith, but rather how God has accomplished hisigasthrough Jesus’ faithfulness even unto death.
Consistent with to Paul’s context and cultural ydesinner obtains salvation by sharing in Jesws’
faithfulness. On the foundation of Christ’'s faitimiess alone, God has upheld His merciful justice,
undeserved leniency toward the idolatrous Gentéesl thus He has placated his anger toward them
(Stowers 1994:224, 225). Moreover, Stowers (198B.6€lsewhere has conclusively shown that
miotewj Inoob in 3:22, 25 and 26 means Jesus” faith/fullnessfaitht in Christ.
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1.3.6 Conclusions on Recent Studies arlaatrnpiov

In conclusion, the general meaning W@footnplov is clear enough, but its
particular use in Romans 3:25 is variously undedtavith uncertainty. In other
words, what Paul means by designating Jesud.@stnpiov is indeed a subject of
great debate (Moo 1996:231), yet without unanimag/ to its meaning (Cottrell
2000:260). This has caused much perplexity and ptiogp several scholars to resort
to different translations and interpretationssifar from clear what some of the key-
wordsmean and yet less clear what the tata¢aningof this passage comes to. | have
pointed out that RomansAaatrpiov is acrux interpretumfor Pauline scholars and
that it has plunged them for decades into incomatuarguments as documented in the
foregoing commentaries, monographs as well asdarjdirnal articles. The following
conclusions confirm this claim.

Firstly, there are interpretational problems sundiog ilaotnpiov. As a
result, there are divergent interpretations @fwotnpiov, as well as that of
dikonoovvn and mwiotij. The debate focuses most sharply on whetheotnpiov
refers to “mercy seat,” “expiation’sinner-warg or “propitiation” (God-warg, and
the justifications thereof (Jewett 2007:93). Addlitlly, | have also argued that there
are those who agree on the meaningiJaiotnpiov but actually disagree on the
meaning ofsikaioovvn and/or wiotij. | have argued that there are some overlaps
between these three main interpretations, duedmtition of sacrifice that is often
attached talaotmpiov. The three possible translationsiafirotnpiov demonstrate
the ambiguity of the term and the perplexity of N&astament scholars to provide
with a plausible interpretation. Given this, it essitates an approach which has an
alternative set of questions and terminologies.

Secondly, the forgoing scholars also interpret RmsM2t25-26 in anticipation
of coherency and non-ambiguity. In particular, theatidootnpiov in a way that it
must have a direct relationship to the Old Testanmenanotherauthoritative text
elsewhere. Meaning that, according to them, theustrhave been an origin from
which Paul must have operated. It is in this contbat texts from other spheres are
wrested from their own contexts and are used imeotion withilaotnpiov. Thus,
in the attempt to avoid ambiguity, the theologiogdsuppositions play a big role while
interpreting this passage. However, | have argiedifaotnpiov is a metaphor,

infused with ambiguity.

26



Thirdly, within methodological constraints, integpers of this text are more
interested in What” 1Aaotnpiov means than in thewhy” question. To put it
differently, operating from a hermeneutics whiclsiped meaningn the text, asking
the question “what” and searching for meaning fexa-developmental sense, scholars
have not brought the clarity that is expected. Agsllt, it is noted that their works
mostly concentrate on the problematic words or ggsaof the text (Campbell
1992:29-31). Possibly their approaches never reduihem to pay attention to the
rhetorical situation that invited the utterance &melportrayal of Jesus asootrnpiov.
Consequently, this necessitates ey question, rather than simply whato.otrpiov
means. Whereas their search for the meaning.aftrpiov is in the word and/or in
the relationships between words and sentencesailiveely the intention is to look for
its meaning as it emerges from its interaction he thetorical situation. So, the
objective is the functionality ofilaotnipiov in the antiquity. If divergent
interpretations here are the products of a diwegitparadigms then it requires that
different questions be asked concerning this pa&ss&g such, | maintain that
alternative possibilities may arise when one askswv 1Aoaotrpiov possibly could
have performed then? As a result, at the hearhisf research project is thehy
guestion.

Fourthly, Stowers (1994), Morgan (1995), Johnsd@9{), Hultgren (2011) in
addition to Witherington's (2004ocio-Rhetorical Commentarypbin’s (2004)book
on Paul’'s Rhetoricand Jewett (2007) have pointed into significanéctions that need
further study: sacrifices particularly of humanrmgs, violence involved in sacrificing,
Paul’'s Roman Christian audience, politics betwden lews and the non-Jews, and
integration of the audience into the process ogrpreting 1Aaotnpiov. Yet,
remarkably none of these authors has dealt withdhtarous sacrificial nature of the
first century or the performativity of sacrificidtuals into details. For example, Wells
(2003:70) not only connects Romans 3:25 to saesfibut also assigns readers
homework of stressing the origin of sacrifices. Btorer, Klaus (2003:133) argues
that Paul was familiar with “others modes of saceif’ Should he not have explained
these modes and possibly their performativity? Néedess, alongside with those
others, Klaus brings out elements that need furéttiemtion: sacrifices and Roman

audience?

*3 Klaus (2003:133) writes: “The alternative intetaton is thathilastefion in Rom. 3:25 is an
allusion to thekapporetor ‘mercy seat’ of Lev. 16 and, hence, to the ffedsthe atonement- suffers
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Therefore, the reasons for the preceding argunaetshat partly interpreters’
approaches did not require them to pay attentiora text's performativity. It is
explicitly noted that their theological point ofetures and framework obscured the
violence that constitutes a term suchasotnpiov, it obscured the manner in which
first century Roman, and the early Christian auckeof Rome, were steeped into a
culture of violence, so embodied their violent arétthat this type of metaphor would
not have been found abhorrent or shocking. Sincéhemlogical interpretation
excluding consideration of the performativity piiple, obscures the violence lying
behind this passage, obscures how violence is iassdavith God’s righteousness, it
simultaneously also protects contemporary biblicatics, from making the link
between God’s righteousness and violence a spdeisic of exegesis. This applies
from critics using semantics to critics using rhie® as analytical discourses within
theological paradigms. The strange paradox emertlpes, a theological point of
departure, excluding a rhetoric taking perform#givnto account, prevents exactly
what a contemporary theological interpretation #thquose as problem, namely the
association of God and violence.

Since little attention has been paid to the passadeetoricity that takes
performativity into account, then the Rhetoricaliti€ism’s notion of a rhetorical
situation will advance the alternative set of terahbgies as a possibility for a more
plausible interpretation. It will facilitate me imringing about an alternative
interpretation. Putting it differently, a Socio-Rbecal Criticism not constrained by
theological control will move me into the sociallues, customs and norms of the
audience for whom this passage was written andthitmove allows the sacrificial
connotations ofilactnpiov to emerge. The focus then could be: how does one
account for the portrayal of Jesusiagaatnpiov in a society that had institutionalised
violence? What could be the enactmentdiaiotnpiov in the context of sacrificial
brutality of the antiquity? Which accomplishmenid the metaphorisation of Jesus'
death achieve? Why was Jesus (not an animal gpenspn) interpreted as a sacrifice?
What were the functionalities of sacrifices, esal¢giwhen a human being was
“sacrificed,” in the wider Graco-Roman world? Iretholitics of relations between the
Jews and the non-Jews, did the portrayal of Jesuso@trpiov sanction anything?

What could be the functionality @haotrpiov in the politics of inclusiveness of the

from the weakness that it is doubtful whether res@d¢ Romans had sufficient inside knowledge about
rituals fromfirst temple times to be able to understand this alfusio

28



non-Jews among Abrahamic family? What values didotnpiov have within
ethnicity and status of the non-Jews in sight e Jews? Which elements did Paul
extrapolate which were common to his audience gmifsi 1Aaotnpiov? Could
elaborations of sacrificial rituals, particularly @ human sacrifice, help one to socio-
rhetorically understand the performativityidfootnpiov? In brief, these observations
energise this dissertation. There is clearly sigfit room for a new study which
approaches the text socio-rhetorically.

1.4 Statement of the Problem

The statement of the problem isWhy did Paul describe Jesus as
1Aootnprov?” Or which rhetorical situation invited the utteca and the portrayal of
Jesus asidaotnpiov? Various Pauline interpreters have exposed the tex
(iAoothptov in particular) to analytical scrutifly. The argument is that the difficulty
concerning the text’s interpretation often arisesannection withAaotnpiov. These
interpretations, with the objective to contributethe meaning of a lexeme such as
1Aaotnptov, usually operate from two main assumptions: Birgtat the meaning of
the textresidesin a word, 1Aaotnpiov; and secondly, thathaotnpiov possesses
some kind ofcore meaning/s, even without pondering @ptum within a specific
rhetorical situation. It is in this context thatisthproblem has plunged Pauline
scholarship into divergent inconclusive argumeRtstly because their approaches did
not require them to pay attention to thvehy” question, their main issue what Paul
meant by Jesus beingootnpiov, as argued above.

In my view both the search for the “meaning in adiand the premise of a
“core” meaning restricted inquiries to the text dne surface level of the text, whereas
the question “why” allows for an exploration of #® underlying values that
constituted the text. Consequently then, an ingtgbion within the context of the
rhetorical situation could help a long way on resging to the question oiwhy” Paul
used this term here. That is to say, the propssal pose a different set of questions to
Romans 3:25-26 using another approach as | inastigy problem. | am premised

“ See Campbell 1992:108-133; Stowers 1994:206-2f8t $995:113-118; Morgan 1995:90-93;
Moores 1995:60; Moo 1996:230-243; Johnson 1997Z&6-Biesler 1997:112-116; Hendriksen
1999:131-134; Cottrell 2000:260-265; Bailey 200&11%58; Craig 2001:1092; Bell 2002:1-27; Fee &
Stuart 2002:231; Dunn 2003:212; Russell 2003:53&]I18\2003:70; Klaus 2003:133; Witherington
2004:108; Tobin 2004:134-135; Raymond 2006:391ye$teon 2008:89-90; and Hultgren 2011:150,
157.
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that alternative possibilities may arise when | askv iAaotrpiov possibly could
have performed in the context of politics of redas between the Jews and the non-
Jews of the antiquity. Since the objective is #’'s performativity, then | propose to
search for the “meaning” dflaotrpiov as it emerges from its interaction in the
rhetorical situation. Putting it differently, theiqary query as one investigates what it
means is “what situation invited the utterance” darson 1998:28) that eventually
resulted into the portrayal of Jesusiagotnpiov? Thus, this research will have the
why as its focus and will seek to give it clarificatiohdditionally, this issue is more
complicated by the fact that its usage in Romarsniged, unusual and enigmatic. It
also lacks significant parallel in the New Testatn&nce it does not have an article
(Morgan 1995:90; Bruce 1997:179).

Reconstructing rhetorical situation of sacrifigctices in the antiquity, thus,
serves as a starting point in understanding theleviegegetical difficulty of the
portrayal of Jesus as.aotnpiov in Romans 3:25-26. Additionally, the problem at
hand could be dealt with more appropriately in ®hits wider sacrificial context of
violence; that is, the wider context of antiquityiis socio-rhetorical context of which
the sacrificial value-systems constitute a partottmer words, this study arose out of
dissatisfaction with the widely accepted meaninfisAmotnpiov in contemporary
Pauline scholarship, which in the process of imagiion exhibits a lack of
constructing a significant rhetorical situation.

This dissertation intends to read the text withie twider framework of
Rhetorical Criticism. Both Robbins’ (1996a, 1996dxcio-rhetorical criticism and
Schussler-Fiorenza’s (1999) rhetorical model oflyms of a rhetorical situation will
spearhead this rhetorical critical enquiry. Thengee is that a socio-rhetorical
interpretation can help in bringing alternativeenpiretation on to the table, along with
a better clarification, as far as the uséXafotnpiov in Romans 3 is concerned.

Therefore, putting it in a question form, the staat of the problem may be
restated as: socio-rhetoricallyhy did Paul describe Jesus @siotnpiov? That is,
what was the “rhetorical situation” (rhetorical g&ncy) to which the portrayal of

Jesus ashaotnprov (Rm 3:25-26) can be construed as a fitting resg®ns

“5 In the New Testamefio.otriprov occurs twice (Rm 3:25; Heb 9:5; Williams 1999:2&ussell
2003:533).
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1.5 Development of the Study

The topic- ‘A Socio-Rhetorical Appraisal of Jesus as Sacrifiggh Specific
Reference toidlaornpiov in Romans 3:25-26 is built up in the following five
chapters.

In this chapter | have now indicated that the aurrenterpretations of
1Aaotnptov within the passage Romans 3:25-27 can indeed ére & problematic
owing to theological constraints. | have formulatbé statement of the problem. |
have also touched on what | regard as a more apatepcritical framework of
interpretation, namely a socio-rhetorical approach which the principle of
performativity is taken seriously. | have argueat th rhetorical approach as such, does
not necessarily avoid the pitfalls of theologicabnstraint, which implies a
methodological modification that necessitates th@nence of how ancient social
values have constituted the audience. Lastly itainga an outline of this study.

Since | have argued that the predominance of aldbeal interpretative
framework yielded methodological constraints, wketkthat be from semantics or
rhetorics, restricting to the meaningiafiotnpiov, more attention than usual should
be paid to the methodological. For that reasonh ltapters two and three are
concerned with theoretical and methodological comce Whereas chapter two
provides with the broader framework, selectivelyngsinsights from traditional
rhetorical criticism, Robbins and Schussler-Fioeenzhapter three serves to locate
Romans 1-4 within the categories of the classitspositia It is within this chapter
that theapostrophicnature of Romans 1-4 will also be dealt with ast jpd the
probatio. Against this background then, Robbins’ proposhlsacial and cultural
phenomena as part of the tapestry of the textagdin be reconsidered. In order to
explain why Paul describes Jesus asootnpiov, the purpose for which such a
portrayal was necessary and the effect such utteraas expected to have, it is at this
point that an examination of the profitability aagplicability of Robbins’ third step of
social and cultural phenomena is explored.

Since | have posed as problem how theological caings resist socio-cultural
considerations at work in the rhetoric deployethim Romans letter, in particular with
reference talaotnpiov, chapter four deals with the practices of saifimd the
underlying culture of violence which rendered itegtable practice. For that reason,
this chapter concerns four aspects: the theoretitmlervations of sacrifices in
antiquity which provides a framework for understagdthe sacrificial rituals of the
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Judean and of the Graeco-Roman societies; thefisatriviolence in the antiquity
with the aim of establishing the context of brutaWithin which Paul referred to Jesus
as tAaotnprov; the performativity of sacrificial rituals in thantiquity which will
form the immediate background of the portrayal ekus as sacrifice and its
performativity; and the sacrifices in early Chasiity and Pauline with the purpose of
knowing different sacrificial metaphors used by #meients to explain the sacrificial
notion. This will culminate in a consideration obiRans 3:25-27 in an attempt to
determine what element Paul extrapolated to difftyesignify iAaotnpiov and the
function Jesus’ death had.

In chapter five the findings of the enquiry will becapitulated. Without going
into any detail, 1 will briefly refer to the effectof a critical socio-rhetorical for

contemporary “theological” interpretations.
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CHAPTER TWO
METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

2.1 Introduction

In the pursuit of the statement of the problem, ititention is to read Romans
3:25-26 from a rhetorical perspective. In this dkgpattention is paid to theoretical
issues, specifically pertaining to the models tAaaditional Rhetorical Criticism,
Schissler Fiorenza (1999) and Robbins (1996a, )98&te proposetf. This sets the
theoretical scene for their more specific apprammin subsequent chapters, meaning
that, these approaches provide key terminologigissipearhead rhetorical critical enquiry
into a “rhetorical situation” that invited the p@yal of Jesus asiootnpiov. From
Traditional Rhetorical Criticism, | will utilise # rhetorical unit in outlining Paul’s
dispositiq apostropheand the notion ofhetorical situation which is not synonymous
with Sitz im LebenThis will not only help me to pursue the text'srguasiveness and
performativity, but also thaptumthat takes into account the rhetorical situatiod the
value-system constituting that rhetorical situatim particular, |1 argue that Robbins’
texture of social and cultural aspects and SchiisSlerenza’s “mimetic axis of
representation” can significantly disclosenatrpiov’s performativity.

By integrating these three-pronged rhetorical madelill design a “terministic
screen?’ that allows one to ask particular questions imtieh to the problematisation
posed in chapter oneWhydid Paul describe Jesus idsiotnpiov?” This “terministic

screen” enables one to pose definite questiondeatdxt, such as, what could be the

%] am aware of Robbins’ new publication. | haveetakote of it. | did not integrate material fronisth
publication, because | commenced my analysis in62Q@@ay before its publication. And since my
methodology already consists of a three-prongetbrizal approach, this would have made the analysis
too complex at this stage.

471 will use this term coined by Burke (1966:44-63)though | do not use it in the same manner.
Pertaining to the notion of “terministic screen,urBe (1966:45) has a famous statement: “Even if any
given terminology is aeflection of reality, but its very nature as a terminologynust be aelectionof
reality; and to this extent it must function alsadeflectionof reality.” Therefore, even if a terminology
claims or aspires to reflect reality, it does notl @&annot, because it constrains and restrictshiat the
terminology can disclose or point to. As such aegminology,iAaotnpiov inclusive, any terministic
screen simultaneously obscures as it at the sangedemarcates and defines reality. As a resuliyrbée:
“Many of the ‘observations’ are but implications thfe particular terminology in terms of which the
observations are made” (:46). This means we onlggdee what a particular terminology allows us ¢e s
In the previous chapter, | have already indicateat ta theological terminology compelled particular
questions that configure around the notions of ‘tpeseat,” “propitiation,” and/or “expiation.” My
argument is that when socio-rhetoric is taken exoount, the terminology | would deploy would allow
alternative set of questions to be asked concermiogrtrpiov, which would in turn allow alternative
views to emerge.
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enactments ofilaotnpiov in the context of sacrificial brutality of the aniity,
especially in the context of politics of relatidmstween the Jews and the non-Jews? How
does one account for the portrayal of JesusiAasstrpiov in a society that had
institutionalised violence? Why was Jesus, andamoanimal, interpreted as a sacrifice?
What were the functionalities of sacrifices, esplgi when a human being was
“sacrificed,” in the wider Graeco-Roman world? Aitative possibilities may arise when
this “terministic screen” allows such questiondé&asked®

Rhetorical criticism, interested in why a text abulave been persuasive, and
therefore attempting to explain the persuasiveegifes constituted by the values of the
socio-cultural world they derive from, requirestttiae sacrificial dimension portrayed by
Romans 3:25, in particular as displayed by theais@aotnpiov, be shifted into focus.
This is why | require a “terministic screen,” desegl by an integration of the three-
pronged rhetorical models, which allows me to eixplhe persuasive strategies and
permits a socio-rhetorical explanation aswtby Paul describes Jesus @iotnpiov.
Ultimately, in a preliminary way, | will rhetoriclgl consider the performativity of
sacrificial rituals in the antiquity and the poytah of Jesus as sacrifice in the context of

brutality and theperformativity thatAaotrpiov in Romans evoked.

2.2  Traditional Rhetorical Criticism

The focus here is Traditional Rhetorical Criticisspracticed by New Testament
critics, particularly Kennedy (1984; 1997). Theneaivards | will proceed to Robbins’
and Schussler Fiorenza’s rhetorical models thabggond the Traditional Rhetorical
Criticism itself. The key word in all the three-pged approaches is “rhetoric,” which
serves as a starting point.

It is not easy to define “rhetoric” (Black 1995:25&endland 2002:169). Porter
and Olbricht (1993:21) emphatically state: “Rhetasi not a single thing and neither can
it be defined simply* Besides the problematics concerning the definitbmhetoric,

“8 |t has been pointed that “terministic screen” épresentative function of symbols and language
(Burke 1966:45-46). The three termsreflection, selectiorand deflectionof reality captures the basic
points about the function of language (Burke 196%K:4he implication is that language reflects, sele
and deflects as a way of determining the symbotesys that permits coping with any world (Stob
2008:139-140). Putting it differently, terministgcreens “emphasize the way that terms push us into
various channels and fields, which continually €hapd reshape our vision and expression. Terngnisti
screens are thus always sciliegrprogressively unfolding, moving, and interestinihey are active,
dynamic, and progressive, a result of their movdrireaxperience” (Stob 2008:146; cf. Burke 1966:50)

“9In this study, | will not provide a solution toethdefinitional problems of rhetoric or rhetorical
criticism, because my problem is not how rhetotiowdd be defined. Moreover, several scholars have
already struggled with that definitional problenthvaiut conclusive solution. Illustratively, accorgiy to
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rhetorical criticism has divergent classificaticarsd various rhetoricians have followed
different approache¥. Despite all the differences of opinion, there isamsiderable
agreement among rhetoricians that rhetoric referspersuasion.” It is an “art of
persuasion” or a “persuasive speeth.”

Persuasion concerns with the dynamic interactiawéxen author drator), text
(addres¥, and readeraudience within a specific rhetorical situation (cf. Bitzel968:1-

Porter and Olbricht (1993:21-23), for some rhetrigritics, “rhetoric” means the categories usedhsy
ancients. For others, it means rhetorical categat@veloped in subsequent times and places. 8térs
according to Foss, Foss and Trapp (1985:1), vieag ftempty words,” Yet to others (Bray 1996:486]sit
simply a style/form of oral speech or/and writtextt Based on the latter, Mack (1990:16) contends:
“rhetoric refers to the rules of the language gaamsed upon as acceptable within a given socigile
Robbins (1996a:1) maintains that the term “rhetalirefers to the way language in a text is a rseafn
communication among people.” The wide scope ofotietan, additionally, be seen in Wardy’s attetopt
respond to the question “what rhetoric is.” HereWardy's (1996:1) answer, as quoted by Vorster
(2009:508 n7):

Rhetoric...is the capacity to persuade others; aaatjgal realisation of this ability; or at leaat
attempt at persuasion, successful or not. Furtherntbis capacity might to one degree or another, b
eithernatural or acquired Again, rhetorical exercisamnight or might notbe confined to language; if
visual or architectural ‘rhetoric’ is a metaphotiextension of ‘rhetoric,” what does this metaphor
preserve, and what does it discard, of the coreninga‘rhetorical language’...finally, rhetoric isrfo
some aistinctive mode of communicationhether admirable or deplorable; for others,amnsasone
person addresses anothehnetoric is present [Vorster’s italics].

* There are different classifications of rhetoriagls as classical or traditional, or Graeco-Romad, a
that these can again be distinguished from modemew, and that one can even speak of implicit or
explicit. There is primary and secondary (ofterlezhldecorative) rhetoric (Kennedy 1980:4-5; Combrin
1996:104-105). The former is concerned with oralitymarily an act of persuasion, and used in divig
while the latter is concerned with literacy. Inwi@f other scholars, Aristotle’s classificationsafcient
rhetoric are threefold, each with different basijeative: forensic (intended to defend or criticlseme
past action), deliberative (designed to urge, @atewr discussed the audience about some possibte f
action), and epideictic (intended to praise or ldawffer a present or ongoing action or qualityasra
reflection on past action) (cf. Perelman and Olbted yteca 1971:21; Kennedy 1984:36; Jewett 1985:38
Snyman 1988:219; Malina & Neyrey 1996:64; Anderd@88:97; Schissler Fiorenza 1999:112; Gorman
2004:84).

Rhetorical criticism has divergent classificatioRer example, Kennedy’s mode of rhetorical crititis
is quite simple, but it has proved challenging tttline (Kennedy 1984:33-38). Subsequent scholars
(Stamps 1997:224-225; Anderson 1998:28; RichardX@06:110) have sought to summarise it in five
steps, but the divisions seems to differ with eattempt. Contrast this with Black Il (1984:254-255)
Wuellner (1987:455-458), Snyman (1988:218), andstta(1992:699).

L In agreement, several scholars (Kennedy 1984:18n® 1995:129; Combrink 1996:104-105;
Malina 1996a:82; Lemmer 1996:166; Kennedy 1997:3ur€ 1997:76; Viviers 1997:138; Vickers
1998:12f; Amador 1999a:14-15; Sally 2000:1010; &wsrt& Stamps 2002; Wendland 2002:170; Jost &
Olmsted 2004; Gorman 2004:83; Mitchell 2006:615;rster 2009:508) have conclusively attached
persuasion, power and authoritygytopikn. In particular, Kennedy (1972:3) states:“Rhetodefined in
the strictest senses the art of persuasion.That basic meaning may be extended, howevenctade the
art of all who aim at some kind of attitude chargge the part of their audience or reader...” (italics
supplied). In almost same wording, Lemmer (1996} &8ines rhetoric as: “The effective use of largpia
or the citing of reasons to persuade or to inflegenc move hearers or readers from one set of cbons
or persuasions to another.” On the same groundsrdiog to Kennedy (1997:7), if a nhame were to be
given for “rhetoric before rhetoric” the best woudobably have beemei6w, that is, persuasion
Wendland (2002:170) too holds that rhetoric in dererms is the drt andtechnique”of persuasiveness.
In a similar phrasing, Gorman (2004:83) assert®]tgtoric is the art of effective and persuasive
communication.” Meaning that, to them rhetoriche fartand techniquef effective communication that
induces or enhances an audience’s adherence soncealues and hierarchies (Stamps 1995:129; Amador
1997a:53). If this definition is acceptable, theabviously implies that rhetoric is a communicatbstyle
that facilitates and enables persuasion (Amadof4d99-15). In Classen’s (2000:45) wording rhetdsic
“...the deliberate, calculated use of language fershike of communicating various kinds of informadio
the manner intended by the speaker.”

35



14; Wuellner, 1987:448-463; Vorster 1990:121; Git&p3:136; Viviers 1997:138). That
IS to say, rhetoric has been understood to be #yeimvwhich human beings symbolically
and linguistically interacted with each other. dtalong this line of thought that Burke
(1966:44) had viewed the use of “language as a sloibmeans through which
collaboration is induced among people who naturagponds to “symbals The
implication herein is that language and rhetorig/b@gaconsidered inseparable, because it
is through former that persuasion is realised. iRutit differently, every linguistic
utterance maybe regarded as rhetoric (Vorster 30897). Meaning that, persuasion
works through the force of relevant factual evicdenand valid proof, addressing people
as they are, and adapting what is to be said to t@ws, beliefs and values (Botha
1997:176). As a result, my argument is that fotatie to operate under the principle of
the performativity a critic needs a “universe,” arld of values that makes sense to the
participants within their rhetorical situatich.

Although rhetoric may signify different levels oégsuasion, from coercion to the
suggestion of identification, my argument is thia¢ fperformance of some degree of
persuasion cannot be denied. If we concede to #nsupsiveness, though in varying
degrees, as constituting the rhetorical, then rieetanctions under the principle of the
performative. In addition, if that be the casentlitemeans that rhetoric always requires
an “addressee,” and it always requires some kindhlafe system to which it can refer its
addressee. Actually, value system gives power thoaity to the rhetorical utterance.
The aim here beingvhy Jesus is described as sacrifice, the element rsugsion is
valuable, because it disclosesiotrpiov’s performativity and the inducements that the
author wished to achieve within cultural and sogalles and in the politics of relations
between the Jews and the non-Jews.

It is of paramount importance for me to specifytthdo not claim a well-versed
rhetorical education for Paul (Anderson 1998:1@ny] that | as a critic, | deot intend to
analyse the letter in terms of Traditional Rhet@riCriticism, but | will usesomeof its
categories to assist in posing questions to thie teis within this frame that | would also
be able to refer to Kennedy (1984) since he haptadathis model into a workable

2 There is rhetoric of actuality and rhetoric of gibdity. One may distinguish the two this way: ‘Gh
rhetoric of actuality assumes a rational univeaseniverse whose structure and causes [one] nedai®tv
and understand. As such, he attempts to instructpregenting the wants and explaining the ways ef th
world” (Poulakos 1984:223). By contrast, howevdre trhetoric of possibility assumes an incomplete
universe, a universe that humans must bring clas@ompletion: “As such, it attempts to persuade by
extending to that part of the world is not” (Powaki984:223). Moreover, it favours figurative laage
that affects immediately and directly. Often itroduces prepositions that defy proof and verifmatso
that its listeners envision an absent reality tteat be verified only after it has been made adiBatha
1997:176; Poulakos 1984:223-224).
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paradigm. Although different phases have been ifileaht® | will use Kennedy’s notion
of therhetorical unitto assist me in outlining Paulkispositiq and in providing me with
the outline in whichapostrophehas been used. | will also use the notionhatorical
situation but not as a synonym 8itz im LebenThis will not only help me to pursue the
text’'s persuasiveness and performativity, but #feoaptumthat takes into account the
rhetorical situation and the value-system constituthat rhetorical situation. By doing
this, | will be foregrounding fotAaotnpiov’s performativity and plausible explanation
for iAaotnptov.

| have already exposed that biblical rhetoricaiacsiare caught up in the power of
the text. Their main concern being the structurehef text, the meaning of words and
combinations of words (theshaf), and they have even used classical rhetoric & th
extent, paying very little attention to the way which classical rhetoric has been
embedded within a rhetorical situation consistifgooator (author), message, and
audience (readers). | have also argued that egsraléention has been paid to the value-
systems at play in the invention of argumentatimaue-systems that are not
conveniently made legible for the audience (sitnesy twere already immersed in it), but
not at all for the critics who have been formednfrecompletely different systems of
value. In addition, the biblical rhetorical critidsave easily and directly equated the
elements in the text and the real first centurylgor

lllustratively, when Paul mentions the Jew, theat tbonstitutes what “Jew” or
“Jewishness” signified in the first century, whesdhis need not be the case at all- that
is, the problem of preferentiality are still penpetied by biblical scholars. The socio-
cultural values that have constituted “Jewishnews®Jew,” that have bodied forth a
particular identity, are not sufficiently takenantonsideration. Furthermore, there is no

doubt that there was never, and particularly wittie Diaspora, not domogenised

*3 The five basic steps of “classical” rhetoricaticism are:(1) the determination of tHeetorical unit
to be studied, which must have a beginning, middie] an end; when defining it must not be too large
(Kennedy 1984:33; Stamps 1997:224-225; Mitchell 2682). (2) The determination of thriaetorical
situation /Sitz im Lebenf a unit being studied. In other words, an intetpr examines the rhetorical
categories like “the persons, events, objects raladions involved” in order to understand whasasd and
why (Kennedy 1984:34-35; Aune 2004:422-425; Mitt2€06:622). (3) The determination of the rhetoric
species j(dicial, deliberativeor epideictig and of the overridinghetorical problem(Kennedy 1984:36;
Mitchell 2006:622). (4)The determination of tharrangement of materiakhat is, division into parts and
their working together toward some unified purpo$bis step involves analysing the invention (i.e.
argument byethos pathos andlogo) arrangement, and style (Kennedy 1984:14-15; Mi#t&2006:622)(5)
The reviewing of thesuccess of the argumentation in meeting its (hstfrgoal. That is to evaluate the
rhetorical exigence/effectiveness of the rhetorieaponse; what are the implications for the awdien
(Stamps 1997:224-225; Anderson 1998:28; Mitchell@622). In sum, there is a variety, even confusion
of definitions of rhetoric as demonstrated abovengside different possible classifications. Nelekess,
there is considerable agreement that rhetoric safepersuasion that induces an audience’s adretenc
definite values.
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“Jew” or “Jewishness.” This is a stereotypical prodof later generations, which has too
often been infused with a strong taint of polemi€@onsequently, in utilising the
Traditional Rhetorical Criticism | will considehé audience, the interaction between the
audience and the author, the value-systems (cukumc social values) that made them
into the bodies they were and the politics of reteg between the Jews and the non-Jews,
the stereotypical viewpoints they had of each o#ret the strategies they (in this case
Paul) deployed in persuading others.

In line with the foregoing, and most importantlyotas the use oaptum from
traditional rhetoric and the coupling it with Robbi common social and cultural topics.
The termaptumdesignates rhetoric’s concern for the relatiorstiyat exist between the
speaker, the speech, and the audience, that isautieor, text and reader. These
relationships can be stated as follows: the reiatipp between speaker/ author and
speech context/ text, the relationship between kgpkaauthor and reader, and the
relationship between speech content/ text and acéiaeader (Stamps 1995:154-155).
Lausberg (1998:118) stategygtum..is the fitting together of all parts which makethe
speech or are connected to it in some way: theegatitilitas...the participants in the
speech (orator, speech, topic, audience...ydbeet verba., theverbawith the speaker
and the audience, the five preparatory phaseselation to one another and to the
audience.” Moreover, according to Lausberg (1998:119, 460-461, 1057-1060), the
Greekmpémov, which can be related to the La#ptus is typically divided into internal
and external. Whereby the former is concerned thitise textual features inside the text
that should be fitting together, theerbg the syntax, clarity, perspicuity, and not
superfluous. The externapémov is concerned with the social and the cultural espe
theres, the appropriateness of the issue in and fordbis/>* This further explains why
| wish to use the Traditional Rhetorical Criticistd/hat Lausberg articulates here
concerning theptumwill aid me to account for the rhetorical situatiand the value-
systems that constituted that rhetorical situatBy.doing this, | will be foregrounding

> Pertaining to the innexpémov, it relates to those components of the speechchwiihould be in
harmony with each other. lllustratively, they afg: on the one handausa;on the other hand, the
inventia..of one’s own thoughtsés) the statusto be recognized in thatellectio has to be developed by
finding the opposite thoughts. Rjventioandelocutia theres (ideas) found in thaventioshould receive
the fitting linguistic garl{verba. 3) Dispositio,on the one handinventio(res) andelocutio (verba on the
other: Thedispositioas a commitment to order especially has beenrassitp therpémov. 4) pronuntiatio
on the one handinventio and elocutio on the other: the phonetic and gestural executibrthe
speech...should be in accordance with the idees expressed and with their linguistic formulation
(verbg. In addition 5), the four parts of the speeelofdium, narratio, argumentatio, perorafidhat
should be conformed to each other (Lausberg 1998448). With reference to the externapémov is a
matter of making the speech fit into these sociedumstances: the speaker himself or herself, the
audience, the time of the speech and the pladeed$pieech (:463, 1057).
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for 1Aaotnpiov’'s performativity and text's persuasiveness towaadsexplanation of
why Jesus is depicted asaotnplov. It is in this context that the notion aptumis
relevant for explainingWhyPaul describes Jesusias.otnpiov.”

I will be inter alia using traditional rhetoric and | will be using tbategories
associated with thdispositiophase in order to demarcate the sections of Rorahs
Approaching it from the perspective of thptum | will be able to cohere my work by
showing that by enquiring of tldispositioin terms of the different sections must be done
with the purpose of understanding wh)ootrnpiov occupies the specific textual
location. Amplificatio in its manifestation forms ofincrementp comparatione
ratiocinatio, congerie(Lausberg 1998:118) is one of the ways in whiahaptumis put
into the form of argumentation. Yeimplificatio is the form in which theptumis put
into argument presupposes a communicative or @nhat situation. There must be an
addressee, which necessitates analysis of perfmitpatNevertheless, conditional to a
rhetorical situation where a letter to the Romanisding written are the categories of the
encoded author and the implied audience. Althowidjitextual categories they introduce
to the multi-dimensionality of a text and serveewoke therepertoire of values from
which the letter emerges. For that reason, TrawitidRhetorical Criticism has to be
modified also by a more sophisticated grasp on what communicative situation
entailed. This will culminate in the utilisation &tobbins’ and Schussler Fiorenza'’s
rhetorical models that go beyond the Traditiona¢thical Criticism itself. Since the aim
is to construct a rhetorical situation that invitbd utterance and the portrayal of Jesus as
1Aaatnplov then the historically based rhetorical criticissrof value in this analysis.

Additionally, an element o&postrophe,a traditional rhetorical technique with
which the author destroys the argument of the pisedundamental to this pursuit. The
term apostropheliterally means “turning back or away” (Korhone®(B:3). It is a
rhetorical figure in which an orator abruptly makesdirect appeal to someone else
(Kennedy 1984:27, 42; Kneale 1999:11, 17-20; Kodmor2008:3). For this reason,
apostropheis a rhetorical strategy, characterised by thendation of dialogue, which
functions to manipulate the “real” constraints ofteetorical situation by inviting the
audience into a set of “hypothetical” constraint&l gromises of the speaker’'s desire
(Elliott 2008:124). To a certain extent, Paul usasostrophein the sense of
comparatione that is, to compare the Jews and the non-Jews tangdortray the
inconsistencies of the “Jews” who do not beliellastratively, note how Paul allows the
apostrophe especially the point that a Jew and a non-JewiregGod’'s righteous

justification, into Romans 3:25-27 when he instbts:
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There is no distinction

All have sinned

All lack the glory of God

All have received a gift of redemption
This via the mechanism of sacrificial recontiba
(1Aaotnprov, a ritual act effecting alternative situation, which
primarily brought the non-Jews into the fold. Itaeted the
inclusiveness of the non-Jews among the Abrahaamuly, as |
will demonstrate afterwards).

This is because (God):

He passed over former sins (the Jews accusetirdaws, cf. Rm 1:18ff)
He demonstrates now righteousness

The forgoing raises a question: Why did the encdeéiad frame the portrayal of
Jesus asAoagtnplov within apostrophiccontext and elaborated it within paradeigmatic
strategy? In the light of relativising the Jewshrat privileges, rituals or purification,
circumcision, politics of race and the subsequemiatton of a new and different
genealogy that accommodates the non-Jews in thayfafmAbraham, what were the
performativity ofidaotnplov in such a circumstance?

However, the inadequacy of Traditional Rhetoricaiti€lsm in regards to the
pursuit ofwhy Paul describes Jesusias.otnpiov is largely found in its claim of text-
centeredness. Rhetorical criticism is, especialgitional, conclusively argues to be a
text-centred approach (Kennedy 1984:4; Wuellner 11B8; Robbins 1997:27;
Wendland 2002:170). It emphasises what (text says) andow (text's potential to
persuade). Putting it differently, it restrains thesources of rhetorical criticism by
focusing its energies and resources on the texf iis interpret its potential to persuade
during a time of hearing or reading (Robbins 199Y.:2his aspect of text-centeredness
revealshow the text’s rhetorical power upon the original igees was brought in and
used by the author (Wendland 2002:170). The imptinehere is that the interpreter does
not programmatically investigate socio-cultural t&xt and time before or/and after
reading. Rather, she or he analyses the persuaatuee of the text during the time of
reading and re-enacts the categories of authonty teadition in either a positive or
negative manner, which is a form of “restrainediahie” (Wuellner 1987:453). If these
assertions are anything to abide by, then suchoappr as it is, limits the efforts to

explainwhy Paul describes Jesusias.otnpiov. In other words, it is doubtful whether it
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fully helps in seeking a significant rhetoricalusition that invited the utterance and
portrayal of Jesus a&aatnpiov in a murderous sacrificial conteXt.

In addition, this constraint of one-sidedness iplied in the fact that the method
iIs not centred on audience-reader. Robbins (199¢@6tends: “Rhetorical interpreters
have focused primarily on the speech-text rathan the speaker-author or the audience-
reader...” As a result, it is doubtful whether it Inpaaccounts for cultural context.
Amador (1999b:195-222) wishes that rhetorical jteters take the modern reader to be
the object of the text’'s persuasion, which meaas tihey operate anachronistically and
ethnocentric. If this wish is taken seriously, thdrere is need to move beyond
Traditional Rhetorical Criticism to a more accoloha reader-response rhetoric
(Wendland 2002:178-179), where the constituting @il the audience (readers) should
be integrated into the analysis. In the caselofrtrpiov it would prompt the question
how an act of such brutality, as the sacrificeedus, could have been rendered sensible
to the Roman audience. In order to answer thistopmeghe analysis has to go beyond
the text or even “below” the text in order to havglimpse on the socio-cultural forces
that initiated and shaped the text, social forded tlso shaped the bodies of Paul’s
audience?

Consequently, the problematisation, a process highwvé rhetorical situation is
called into existence, implies also the constructiof these “persons” (Vorster

2009:543f). It may be argued that a “rhetoricalgerice” is not fixed but rather

% Traditionally rhetorical criticism is text-centre®uellner (1991:178) categorically points out that
“Traditionally rhetorical criticism as method ismabst exclusively concerned with the textual coristsa
while reading” (Robbins 1997:27). “As method, rhetoricaticism comes into focus primarily oone
issue: the text's potential to persuade, to engdmge imagination and will, or the text's symbolic
inducement” (Wuellner 1991:178). This is an indigatthat interpreters who use the traditional mdthd
rhetorical criticism limit the resources of rhetml theory and practice to the analysis of a text @s
ability to persuade. That is, many details in tteatises help in judging how rhetorical theorisgserally
viewed various specific uses of languati@n what /why the author wrothe way s/he did. For example,
Stowers (1994:16) openly asserts: “A major burdemyp argument will be to show that Romans is best
read with this ancient rhetorical technique of gbe@-character.” The emphasis is put on How the
ancients may have applied their own theories tivangwriting (e.g. the letters of Paul). When thesstion
is put in this way, we do not need to assume thatwriter (Paul, in this case) had any knowledgéhef
theory concerned. Our conclusions, then, tell usenadouthow ancient critics might have viewed Paul's
literary abilities, than aboutvhat Paul himself may have thougHall italics supplied] (Anderson
1998:107; cf. Hughes 1997:336).

* |n order to amend Kennedy’'s method, Mack (19902%s an important place for the study of
classical rhetoric, that is, to provide the culturantext for a rhetorical study of the New Testame
Mack’s historically conditioned application of aent rhetorical theory would indeed be a valid and
significant contribution of biblical interpretatiorlowever, Mack and Kennedy, with their followerpsight
to answer satisfactory these questions: Does andietoric supply us with specific forms, pattemwfs
argumentation, and proofs that show up in the Nesatdment? Does it, therefore, help us to understand
rhetoric in its own historical setting (Andersorf8%32)?

As much as different cultures construct persondiiferent ways, but within a rhetorical situation,
different persons have different functions. Somespes-like orator, author or speaker-function agetdas”
or “decision-makers” with the power to activelyeniene and change the situation -thus producetiseof
problematization. Others have no interest and sinesimply spectators (Vorster 2009:544).
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constantly created. Meaning that, there is neea fuciologically oriented approach that
can provide insights into a value-system whereifsaat violence was the order of the
day. Its text-centeredness is crucial, but doubtfiether it fully considers cultural
context to explainvhy Paul describes Jesus @siotnpiov. My argument is that the
portrayal of Jesus as.aotnpiov in Romans is to be located and interpreted within
wider socio-cultural context of sacrificial violemclf it is true that the notion of
1Aaotnplov can only make sense in a world committed to imstinalised violence of
which Jesus was a sacrificial victim, then a critigght to penetrate to a layer of the text
that is not sufficiently or adequately explainedlalgelling ancient rhetorical categories
that focuses on the text itself. For that reasbm, filan is to expose those underlying
socio-cultural mechanisms of the passage that $ratgput its performativity. If these
contentions are appropriate then Traditional RIledbr Criticism, which largely
dominates Pauline letters (Porter 1997:19), thoteyit-centred remains an inadequate
method. In other words, the constraint of this apph raises a necessity of designing a
“terministic screen,” which provides the categoriescritically construct the rhetorical
situation to which the portrayal of Jesusiasotnpiov can be construed as a “fitting
response.®’ | plan to design a “terministic screen” that pragraatically re-values and
re-invents rhetorical criticism into a nemodus operandf As a result, using a
“terministic screen” that goes beyond the TradaionRhetorical Criticism is
advantageous in pursuit aflaotrpiov’'s performativity and its enactments in the

politics of relations between the Jews and the Jmms.

" On the basis that the situation controls the miebresponse in the same sense that the question
controls the answer, rhetorical discourse is geéedrdy a specific condition or situation inviting a
response. In a rhetorical situation, a person ifeels called to a response that has the posgibiliaffect
the situation. In specific, as argued, a rhetorgitlation is a situation in which one is motivateda
response that has the possibility &vanging the situation. Such a response depentisecargumentative
possibilities of the speaker as well as the posslipectations of her audience. Not only the exigebut
also these two types of constraints, which affeetaudience decision or action and which are inghose
the author, constitutes a rhetorical situation. réfage, the key question is not simply whether the
speaker’s/author’'s understanding of the audiencadesquate, but whether his/her rhetoric meets the
expectations of the audience. What is the ovemgidiretorical problem the speaker/ writer has torowme
in order to win the audience over to her pointiefw(Schiissler Fiorenza 1999:109)?

% A way forward that has been suggested is thatrical criticism needs to move beyond the
traditional interplay of method and theory into raaaf interpretive analytics, if it has to meet thsks that
lie before it. This requires three steps: firste onust acquire substantive facility with the skiksowledge
and insights in the range of ancient literaturecdbé, one must absorb the lesson [especially fraanaB&
Herzberg (1990) and Conley (1990)] that the traditof Graeco-Roman rhetoric adapts, reforms, and
revisions itself in the new social and cultural ®ots that confront humans time to time. Third, omest
apply the knowledge, insights, and skill of thetodneal tradition as an interpretive analytics bath
“primary” texts and to texts we identify as “comnteny” and “criticism” (Robbins 1997:25).
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2.3 Socio-Rhetorical Criticism

2.3.1 Introductory Remarks

Robbins’ rhetorical model is called “socio-rhetaticfor two reasons. Firstly, it
takes into account not only anthropological andidogical realities as hyphenated
prefix “socic” indicates (Robbins 1996a:1), but also histoticaleological, and
intertextual factors in the process of interpretati{Robbins 1995:288-289; Robbins
1996h:237). Socio-rhetorical interpretation brirthe ever growing insights of social-
scientific approach (that is, the study of sociddss, social systems, personal and
community status; see Elliott 1987, 1993; Malind®3pPinto the practice of intricate
detailed exegesis of texts (Robbins 1996a:1; Har#0v:219). Meaning that, this
method is sociologically sensitive but not sociEkatifically restricted (Hansen
2007:219). Secondly, it acknowledges the naturdiblfical text as a purpose-driven
and/or persuasive communication. The rhetoricalneadf the biblical text necessitates a
model that helps the reader to see the intendetl ajopersuasion critically (Gowler
1994:5: Robbins 1994a:221; Floss 2006:594).

The intention here is to outline briefly Robbinstarpretative tools, the fivaext-
ures inner, intertexture, social and cultural, ideotad and sacred textures (Robbins
1996a:3-4; 1997:31-32; Hansen 2007:219; Jonker laagrie 2005:59-61; Watson
2010:35; Bernard 2007:97-102). My argument is thhére Robbins pays attention to
inner texture, | have preferred Traditional RhetakiCriticism as paradigm owing to its
greater sophistication. Since this study is notlyapg all these textures in the analysis,
more attention is paid to social and cultural textwith their sub-sections. This is
because this texture enables one to enter upoauitience’s social values, customs and
norms, in anticipation that they also allow thergaéal connotations ofiAactrpiov to
come into view. Then there follows investigation§ Bobbins’ model as an
interdisciplinary approach before proceeding taetdrictions in analysing Romans 3:25-
2620

2.3.2 Social and Cultural Texture

Robbins describes socio-rhetorical analysis agra fuf exegesis that focuses on

the culture in which action took place as well as on the ideEhmessage the author had

for the audience (Bayes 2010:115). Social and alltexture is one of the five textures

% The termsociopresupposes interaction among people and groufosuises on the intermingling of
individuals, how individuals are unified into grajpand how the boundaries between groups are
established and identified (Gowler 1994:4-5; RobHif94a:220-221).

% Robbins formerly had four textures; sacred textuas missing (Robbins 1992:xxiii; xxix; Robbins
1995:280; Robbins 1996b:3, 27-43, 238-240; Bloosigl®97:202).
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analyzed using Robbins’ (1996a; 1996b) social-nedb interpretation model. It is
concerned with the capacities of the text to suppowcial reforms, withdrawal or
opposition and to evoke cultural perceptions of sh@mce, sub-ordinance, difference or
exclusion (Robbins 1996a:3; Jonker and Lawrie 280)5:

The analyst here examines three social and cultprEnomena (Robbins
1996a:71-89). These include, firstly, specific abdbpics, which take account of the
investigation of how the text views and respondthoworld. Secondly, common social
and cultural topics that “exhibit the overall pgrtien in the text of the context in which
people live in the world.” And thirdly, final cultal categories that expose “the manner in
which people present” themselves and their viewsséparating people in terms of
dominant culture, subculture, counterculture, cmnilture and liminal culture. Putting it
in another way, this texture emerges from insigto ihow the text views the world
(specific social topics), how it shares culturaitatles and norms (common social and
cultural topics) and how it reveals the dominantitwal system (final cultural
categories). The social and cultural texture aha tefers to the social and cultural nature
of a text as a text. It concerns the nature oftéx¢ as a part of a society and culture
(Bayes 2010:115; Jonker and Lawrie 2005:60). livdraipon sociological modes for
“situating and explicating” the specific text underutiny (Tite 2004:463*

In this analysis, however, not every aspect ofdbeial and cultural texture is
useful. For example, firstly, specific social tapiand final cultural categories are not
valuable in the pursuit ahaatrpiov’s performativity. Reason being that it is doubiful

specific social responses can aid in understanttiegsocial rhetoric of Romans’ (3:25-

1 Dominant cultureis a system of attitudes, values, dispositions madms supported by social
structures vested with power to impose its goalpeople in a significantly broad territorial region.
Subculturesmitate the attitudes, values, dispositions andnsoof dominant culture and claim to enact
them better than members of dominant status (Rebb&96a:86; Robbins 1996b:16&ounterculture
also known aslternative culturearises from a dominant culture and/or subcultume rejects one or more
explicit and central values of the culture from which it arises (Robet978:114; Robbins 1996a:87;
Robbins 1996b:169). Quoting Roberts (1978:121), HReb (1996b:169) explains the nature of
counterculture as: “The value conflict of a couotdture with the dominant society “must be one wihie
central, uncompromising, and wrenching to the falofi the culture. The concept of counterculture als
implies a differentiationbetweenthe two cultures which is more distinct than theaar of overlag
[Roberts’s italics]. Contraculture or oppositional culture rhetoricis “short-lived, counter-dependent
cultural deviance” (Roberts 1978:124). Contracelsuare short-living groups which “do not involve nmo
than one generation” and which are characterised th®jir reactions against dominant, sub-or
countercultures (Robbins 1996b:170; Robbins 199%alNeaning that a contraculture has a short |ifers
reaching no further than one generation (cf. Reb&878:113. Moreover, in contraculture, the members
have “more negative than positive ideas in comm@dbbins 1996b:170; citing Roberts 1978:124). In
Robbins” (1996b:170) own words we read: “A contitame is primarily a reaction-formation responseto
dominant culture, subculture or counterculture. ©ae predict the behavior and values in it if onews
the values of the society, subsociety or countéespto which it is reacting, since the values siraply
inverted.” Moreoverl|iminal cultureis at the outer edge of identity. It exists oniythe language. In some
instances,it appears as people or groups experience transftiom one cultural identity to another
(Robbins 1996a:88; Robbins 1996b:170).
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26) problematics. lllustratively, the seven typésmecific social responses do overlap to
a level that their applicability becomes dubiousarisen 2007:219; Bayes 2010:117;
Bloomquist 1999:187). It is not easy to plainly toiguish utopian from reformist
response. The same can be said regarcimyersionistand revolutionist revolutionist
andreformistor even betweerevolutionistandutopianresponses. For instance, relating
to utopian and reformist responses, both advocate for a change of “sotmattares.”
Essentially the two aims at establishing “new doorganisation,” contrary to Robbins’
(1996a:74) assertion that it is oniytopian that generates it. Further, in trying to
differentiate them, he insists thatbpianis “more radical than reformist response” (:74).
This gives me a task of determining the “radicasieldowever, with what machinery am

| going to clearly measure the “radicalism” evokexte? Which are determining factors
regarding to where and wheriopian and/orreformist start or end? Similarly, one can
hardly distinguistconversionisfrom revolutionistresponse. They stimulate the issue of
degree of dominance. With regard to their commaopatow and with what gauge does
one unmistakably differentiate the domination? Tiki®ecause, if the “world’s orders”
are changed by supernatural power through peoplerdsers, will it not also change
people? What mechanisms will one use to detecthwisiavhich, particularly when the
changed world ordersgvolutionis) results into the change of peopt®ijversionist or

to the recreation of the worldtppiar)??

Secondly, in connection with the foregoing and liseaof the overlapping, one
encounters the reflections of several of theseoresgs in one text. Robbins (1996b:150)
asserts: “It would beare for discourse in a text...to contaonly one kindof social
responseo the world” (italics supplied). Consequently,aasvay forward, he advocates
for the dictation of the “dominant” response/s. Hwer, this complicates the situation
because it stimulates the problem of degree of dange. With regard to their

commonality, one is left asking: How and with wlgduge does one unmistakably

%2 Common social and cultural topics entail honowltgnd rights cultures; dyadic and individualist
personalities; dyadic and legal contracts and agee¢s; riposte; agriculturally based, industriad an
technological economic exchange systems; persahsufers, craftspeople and entrepreneurs; limited,
insufficient and overabundant goods; and purity esod(Robbins 1996a:75-86; 1996b:159-166).
Additionally, Robbins (1996a:72f; 1996b:147-149)ings Wilson's (1973:22-27) seven types of sects
examines specific social responses (topics): caiist, revolutionist, introversionist, gnostic-
manipulationist, thaumaturgical, reformist, andpidm. In a summary, theonversionistargets to change
the people for a better world. Thevolutionistmaintains that it is God who will overturn the \bs
orders. Thentroversionistadvocates for abandoning and escaping the evildwas per God's call. The
gnostic-manipulationisseeks only a “transformed method” or “improvechtéques” of copying with evil
to produce a better world. Thleaumaturgicalresponse focuses on immediate relief for the iddas by
“special dispensations.” Threformistargues that the change of “social structures” shattion behaviours
will bring about a changed world. Moreovertopianresponse radically seeks to reconstruct the “social
world” with completely different social structures.
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differentiate the domination? Thus, it is doubtfifil they indeed can aid me in
understanding the social rhetoric of Romans’ (2B%problematics. Moreover, scarcely
do these responses reveal a needy of some kintuaf to remedy the evil world. As a
result, these categories are not to be used.

Turning to the applicability and appropriatenessamalysing Romans 1-4, the
common social and cultural topics are relevantsThibecause they act as the mutual
framework from where Paul and the audience defivis.very unlikely that Paul would
have been versed in the specifics of Rome, bt ery likely that he and the Roman
audience shared values that were emerging in twigg and developing Empire. The
purpose of social and cultural topics is to grasyatkind of social and cultural world the
text evokes (Bayes 2010:118). It further takes @nalyst into the sociological and
anthropological theories: “The issue here is notpdy the intertexture of a text but its
social and cultural naturas a text. What kind of a social and cultural persooula
anyone be who lives in the “world” of a particutaxt?” (Robbins 1996a:71; cf. Jonker
and Lawrie 2005:60; Bloomquist 1999:186; Watson®84). Individuals living in an
area know common social and cultural topics eitleensciously or instinctively” by
learning the common social and cultural valuestepas or codes (Bayes 2010:117,
Bloomquist 1999:186). Meaning that, such topicsl dath the socio-cultural setting in
which the texts, their authors, and their heareeseanbodied (Bloomquist 1997:202).
This is because a text is part of society and oeilacquired by sharing social and cultural
attitudes, norms and modes of interaction thakaoevn by everyone in a society (Bayes
2010:115). As a result, such topics deepen theprater’s thoughtfulness of the range of
customary practice, central values, modes of mrlatiand exchange, perceptions about
purity and taboo the passage embodies (Jonker awdd_2005:60).

From a social and cultural perspective, the follayvsocio-cultural phenomena
are explicitly dealt with while analysing Romang:1patron-client relationship, honour-
shame, and riposte. Descriptively, touching ongratiient relationship within Romans
1-4, the group-oriented persons of the ancientdimere entrenched in such relations.
Patronage relationship was notably essential im gaditical, social, legal, religious and
economic aspects of lives (Saller 1982:203). In fing century, unlike in the 21
century, an individual’s social prominence and supacy were indicated by the range of
his/her clientele (DeSilva 2000:767). Principatlye patron gave his/her client safety and
all types of gifts, including “grace” of RomansThe client explicitly paid tribute to the
patron (Saller 1982:203-205).
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These common social and cultural topics displaygdeeral view of the context
in which the “persons” of the text lived and inted. Pertaining to my text, insights
from these topics will help me to answer questiltkes do the components of patron-
client relationship enlighten the issues pertairtmghe politics of race, the Jews versus
the non-Jews and the inclusiveness of the non-dathe the Jews’ family? How does
patronage relationship help in accounting for thaitips of relations between the
encoded Paul, the non-Jewish implied audience hadléws? Does their relationship
solidify as Abraham is portrayed to be the ancegmandfather of both the circumcised
and the un-circumcised? How do the ascribed or issmdjuhonourableness or/and
shamefulness of the non-Judean society signifigastied light in comprehending the
interactive situation once it is included in thevil family? Which applicability do these
topics have to the pursuit of the performativity 3dsus asAaotnpiov? Will they
provide a critic with the ethno-geographical comtexthin which the performativity of
1Aaotnplov ought to have modified the Jews’ ethnic privilegeaccommodate the non-
Jews in the family of Abraham? If these topics mid in asking and answering these
questions, then, they could have enlightened ttexdantive social context within which
such a portrayal was necessary and the effectugtetance was expected to have.

Common social and cultural topics, in particulanmnpel one to recognise cultural
difference (Robbins 1996a:71-2; Robbins 1996b:36;175, 238; Robbins 1997:3%)It
consequently differentiates ancient from moderneties. For example, violence was not
in all circumstances seen as a vice in antiquity.aAmatter of fact, in some cases it
formed part of their entertainment and in many sasere used to enforce social
hierarchies. In turn, this may account for the tye‘institutionalised” violence that
celebrated Jesus as a sacrificial victim. For etanunlike in the 2% century, in the
first century there was institutionalisation of kince. The key to the sacrificial
mechanism then lied in the murderous violence iragosn the victim. The brutal
destruction of life characterising sacrifices, oated a high level of legitimate violence
to which they were accustomed. As a result, onetth@xplore the portrayal of Jesus as
sacrifice in its socio-rhetorical context of whittte sacrificial value-systems constitute a
part. That is to say, sacrifice was institutioredisviolence. It was not only accepted
practice as part of the factuality, it was normatpractice, an act one could, was required

to and had to do. Then, one is enabled to inqtities was the context of brutality within

83 Ethnocentrism arises from an absence of attergseto the “foreign, strange” society and culture i
which people produced New Testament texts. While #machronism arises from an absence of
attentiveness to the “pre-industrial” social anttural environment, in which people lived duringtfirst-
century CE (Robbins 1995:278).
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which Paul referred to Jesus akaotnpiov. If so, what necessitated it? What
performativity did such a torturous sacrifice effec
If the forgoing arguments are anything to go bynthéis component is

instrumental in constructing social and culturalergons” in a “world” of brutal

sacrificing by reflecting the world in which theyeéd. In other words, if Socio-
Rhetorical Criticism places a text in its sociatlanltural realm then by that it would aid
in the pursuit of knowingvhy Paul described Jesus asiotnpiov. So the text's social

and cultural world, and specifically of recipientspnstitutes part of its “rhetorical

situation” which is the portrayal of Jesusias.otnpiov. Robbins’ “terministic filters’
spearheads this rhetorical critical enquiry. Ityides the key terminologies (like patron-
client relationship, social hierarchies, gifts, ahdnour-shame) in discovering the
rhetorical situation, an exigency or a problem thaited the utterance and the portrayal
of Jesus asAaotnpiov. Without these common social and cultural topites text
would have made no sense. To put it in another wadgve now argued that social
tendencies, topics partially constitute the rhetdrisituation. | am now approaching
rhetorical situation again from the perspectivéhef critic. This rhetorical situation is not
conveniently given legibility by the text- the atiis left only with the tip of the iceberg,
and actually, only a copy of the tip of the icebeFgr that reason, critics have to
construct tools, screens, filters to assist usraviging plausible explanations for what

we think we perceive.

2.3.3 Socio-Rhetorical Criticism as an Interdisciplinary Model

As argued thus far, the majority of New Testamenérpretations concerning
1Aootnplov stay within theological paradigms, thereby resitiig the questions to

“propitiation,” “expiation,” and “mercy seat.” Robis ventures outside this paradigm to
avail himself (albeit sometimes dubiously and uically) of a wide array of questions
and categories deriving from other disciplines déingbthe posing of alternative
questions. This will allow for an alternative sdt questions to be asked concerning
1Aaotnplov, which would in turn allow alternative views to erge.

Robbins’ (1996a, 1996b) Socio-Rhetorical Criticisie regarded as an
interdisciplinary and multidisciplinarynodel that places literary and socio-scientific
disciplines in dialogue with one another (Gowle®42; Robbins 1995:277; Van Eck
2001:599-608). In Robbins’ (1994:164) words, thistinod is: “an exegetically-oriented
approach that gathers current practices of inteapom together in an interdisciplinary

paradigm.” This approach holistically connects atiéint methodologies making it
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multidisciplinary and inter-disciplinary model (Robbins 1996b:237; Watson 2002:133-
134). Such elements of interdisciplinary, not beiiggd, allows integration. Moreover,
the fact that it can integrate from a variety dfestdisciplinary perspectives, would be an
advantage for it allows one to pursue sociologaral anthropological issues (Robbins
1996b:16-17; Hansen 2007:219).

In regards to the value of such interdisciplinaspects to the problem, it is
worthwhile to emphasise that Robbins’ third soaiadl cultural texture is fruitful. It aids
in constructing the Mediterranean (social, cultuhastorical, and ideological) world in
which the portrayal of Jesus as sacrifice can lerstood as a fitting response that in
turn helps to eliminate the danger of unexamindthatentrism and anachronism
(Robbins 1995:278). Furthermore, a rhetorical sibumais necessary for such a portrayal
to lead one in Paul's direction to a rhetorical gexice that must have invited
1Aaotnprov. This means that, the rhetorical exigence frdigfbkelps one to explaiwhy
Paul describes Jesus so, having constructed thextoof sacrificial brutality of the
antiquity. As an interactional approach (Hansen 72819), such an interactionist
approach generates a host of questions enablintpdoekfor and toexplainaspects and
dimensions hitherto unexplored concerning sacsfige the Mediterranean world. It
provides us with the terminologies to enquire tbBespasive mechanisms that may have
renderedilaotnpiov as part of sacrificial discourse and institutiosed violence
completely comprehensible. That is because theomaif 1Aagtrpiov can only make
sense in a world committed to violence, even toetktent of institutionalised violence of

which Jesus was a “sacrificial” victim.

® In his article, Van Eck demonstrates that this hwdtis an interdisciplinary approach. He
Concludes:“The socio-rhetorical interpretation dflical texts can therefore be seen as an combinati a
literary critical reading (narratological) and acgnscientific reading of the text, concentratingtbe text’s
situation and strategy, as well as on the intencmdmunication of the text as social force and docia
product” (Van Eck 2001:608). Robbins (1996a:1-2) argues:€'‘@ih the most notable contributions of
Socio-Rhetorical Criticism is to bring literary ticism (Petersen 1978; Powell 1990) social-sciantif
criticism, rhetorical criticism (Watson and Haud®94), postmodern criticism (Moore 1992, 1994; Adam
1995), and theological criticism (Schneiders 19@bether into an integrated approach to interpatat
(Robhins1996b:32).

Consequently, Socio-Rhetorical Criticism allows soimtegration. Bassler (1987:341) views it as: “a
methodology that permits a satisfying integratidnttee Jewish background of Mark's Gospel with its
Greco-Roman background, while retaining a sensjtia the literature dimensions of the text as vasllan
interest in its reader.” Theccommodativand flexibility nature of Robbins” method, | do argue that, will
accommodate Schussler Fiorenza’s proposal of anibat critical analysis of the “rhetorical situadi.”
Additionally, the textures of texts in Socio-Rhetorical Criticiame partly developed and hence not static.
Therefore, “as the method of Socio-Rhetorical €idtn develops, other textures may be added (e.g.
psychological)” (Watson 2002:130). This demonsgdtat Socio-Rhetorical Criticism is indeed a fidai
analysis (Robbins 1998:102-103; Newby 1998:94-@8)ch can allow some integration.
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2.3.4 Constraints of Robbins’ Model

Like any method (Egger 1996:9), socio-rhetoricgbrapch is also besieged by
setbacks. It is important to ask what Robbins iegpby the termscomprehensiveness’
and “integration,” and whether the end product sads in reading a text in its period or
construing it in its pastness and cultural othesn&ke “comprehensiveness” of Robbins’
approach is something that counts against usingnitmy view. That is to say,
“‘comprehensiveness” becomes almost impossible. ddraprehensiveness makes it
extremely clumsy and complex to work with his atiaBl model. It is in this context
that, according to Bayes (2010:116), Robbins sthigsit is not possible to be exhaustive
in one’s socio-rhetorical analysis. For that reasbere is a contraction on the social and
cultural texture. There is also an impracticality deploy the entire procedure he
advocates, compels one to firstly take note ofdhestions the categories he proposes
and secondly to appropriate then those categomgdicable to the problem to be
enquired. That is why | intend to use him in cert@spects but not in others.

Furthermore, there is a “flatness” in Robbins’ matat induces one to treat a
text as something which is “flat,” static and staliDespite its claims, to the contrary, this
approach actually treats a text as a one-dimenisitfaasurface (Craffert 1996:52). Yet
the categories he proposes stimulate to the fommoolaf further sets of questions, of
which those pertaining to the conditions that pamtlithe text and have constituted it
could serve as one example. The social and cultexalire, subsequently, remains but
one dimension of a text's features that focusesthmn text’'s pastness and cultural
otherness. For that reason attention has beentpadilde common social and cultural
topics as particularly found in social and cultusdture. This aids a critic to access some
type of conditions that produced the text.

Moreover, Robbins’ Socio-Rhetorical Criticism istnoonducted as a cross-
cultural enterprise. He does not really comparetuce$s but uses categories and
implements them only within early Christianity. idiately, cultural aspects are included
or consulted elsewhere in the process of interpoeta Gowler 1994:4, 20; Robbins
1992h:313-14; Botha 1994:206-17). Thus, it is imdedoubtful whether Robbins’
approach alone can fully help in answering questiddhy did Paul describe Jesus as
1Aaotnprov?” Craffert’s (1996:53) argument is:

Analyzing thetexturesof a document in a consecutive manner does noagtee
that the document will be analyzed in a cross-caltmanner. In fact, it prevents
the literary, rhetorical, and ideological featuhesn becoming construed in terms
of a first-century Mediterranean matrix. Socio-Rieal Criticism concerned
with these ‘textures’ of a Second Testament docujerbe meaningful and not
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simply an exercise in triviality, must begin witHiest-century social system (see

Malina 1996a:29).

It is argued that without common social and cultu@pics the notion of
1Aaotnprov would have made no sense. Even Robbins (1992badrb)ttedly wrote:
“If a reader does not seek social information frbhaditerranean antiquity to interpret
these items, he or she will interpret the data witbrmation from the social and cultural
systems in which the interpreter himself or hersigés.” While it is true that there is
need for the “social information” from antiquity é&xplainiAaotnpiov’s performativity,
but is it possible to begin at a first century sbaystem without the use of the®21
century categories? How can critics access soafmrmation from Mediterranean
antiquity without data from their social and cu#fusystem? Putting it differently, as
interpreters, do they not construct a matrix therivets from their own vocabularies to
make some sense of what happened in the first gefitu

Nevertheless, as far as | am concern, one oftestrtmts a matrix that derives
from his/her own vocabularies of the social andural systems to make some sense of
what happened in the first century. However, onedeenot to infuse the first century
with 21% century categories as if the categories that beilsfes to analyse with were
present in antiquity. For example, the questiorviofenceas the scene against which
critics have to look atLaotnptov is from the perspective of their non-tolerancé.obn
that ground, one can describe the violence in aityicas ‘institutionalised’ Yet, that
may not be the manner in which the first centurggbe reflected upon it. Yet, using

modern sociological categories, it is amstitutionalised” violence. When the text

®*Robbins emphasises that the reader creates meanilegendence upon a socio-ideological location
(Robbins 1994a:222). It is argued that a documanheot be read on its own terms, but must be read in
terms of a socio-ideological situation outsidelftéRobbins 1992:98; Gowler 1994a:2). This is suped
by the rather widespread view that critics alwaysfgr some readings over others because they occupy
different socio-ideological locations (Robbins 1B@14). Often the impression is created in thisateb
that the acceptance of “multiple interpretationsaofext” is the alternative to “one best interptietal
(Robbins 1991:17; Robbins 1997:24-25; cf. GowleB4S). The rhetoric is clear, a wide spectrum of
readings is not only possible but inevitable beeateaders from different social locations are &tyiv
involved in creating meaning. Applied to the soo of Second Testament interpretation, it urgesous
accept multiple meanings and to merge or at leagplement approaches (Robbins 1992h:314). But
construing a first-century document, according taffert (1996:52), in its otherness demands that th
reader’s social location be bracketed as far asilpleswhile a first-century Mediterranean matripuged in
construing the document. Creating meaning thenrntéppen the constructed first-century (socio-ideslog
cal/cultural/historical) matrix and not on the redd constructed (or learned) socio-ideologicalatam
(Malina 1996a:3-6, 8-9). Crossan (1994:153) quageactly asks whether values and preferences (socia
and ideological location) dictate validly the choiof subject and interest or invalidly the choideesult
and conclusion. It should furthermore be considendether disagreements in interpretation and the
plurality or readings really are the result of sbdéocation or of historical complexity (Levich 1981). It
should be admitted that non-historical readings tleanot treat documents in their temporal pastiaess
cultural alienness are obviously tied to the sotdahtion of the reader. Craffert (1996:52), howeve
suggests that the preference for a particular tfpeeading is indeed a matter of values (one’s Goci
ideological location), but that is not necessatily case for a particular reading of a text.
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elevates an act of violence, such as sacrifica) three starts to question it because it
troubles. Ultimately then she/he starts to consteumatrix, which derives from her/his
own vocabularies to make some sense of what tarsusacrificial violence meant in the

first century.

2.4  Schussler Fiorenza's “Rhetorical Situation”

There is need to trace how Schussler Fiorenza baemufated a rhetorical
approach that accounts for theetorical situationof a text. | have preferred Schuissler
Fiorenza’s rhetorical situation because her versiifiers from Kennedy's and others’.
The main distinguishing criterion is that Schus$l@renza constructs a version of the
rhetorical situation that is indeed guided by thim@ple of performativity. As a result,
her view of rhetorical situation is not only a sition of persuasion situated in the past
but is subject to a continuous reiteration. A comgerary rhetorical situation in which
Romans 3:25-26 is utilised differs dramaticallynfra rhetorical situation in which it was
first implemented. It would have performed in a gbately different manner and that is
something that has to be borne in mind when theldigecal ramifications of
1A00Tnplov in a contemporary situation are considered. Sétifsorenza (1999:123-
128) finds it helpful to present graphically theeirpretive model of rhetorical analysis
which has been articulated and developed. Its guaral its claims of suitability in
relation to the objective are to be explored too.

Schussler Fiorenza’'s (1999:123) rhetoricalodel of oral communication
“understands language as a practice and eventhande is concerned with a linguistic
performativity of a text. Concerning a written tév@r argument is: “the text is not just
shaped by the author but is also affected by tkpomse of the reader” (:123). This
brings about the reciprocal link between text atel recipients. Schussler Fiorenza
explicitly foregrounds the role of the reader ire tbonstitution of the text making it
inevitable that the values that have formed themdeetified and disclosed. It further
implies that both authors and readers are shapddebgocio-cultural repertoire of their
environment, producing knowledge that makes sensaccordance with the socio-
cultural conditions of their times. When Paul wrdie example, the intended Roman
recipients to an extent also shaped and formed datrote because he visualised them
as “implied audience,” and as they received thg they would have “re-constructed” its
meaning. Then, as interpretation begins, #téention shifts to its contemporary
interpretation. The author’s “intention” disappearish the disappearance of the author.
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Once an interpreter receives a text that passageneoces a life of its own, a life
relative to the interpreter’s sociality and cullitya new spaces in which it is being used.
It is worth noting that both interpreters and readere not passive recipients, but they
also shape the text in and through the act of pné¢ing, a meaning-making act. This
means thatthey shape the text as the text shapes thié&m®.implication here is that the
Bible is taken to be a historical text who®érkungsgeschichtéthe history of its
interpretation and the history of its effects) outghbe accounted for (Schissler Fiorenza
1999:123).

On that basis, Schissler Fiorenza (1999:124) nmexdiflernadi’'s (1976:370)
model that demonstrates how language cannot bersindd divorced from the “social
worlds,” it originates from it. Putting it differély, she modifies Hernadi’'s model by
introducing and then placing the (social) worldmtite map as the source of all linguistic
and other events. She also understands languagiecalsting between all four poles of
communication: author, text, reader, and world.sTdims at avoiding: “the impression
that the literary work is suspended in a timelest af relationships between author,
reader, language, and what language is about” €3triFiorenza 1999:12%).

Further, she re-modifies this axis of representaiigee Figure 1) in order to
differentiate between the actual rhetorical sitwatnd its inscription or textualization, as
well as between the actual ideological situatiorsymbolic universe and the inscribed
one. That is to say, in her own words: “...in orderbe able to distinguish between
literary-rhetorical and historical-rhetorical lesebf communication, a purely literary
model does not suffice. Both axes of the rhetomeatlel of analysis, the communicative-
horizontal as well as the representational-vertmad, are shaped by the “world” as
reservoir of signs, as fields of action, as netwook power, and as constructions of
symbolic universes” (Schussler Fiorenza 1999:128)s implies that rhetorical-textual
transactions encompass both the subject and itsdwd.anguage and “world” shapes

 The model Hernadi (1976:369ff) developed in temditerary criticism is indebted to Roman
Jacobson. According to Schiissler Fiorenza (1999; Iwever, Hernadi (1976:370) himself points to a
major problem with his model of literary criticisrfDespite its obvious virtues of clarity and poisech a
map has at least one grave deficiency. It credtesnpression that the literary work is suspended i
timeless net of relationships between author, reddeguage, and what language is about. Writtets te
can indeed outlast the situation in which they waeluced but the other four seemingly sturdy iexstiare
subject to historical change.”

On the grounds that “communication does not takeein a vacuum but within a “world” (Schussler
Fiorenza 1999:124), she resorts to a representatiotworld” or “contextual situation” whose major
concern is what a text can say. This leads heatiodr to “differentiate between the historical agchbolic
worlds of interpreters, authors, recipients, aratlegs of a biblical text and their textualized msions”
(:124).

53



each other. So, language cannot be understoodcdnydrom the “social worlds” where it

originated from.

The World asgimaginatively Constructe
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Figure 1. Expanded Rhetorical Compég(Schiissler 1999:12

LEGEND: S= actual historical situatignlS = inscription or textualizationof historical situation U = actual
ideological situatioror symbolic universelU = inscribedideologicalsituationor symbolic universeYWRS= The
World as Reservoir of sign&A= Actual Author;l A= Implied Author;|R= Implied ReaderAR= Actual Reader;
WFA= The World as Field of ActiorPLI=Pre- locutionary inputPl=Perlocutionary intention;F= illocutionary
force; U= illocutionary uptakePl= Perlocutionary impacPLO= Post- locutionary outcome.

| have scanned and then presented (Figure 1)c¢hensatic representation and its
explanation from Schussler Fiorenza. This is bezdwes notion of rhetorical situation
encompasses performativity and her incorporatiothefthe world” will be beneficial to
this study. With the intention of accounting forethhetorical situation, Schissler
Fiorenza (1999:126, 128) re-modifies the model &pra rhetorical model in which “the
world” occupies a crucial place. Her argument &t thithough Hernadi’s linguistic- and
literary-based model adequately expresses rhekdiieeary relations, in her view: “it
does not sufficiently take into account the rhe@risituation and its ‘world’ dimension,
which occasions the rhetorical speech act in tis¢ filace” (:126). On the ground that, it

is not the “word” but “the world” as “field of powe that primarily generates the
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significations, ideologies, and symbolic universdgsthe axis of representation.” She
applies both the biblical and contemporary levahtérpretation in order to account fully
for the rhetorical situatioff.

In the first chapter, | indicated that | would maweyond the fixation of biblical
critics on the text itself and engage the socideeal world with its powers and forces in
understandingAootrpiov. | have indicated that the embeddedness of thieace but
also Paul, in this socio-cultural world can provideth an alternative reading of
1Aaogtnpiov. It is for this reason that Schissler Fiorenzasam of rhetorical situation
and that of “the world” will be beneficial to thssudy.

A rhetorical situation is defined as: “...a compleéxpersons, events, objects, and
relations presenting an actual or potential exigemhich can be completely or partially
removed if discourse, introduced into the situgticem so constrain human decision or
action as to bring about the significant modifioatiof the exigence” (Bitzer 1968:6). As
Bitzer (1968:6-8; cf. Kirby 1988:197; Watson 198B¥5) understands it, a rhetorical
situation has three basic componentsexrigency a “problem” which elicits and shapes
the communication, amaudienceto be addressed and tleenstraintsinfluencing the
speaker and his/her audience. Each of these asp#uences Wwhat is said and why.”
For example, according to Bitzer (1968:6), an exegeis, “...an imperfection marked by
urgency; it is a defect, an obstacle, somethindimgaio be done, a thing which is other
than it should be.” That is it is simply “the prebt needing a solution” (Watson
1988c:58), or “need” (Vorster 1990:118) that ingitefitting utterance as a respofise.

It is notable that Schussler Fiorenza’s notion lwétorical situation compels a
critic to read between the lines of the text, colsp@e to move beyond the text, forces
him or her to enquire the conditions (“the worldRat produced the text. Accordingly,
those conditions are socio-cultural in nature,hiis tase cultural and socio-political. In
this case, the constituents of the rhetorical stnaare an author and an audience.
Moreover, part of the rhetorical situation is allke construction of the implied audience,

and the encoded author, and the problematisatisplagied or to be conveyed to the

7 Whereas Hernadi points to the “wor@iangue and parole) as providing a reservoir of signs and
language for the act of communication, she maistaiatead that it is “the world” as “field of powehat
primarily generates the significations, ideologiasd symbolic universes of the axis of represemtati
(Schussler Fiorenza 1999:126).

% A rhetorical exigence is “an obstacle” (Bitzer 8%, while a rhetorical audience consists of “Bhos
persons who are capable of being influenced byodise and of being mediators of change” (Bitzer
1968:8). Rhetorical constraints have the power itectl the decision and action needed to modify the
exigence. Such constraints are either inherenhénsituation or are created by the rhetor and delu
beliefs, attitudes, documents, facts, traditiomsades, interests, motives, and once the rhetorigesv
deliberation, his own ethos and proofs (Bitzer 1868/atson 1989b:106).
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implied audience. As argued so far, these consbngt these representations are
thoroughly steeped in the layered social codinfirsif century. It has been produced by a
society that thought in terms of social hierarchiest only between people, but also
between nations and these social hierarchies hese taturalised, have been theologised
creating very fixed and rigid identities by meamsvbich “insiders” and “outsiders” can
be detected and kept within particular social categ. Unlike Robbins,” Schussler
Fiorenza quite forcefully moves biblical criticstonf the safety of linking only textual
features with each other. To put it differently, essas Robbins in a more superficial
manner moves critics within internaptum, Schissler Fiorenza’s notion of rhetorical
situation compels them to move beyond a restricidninternal aptum towards a
consideration also of the exterregitum Because, according to her, language cannot be
perceived divorced completely from the “social wsil where it originated from.
Moreover, most importantly for my dissertation e t*social world,” which contained
sedimented social values that had bodied bothtipked audience and the encoded Paul.
As a result, the rhetorical situation is a categibigt provides me with the questions to
enquire this. These values have been used in draege between Paul and his audience.

Yet rhetorical situation does not stop there. Apothspect that is useful in
determining rhetorical situation is the differerdtion of its status basic issue. For the
foregoing to happen, Paul had to make a particsgdaction of particular values, some
weighing more than others did and the encoded Radilito implement these values via
argumentation into a certain arrangement, an otbat would make sense to his
audience. It is in this sense that categories siscprovided bystasistheory can assist,
and although they cannot provide me with absol@damty, they do provide with
questions that need to ask in regards\tootrpiov.

Four main forms obtasistheory have been distinguished: “Is the subjecteun
discussion factual, or is it a matter of definiti@mr quality, or jurisdiction?” (Snyman
1988:219; cf. Lanham 1969:62-63). The names ofetHesir arestatus coniecturae,
status definitionis, status qualitatignd status translationisrespectively (Vorster
1990:119). The forms aftasis such as thetatus qualitatis aides in discovering how
Romans 3:25-26 must have brought about the inadusiss of the non-Jews into
Abrahamic family. How did the author use componaegitstatus qualitatiso persuade
addressees to dispel the ethno-geographical distiscbetween the Jews and the non-
Jews? Meaning that, usingfasis theory profitably, one can know how the author
laboured to win audience’s attention, receptivityl @oodwill as well as to dismiss any
likelihood of discriminatory treatment of the noemdks based on their ethnic origin.
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Significantly, in relation towhy Jesus is described as sacrifice and portrayed as
1Aaotnplov, these apparatus enlighten critics on its perftisitya and inducements that
the author wished to achieve in a context of the@igeographical distinctions between
the Jews and the non-Jefis.

If the preceding arguments are anything to go bgntthe construction of the
rhetorical situation may aid a socio-rhetorical quitr of why Paul describes Jesus as
sacrifice. That is to say, if one examines the ahedl categories like “the persons,
events, objects, and relations involved,” then orey understanavhatis said andvhy
(cf. Anderson 1998:28; Aune 2004:422-425; Mitch2ll06:622) as far as sacrificial
cruelty is concerned. All these are done in thetexdnthat the three basic components
(exigence audienceand constraint3 of rhetorical situation influencewhat is said and
why” (Bitzer 1968:6). In addition, if it is correct thahetorical situation is not
“discovered” but rather “created” (Vorster 1994:14then the “terministic screen” is
likely to do more justice while pursuing the questiof why Paul describes Jesus as
1Aaatnplov in their context of sacrificial brutality. | amemised that such can aid me in
the construction of a rhetorical situation wherellRaoblematised the exclusivity of the
Jewish nation, which was based on their superianting to their allegiance to the law.
My argument is that, Paul disputed this exclusivity inter alia using Jesus as
1Aaotnprov as proof that God’s impartial righteousness pestéd both the Jews and the
non-Jews. Putting it differently, through the nasoof stasistheory something has been
done in an attempt to set things right, a son le@s Isacrificied to effectuate the creation
of a new nation, the sacrificial act known and atee by his audience functioning as

proof.

% Depending on the type of question that the ausistts, according to Vorster (1990:119), there are
four types of status situations: “The first typencerns a factual question in which tkrites has to decide
whether the deed was in fact committed or, if #®i1e concerns the future, whether the deed hasodtie
committed....This type oftatusis called thestatus coniecturaelhe other types dtatussituations are all
relative to thestatus coniecturaeSuppose a person has committed a deed, but umtgréiists as to the
precise definition or naming of that deedstatus definitionisor finitionis arises....A third type oftatus
situation arises when it has been establishedtieasubject has committed the deed and the nomarela
has been established, but doubt exists whethed#et was not justified, or the need exists tociaugi that
a certain line of action will be the correct toléoV. In this situation the quality of the deedhe focus and
is consequently callestatus qualitatisThe questions which have to be decided in this aas¢hen aiure
(recte) feceritor quale sit.A final statussituation which has to be considered is stegus translationis.
This happens when the whole process is questiondcceuld therefore pertain to various aspects ef th
situation (Lausberg 1960:64-85; Corbett 1965:35).”
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2.5 An Integrated Rhetorical Approach and its Suitability in the Portrayal
of Jesus as Sacrifice: Preliminary Applications

Without going into any detail, hereafter is a sumynaf the inputs derived from
three-pronged rhetorical models, with an indicaténvhat | will argue and demonstrate
in subsequent sections. The aim here is to sta¢gaacally which components of these
methods are fit for integration, that is, how caue aitilise rhetorical criticism for reading
Romans 3:25-26 in such a way that it accountshermrhetorical problem that invited the
portrayal of Jesus as sacrifice? Then the plam isutline what is to be followed in
pursuing the “rhetorical situation” and rhetorigabblem to which the portrayal of Jesus
as sacrifice is construed as a “fitting respon$#y” objective then is to use categories
from these three distinct, yet related rhetoriggbraaches, as a “terministic screen” to
argue why consideringlaotnpiov in sacrificial context is a viable option. To shy
differently, the concern here is how one can wilihetorical criticism for the
interpretation of Romans 3:25-26, in such a way #iee/he is able to move from the
“world of the text” of Paul to “the possible world$ the Roman community” as well as
rhetorical problen?

Romans 3:25-26, in particular, makes use of theysibJesus explicitly through
his presentation as sacrifice. The content andr@atithis rhetorical text requires one to
pay attention to the data of sacrifice. It is presdi that the construction of a “terministic
screen” can sufficiently aid one in constructinghetorical situation. The integrated
method is likely to do more justice in aiding thersuit of the questionWhy did Paul
describe Jesus as.aotnpiov? As a result, the following are major componenits o
rhetorical critical analysis that are to be engaigeithe interpretation of Romans 3:25-26
in subsequent chapters.

Firstly, from the perspective of Traditional Rhetat Criticism, | will demarcate
Romans 1-4 in terms of thaispositia Briefly, | will pay attention to theexordium,
narratio, propositiq probatio and peroratio (Kennedy 1984:23-24; Anderson 1999:69;
Vorster 2009:519-21). The objective is not to emgayg many of the interpretational
problems that still form part of the academic dgston, but rather to provide with a

rhetorical demarcation and arrangement that waoatigfg the requirement of the internal

0 For a discussion of this problem, see Lategan &stéw 1985; Petersen 1985; and Meeks 1986. It is
my argument that Schussler’s steps and proposalrbétorical critical analysis of the rhetoricalation
will be beneficial in achieving my goal. | will beble to move from the ‘world of the text’ of Paal the
possible world of the Roman community. Such a ntiedbreconstruction of the social-historical stioa
and symbolic universe of the epistle to Romangiisrarrative-laden and can only be constitutedaas
‘subtext’ to Paul's text. Yet this subtext is nimhgly the story of Paul; it is, rather, the stofytie Roman
ekklesiato which Paul's rhetoric is to be understood aadtive respongg&chussler 1999:109).
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aptum Most importantly too, is the use aptum (relationships that exist between the
speaker, the speech, and the audience) from taditirhetoric and the coupled with
Robbins’ common social and cultural topics. My alije is to investigate via an enquiry
of thedispositiohow Romans 3:25-27 fit into Romans 1-4, therebylagng the notion
of aptum | will argue that Romans 3:25-27 occupies a pwmsithat has been especially
foregrounded for the non-Jewish implied audiencerder to show the performativity of
1Aaotnpiov for them. In the pursuit of performativity ofAiaotrpiov, Voster's
(1990:126) “interactional model” is also taken sasly. Furthermore, there is need for
examining the type dtasistheory in each rhetoricalispositio,and for investigating the
significance of each category for the analysis afmans 3:25-25.

lllustratively, keeping in mind that | have promis® use certain categories, |
hereby putdispositioand the notion captuminto brief practice. Pertaining to the notion
of aptum, it requires that also | pay attention to what canchlled the tension between
honestumand utilitas, the first concerned with morality and virtue, thter with
advantage and benefit. Amidst all other challengke£lassical Rhetoric, arguably it
would be possible to assigrilitas to the deliberative genre. This is because itileata
persuading the audience by showing that the roneewishes them to follow will be
beneficial to them. This explains why the delibeeatrhetorical genre can be associated
with the political characters who promise a lot amahts their audiences to adhere to
certain goals. The interest dfonestumis concerned with shame and honour, with
morality, with virtue and therefore usually belomgito the epideictic rhetorical genre
where a person or an action is shown to be maralilous, and honourable.

In view, in Romans Paul hovers between Hmmestumand theutilitas. With
reference talispositiq for example, his interest and that of his audgeincthepropositio
Is expressed first in terms of the honourable: “Fam not ashamed [boastful] of the
gospel” (Rm 1:16). If he is “not ashamed,” thenisiproudly honoured by it. Moreover,
here the encoded author uses the rhetorical fijiotes thereby explicitly emphasising
that he is exceedingly proud of the gospel thatdsiabout the inclusiveness of the non-
Jews among God’s people. Neverthelessuthias is not lacking here, because the good
news is to the benefit of the Jew and the non-J&ws).

Still on thehonestumand theutilitas but in theprobatio Romans 3:21-31 has a
reversal from a position of shame to a positiomafiour. For example, shamefully “all”
(both the Jews and the non-Jews) have sinned #ad fhoort of God’s glory, but all are
justified freely by his grace through the redemmptibat came by Christ Jesus, which is
nobleness. Meaning that, they have been rescued fbameful bondage to the
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honourable “ransom-rescue” (v24). While constaavety to sins tfvn progegonotwn
amarthmatwn, vv25-26), is shameful, through the performativitf/ilactrpiov those
who have Jesus’ faith are honorably declared rige ThroughAaotnpiov, the non-
Jews have been saved from a wrathful predicamestframn shameful exclusivity to
impartial inclusivity. They now belong to Abrahanfamily by faith of Jesus, even if
they were formerly regarded as uncircumcised (\&8@) Gentiles (v29). My argument is
that all these are part of the functionalitiesxafotnpiov.

In the probatio there is first the ambiguously articulated 1:18\8Bere anti-
Jewish polemics is used most probably to servatasduction for further indictments to
follow. The first part of thgrobatio appears to be an attempt to define what it means t
be a “Jew.” If this is the case, then we find oluse in the realm os$tatus definitionis
Given the acts done by the Jews, given the incabiliig¢s between adherence to the
law and actual acts, given the privileges accottiech and yet their behaviour, a critic is
left asking: “Can a Jew be Jew only on the basiadbference to the law in particular by
virtue of circumcision?” Paul's answer to this iso"--a “Jew” has to be understood
differently, and the question is dealt with in terofapostrophe

Apostrophea traditional rhetorical technique with which theteor destroys the
argument of the other, is fundamental to this purssignificantly, Paul framed this
notion of iAaotnplov using the rhetorical figure afpostrophe Romans 1-3 is further
substantiated by the use phradeigma,an environment of debate that cannot be
understood unless the rhetorical situation is iategl into the act of interpretation.
Unlike with the traditional analyses afpostropheand diatribe, however, | intend to
analyse this rhetorical technique within antéractional” framework in which both the
encoded Paul and the implied audience are Usdthese terminologies have been
derived from reception-criticism and that they haeen imported by Schussler Fiorenza,
others and myself. The interest is to know whidiermelational issues that the encoded
author wished to address. Which functions did thteé@ wish to accomplish through the
portrayal of Jesus d3.aotnptiov in the politics of the Jews verses the non-Jevaskgn
framing the notion ofAaotnplov into theapostrophicstrategy?

Then from Romans 3 it appears asstiitus qualitatisappears on the horizon,
because here benefit, advantage becomes the ssli@gaimapostrophes called in to

problematise and to secure a response. In Romafta,22 we see how the category of

™ The important question will be: “is the text sussfel in meeting the rhetorical exigence and what
are the implications for the author or reader?”yfBan 1988:220) According to Perelman and Olbrechs-
Tyteca (1969:19), an audience is: “the ensembléthae whom the speaker wishes to influence by his
argumentation.”
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aptumhas featured in themplificatioright from thepropositiobecause here the lines are
indeed drawn together and made very explicit tontve-Jewish audience, then further to
be substantiated by texemplumn Romans 4.

Secondly, the intention is to examine the profithbiand applicability of
Robbins’ third texture of social and cultural phememon. From a social and cultural
perspective, these socio-cultural phenomena arécilpdealt with while analysing
Romans 1-4: patron-client relationship, honour-shamnd riposte. Preventing from
venturing towards ethnocentricism and succumbingntachronistic critique, an analysis
of the common social and cultural texture as predidy Robbins’ model, compels one
towards an enquiry of the underlying social pritegpthat generated the letter to the
Romans and rendered the notion of sacrifice igibleé and sensible to its non-Jewish
audience. What was the interactive social contatttivwhich such a portrayal of Jesus
as 1lagTtnpiov was necessary? How can social and cultural topidgyhtened the
interactive social context within which such a payal was necessary and what effects
was such utterance expected to have? In what eographical context did the
performativity ofiAaotnpiov modify the Jews’ ethnic privileges to accommodite
non-Jews in the family of Abraham? How can the @egushamefulness of the non-
Judean society significantly facilitate one’s urefl@nding of interactive situation? In the
polities of relations between the Jews and the Jews, did the portrayal of Jesus as
1Aaotnplov sanction anything? How do components like patragntlirelationship in
relation to the Jews versus the non-Jews politick the inclusiveness of the non-Jews
within the Jews’ family support the pursuit of therformativity ofilaotnpiov? What
values didilaotnpiov have within ethnicity and status of the non-Jewsight of the
Jews? Which elements did Paul extrapolate whichewsermmon to his audience to
signify 1Aaotnpiov? In addition, what was the effect such utteranes wxpected to
have?

Thirdly, I have indicated that very little attentitnas been paid to the sacrificial
element concerninglaotnpiov, in some cases this has been out rightly rejetted

favour of either “mercy seat,” “propitiation” or Xpiation.” However, a question one
must ask is whether this obfuscation from the §aw@ by biblical critics is not an
attempt (albeit unwittingly) to evade the brutalitiythe violence that accompanied Jesus
as sacrifice. | will argue, via the use of societdrical categories, that violence
constituted part and parcel of everyday life iniguity and to such an extent that it

inclined more to virtue than to vice. As a mattéfazt, | will indicate that violence was
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the default of Graeco-Roman society and not ontygmed but also structured practices,
institutions, social hierarchies and bodies. Cosldborations of sacrificial rituals,
particularly of a human sacrifice (Beate 2007, B#I07, Weiler 2007 and Berthelot
2007), be of assistance in socio-rhetorically explg the performativity of
1Aootnplov? Since this aspect forms such an important partmgf argument,
considerable attention will be paid to this dimensi

Given this, then how does one account for the agairof Jesus as\ootnplov
in a society that had institutionalised violence@ What extent was the sacrificial
violence in the antiquity the context of brutalitythin which Paul interpreted Jesus as
1Aaotnprov? How is sacrifice and aggression connected tmgsst? What could be the
enactments ofilactnpiov in the context of sacrificial brutality? What wabke
performativity of sacrifices? If sacrificial actsadh acquired relations of power (Bell
1992:207-208) could it have enhanced anything?iBtdrested in the text's practicality,
why was Jesus interpreted as a sacrifice? What werdutictionalities of sacrifices,
especially when a human being was “sacrificed,'the wider Graco-Roman world?
Which accomplishments did the metaphorisation stidedeath achieve? Which tasks
did the portrayal of Jesus asootnplov sanction? The argument is that the answers to
these questions may help greatly in determiniiy Paul describes Jesus as sacrifice.
Without proper answers to these questions, it maympossible for one to accurately
approximate why Jesus is portrayed so. Consequdontlgchieve my aim, these issues
introduced here but | will socio-rhetorically exmothem in details in the subsequent
chapters.

2.6 Conclusion

This chapter has introduced the methodology. | hategrated three-pronged
rhetorical models, with Traditional Rhetorical @i¢m advancing the enquiry and
Robbins and Schissler Fiorenza intercalating albuph. | have maintained that
Robbins’ and Schissler Fiorenza’s rhetorical modgts beyond the Traditional
Rhetorical Criticism itself. “Rhetoric” being theek word in all the three-pronged
approaches served as a starting point. | desigrisrainistic screen” that allows one to
ask particular questions in relation why Jesus is described akaotnpiov. | have
argued that such a “terministic screen,” an appatg@rterministic filter for the problem
under investigation, enables one to pose definigstons to the text, which | have raised
throughout this chapter and in the preceding pagw. | have indicated to what extent
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there are pro’s and con’s in all three approachas$ w&hat | intend to select and
appropriate for an analysis of Romans 3:25-26.

From the perspective of Traditional Rhetorical iCisin, | have proposed to
demarcate Romans 1-4 in terms of th&positiq paying brief attention to thexordium,
narratio, propositiq probatio and peroratio. The objective is to provide myself with a
rhetorical demarcation and arrangement that woatidfy the requirement of the internal
aptum (the relationships that exist between the speakerspeech, and the audience).
My objective is to investigate via an enquiry o€ tispositiohow Romans 3:25-27 fit
into Romans 1-4, thereby deploying the notionapfum Putting it differently, | have
proposed to bénter alia using traditional rhetoric, especially the categ®rassociated
with thedispositiophase in order to demarcate the sections of Rom@ng\pproaching
it from the perspective of thegptum | will be able to cohere my work by showing that
enquiring of thedispositioin terms of the different sections must be don®rmter to
attempt understanding whyAaotnpiov occupies the specific textual location.
Additionally, |1 have argued that the elementsapbstropheand the notion ofhetorical
situation which is not synonymous wit8itz im Lebenare fundamental to this pursuit.
Which functions did the author wish to accomplisinoigh the portrayal of Jesus as
idaatnpiov in the politics of the Jews verses the non-Jewsbgrframing the notion the
apostrophicstrategy?

Social and cultural texture is one of the five tegs (Robbins 1996a; 1996b) that
| have proposed to analyzedaotnpiov with. | have indicated that | will use these
socio-cultural phenomena while analysing Romans: Jdtron-client relationship,
honour-shame, and riposte. | am premised that ti#yprovide me with the ethno-
geographical context within which the performatividf 1Aaotripiov ought to have
modified the Jews’ ethnic privileges to accommoddie non-Jews in the family of
Abraham. In the polities of relations between tlevs) and the non-Jews, did the
portrayal of Jesus adaaotrpiov sanction anything? What values dicbiotripiov have
within ethnicity and status of the non-Jews in sighJews? Which elements did Paul
extrapolate which were common to his audience @oifsi i1Aaotrpiov? In addition,
what was the effect such utterance was expectbdvie?

With reference to the rhetorical situation advanbgdschussler Fiorenza, | have
argued that the main distinguishing criterion igttbhe constructs a version that is indeed
guided by the principle of performativity. | hawedicated that the embeddedness of the

audience, but also Paul, in this socio-cultural ldvaran provide with an alternative
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reading ofilaatnptov. It is for this reason that Schissler Fiorenzatom of rhetorical
situation and that of “the world” has been viewadbaneficial to this study. It is in this
sense that categories such as those providstabistheory can assist, and although they
cannot provide with absolute certainty, they dovite me with questions that | need to
ask concerningAaotnpiov. Finally, in the preliminary applications, | havensidered a
rhetoric portrayal of Jesus as Jesus as “sacfifideyatrpiov. | have raised pertinent

questions that | will socio-rhetorically exploredstails in the subsequent chapters.
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CHAPTER THREE
A SOCIORHETORICAL READING OF ROMANS 1-4

3.1 Introduction

This chapter has three sections that demonstrgtectss of the three different
complementary approaches to Romans 3:21-31: ToaditiRhetorical Criticism, social
and cultural phenomena, and the notiomhaftorical situation which is not synonymous
with Sitz im LebenThe first analysis is the application of the Tatal Rhetorical
Criticism whose aim is to detect an argument working tow&@@4-31. The second
section presents on thapostrophewith the intention of yielding more specific
information concerning the encoded author, the iedphudience, and the interlocutor.
And then social and cultural phenomenidl be identified in order to demonstrate that
Romans 3:21-31 indeed is given prominence. My divecis to move towards a
delineation of the rhetorical situation, but myeimtion with the use of Traditional
Rhetorical Criticism is to provide me with the aodls of the rhetorical situation since its
categories also furnish us with clues as to theragtion between encoded author and
implied audience, and since the audience and amtifidation with the audience is at
stake, these categories also provide me with apgkmnto aspects of the mutual value
system that are evoked and required for persuasitake place.

As a point of departure, | will specify differenéctions of Romans in terms of
ancient rhetorical categoriegxordium, narratio, propositiq probatio as well as
peroratio (Kennedy 1984:23-24; Anderson 1999:69). These deatians are followed
by their definitions, persuasive functions and baealysis. This is done on grounds that
rhetorical categories are of significance in thexstnuction of a rhetorical situation,
especially their valuable information of the authaddressee, and their situations.
Furthermore, | intend to investigate the significarof each category as they relate to
Romans 3:21-31 in the pursuit of the performatiagtyAoactrpiov.

Additionally, there is a plan to apply tlséasistheory In the previous chapter, |
have argued that approaching my text from the jpetsge of theaptumwill enable me

to cohere my work by demonstrating that the enqgairyhe dispositioin terms of the

65



different sections must be done in order to atteompderstanding whyAaotnpiov
occupies the particular textual location. Thus, abyective here is to investigate via an
enquiry of thadispositiohow Romans 3:25-26 fit into Romans 1-4, therelplaeng the
notion of aptum But in my view the category aptumrequires thastasistheory be
considered with each phase. This is because | amiped that both the notion aptum
andstasisdoctrineare aspects that concern thgentia On this basis, | intend to work
towards a formulation of th&tasistheory via thalispositioin order to come closer to the
notion of the rhetorical situation. | do not haué tae answers, but | intend here to
display the problem and the possibilitystésisdoctrine. | will concentrate on Romans 1-
4 throughout because therein is the portrayal sfisgasAaatnipiov.’

Because addressees change in Romans 1:18-32 andomm@mencement of
Romans 2 | have to consider the notiorapbstrophe which will be the next section of
this chapter. The intention is to set off with tretecal observations before embarking on
why Paul framed the portrayal of Jesuslasotnpiov within apostrophiccontext. And |
will pursue the performativity afAaotnpiov in such a context.

In the final section, | will introduce a socio-rbatal reading of these chapters in
which | will integrate the results of both the titewhal rhetorical approach as well as the
focused attention paid to the rhetorical stratefggpmstropherequired by the interactive
situation of Romans 1-4. In order to address mgitegaquestion namely to enquinéhy
Paul described Jesusiasiotnptov | will in this section use an earlier model of YWen
Robbins. In particular, | will make use of the amiges concerned with social and
cultural dimensions because a consideration of dbeio-cultural value-systems of
antiquity will provide with an insight into the germative power of ritual, in particular
sacrifice, thereby also addressing the questiaeddby thestasistheory of this rhetorical
situation.

The line of reasoning is that the rhetorical sgege deployed in thdispositiq

specifically exordium,narratio and peroratig functioned in the interaction between the

2 Stasis also known astatusor constititio, is all about thé basic issues” of a speech. There are four
forms of stasis fact (also known asonjecturalis--when the fact is an issue), definition (alsolezhl
definitiva -when the definition of an action is debated), dudlalso known ageneralis--when it is the
matter of nature, quality or classification of anti@n), and jurisdiction (ortranslatio -when the
jurisdiction of the tribunal is questioned) (Kenget972: 110, 623; Kennedy 1980: 92, 104; Kennedy
1984: 18).

66



non-Jewish implied audience and the encoded aultes. was done in order to secure
audience’s attentiveness, goodwill and receptiafywhat the encoded Paul had to
communicate, the portrayal of Jesusiasotnpiov inclusive (cf. Anderson 1999:69;
Witherington 2004:40). This is strategically acladwby carefully constructing his person
and that of his addressees, clarifying his atimos illuminating that the subject of his
presentation is of critical implication to themgducing his implied audience to consent
and have confidence in him and in the matter he fartvard.Moreover, in reference
with the suitability and applicability of the commagocial and cultural topics to Romans
3:25-26, the argument is that they ably aid thisspi. It enables one to uncover the
underlying social principles with reference with ®ans and notion of scarifies. The
question is what was the interactive social conteithin which such a portrayal was
necessary? Within the rhetorical situation, whabbfgmatisation and values did
1Aaotnplov have within ethnicity and status of the non-Jewsight of the Jews? How
can the acquired shamefulness of the non-Jewisietgosignificantly facilitate one’s
understanding of interactive situation? In the tpedi of relations between the Jews and

the non-Jews, did the portrayal of Jesus\astrjpiov sanction anything?

3.2 Rhetorical Dispositio of Romans

3.2.1 The Significance ofExordium in the Pursuit of iAagtrplov’'s Performativity

Exordium (mpooipiov) or proemserved as an introduction (Kennedy 1984:24). It
had various functions. It informed the audierfoghy” they are addressed (Classen
2000:24). From théunctional perspective oproem there are threénormal” prooimial
search formulaeiudicem benevolum parardudicem docilem parateand iudicem
attentum parare (Lausberg 1998:124). These three formulae aim dyzing
appropriatenessmnfénov) between theproem and the persons involved (Lausberg
1998:124). Romans 1:1-12 is taken pmem (Witherington 2004:17, 40; Jewett

2007:58). Besides, the discourse’s casesnefastasiS the argument is that the three

3 Metastasisis a subdivision oftatusof quality that entails the transference of resjlity to
someone else (Kennedy 1984: 88,118). Bexnevolumis “ epideictic in character” for it is achieved
through praising or blaming (Lausberg 1998: 123)cékxding to Lausberg (1998: 129-132), it entailsrfo
aspectsab nostra persongpraising oneself by showing his obligatory viragavir bonusand one’s party
as upright;ab adversariorum personablaming the opposing partygb iudicum (auditorurm) persona
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main functions of obtaining audience’s attentioeceptivity and goodwill (Anderson
1999:69; Witherington 2004:40) are all performedtsexordiumof Romans’
lllustratively, in regards tdudicem docilem pararéhat is closely related to
securing of goodwill (Lausberg 1998:124, 128), e €xordium Paul gives a hint on
what topic is to be presented to the audienceK@hnedy 1984:48; Lausberg 1998:128-
129). It functions to prepare the audience’s ragepess towards what is to be said. Its
two major components are: topic and recipients.rEoeptivity purposes, Paul writes to
his audience by acquainting them with his long-ditagy desire to visit them (1:8).

praising of the audience; aral causa(a rebus ipsis praising the position of one’s own party and
reproaching the opponent’s position. For exampéeyl B * insignificant” (ouloj) but his praiseworthiness
(apostoloj) is found in Jesus alone, he is not as self-appdibut asklhto j, the gospel is not his
inventiveness but God’s own disclosure; in additiorstipulating that, he is doing God's obligatidhe
addressee’s globally known faith is not establishgd?aul, and the anticipated reciprocal blessinmsn
his visit.

" In Romans’ exordium the encoded Paul uses three search formulae winofy audience’s
attention, receptivity and goodwill to produce appiateness mpémov) between the exigence of the
discourseand the persons involved. Firstly, relatingiudicem attentum pararg@roemserves to prepare,
attract and arrest” the audience’s attention to remarkably ggeepersuasive interaction. It targetsweell
disposed, attentive and receptive” audience (chriedy 1984: 44; Lausberg 1998: 125). The encodat Pa
gains attention of his addressees by clarifying tha subject of his presentation is of vital sfgince to
them*“all” in Rome (1: 6-7). Also, it may be argued thhis ownethosand responsibility as privileged
appointeeapostoloj, is central to securingudience’s attention.

Secondly, in connection witludicem benevolum pararéor ingratiating purposes of the rhetor with
his audienceproemacquires the goodwill (Kennedy 1984: 48; LauskE9§8: 129). In Romans, goodwill
is secured through praises that revolves arountiftes” and thée persons” involved (Kennedy 1984: 48;
Lausberg 1998: 129). THdacts” herein are clear: tocall all the Gentiles to the obedience of faith! §).
and thus” obedience” (v6) is expected. The relationship betwaul and his audience is in the pole
position. The encoded Paul carefully constructspiison &b nostra persorjaand that of his addressees
(ab iudicum personjain order to influence them. As Christ's delegdte,writes to influence the Roman
Christian community on behalf of his Lord and bg kkibmmission. Higthical appealsemerges in the
manner he praises his audience, which gives usiadlai instances aftatus generalisHe frankly tells his
addressees of his feelings toward them: he thaksf@ the fame of their global faith (1: 8; cf. iKeedy
1984: 153). He craves to see them so as to cors@y€e spiritualgift” to them and to reciprocally
strengthen each other (v11-12). This enables hiavéad any suspicion dfarrogance.” The sincerity here
targets at concretising the relationship with thearas to interactively communicate. If this relasbip is
cemented, positively “strengthened” (Du Toit 19806), consequently then the implied audience otaght
be willing to receive what the encoded Paul hasotomunicate.

As a result, ethical appeathospermeates in the manner he praises himself anduliience. With a
possibility of definitiva stasis herein there are persisteatements ofstatus generalisTo win their
attentiveness and to generate persuasive intemagith his audience, the encoded author presentsdif
as doingGods will; and also as capable of imparting “somerigyél gifts” and source of encouragement to
his audience. He depicts himself as the Lord's asr(Graston 1997: 1), the one who called them.
Consequently, he is their master unto whom theyhbudg be attentive and receptive audience. He
addresses them on a personal level. He descerttigitdevel, ambles among them, and socialises with
them so as to display to thehhis mind.” He briefly concludes with the main puspoof his letter, his
forthcoming visit to Rome for the sake of evangetithe whole world. Further, similar identitiestiveen
author and audience are intended for establishinglationship between him and his audience for
receptiveness. Both author and audiencecatked of Christ by same Godalled/setasideto be holy,
God’sappointeesamong the gentileand thus both are at their master’s disposal.
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Correspondingly, he touches tthe Gentileg “ ... all in Rome” and the obedience that
comes from faith” (1:5-7). If receptivity follows aturally from achieving their
attentiveness, then this is meant to induce hidi@gdpaudience to consent and have
confidence in him and the mattép [euaggelion] he puts forward.

Paul creates anticipation in tagordiumfor what is to follow and fulfils it by the
end of chapter 3. Relating thexordiumto Romans 3:21-31, this reference “dhe
Gentiles ... all pantwn] in Rome” directly has a linkag® the pantaj (3:21), pantej
(v23), mention ofperitomhn [circumcised] andikrobustian [uncircumcised] (v30), the
Jews and the Gentiles (v29) wherkootnpiov has brought about equality. The
construction of the implied audience as the nonislewelieversgantwnv8, eqnesin-v13,
{Ellhsinv14) in theexordiumrelates directly to a passage where ‘thghteousness of
God,” a critique on discrimination and God’s impelity are fore grounded (3:21-31).
Whereas in theexordiumit is mentioned, in Romans 3:29-30 the equalitjmeenh
lloudaiwn [the Jews] andegnwn [Gentiles] (v29), peritomhn and akrobustian is
emphasised.

In the exordiumPaul changed the Greek customary greeting forifaslzazetai)
to carij (1:7) thereby confirming the notion 6hift” which socio-rhetorical critics tell
us that it is part and parcel of the value-systdnthe Mediterranean world. But the
linking of “ gift” with the righteousness of God and the justtion of specifically the
non-Jewish implied audience is a dominant thentheietter, and what is found in 3:24
[carin]can already in embrionic form be found back atlkeginning of the letter in 1:5
[carin], 7 [carij], 11 [carisma], as well as in verses 16-17.

Consequently, faithpfstewj in v5 andv12; pistij in v8) is another topic in the
exordiumthat has a direct association with Romans 3:21k3%. notable that there is a
constant reiteration of the teqmstewj (3:22, 25, 26, 27, 30) arpdstei (v28).pistew;j is
a dominant theme of the letter and is also found:iry three times, and in 3:3. Paul's
argument is thatistewj is a means through whighoaotnpiov has brought about God’s
impartiality and inclusivity of the non-Jews intiet chosen race of Abraham. There is
other connection between the two passages:the pesnaire made through the prophets
and holy writings, that id¢wn profhtwn autou en grafaij agiaij (1:2) andupo tou

nomou kai twn profhtwn (3:21). There is again a disclosure of a particughteousness
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promised through the law and the prophets inetk@rdium(1:2), but has been testified
by the law and the prophets as it is fulfilled leguds in 3:21. In thexordiumthetarget is
depicted as his son” Jesus Christ (1:3) but in 3:22 the righteousniesgarticularised

“ by faith of Jesus Christ unto alldikaiosunh de geou dia pistewj Vlhsou Cristou eij
pantaj touj pisteuontaj). Moreover, in theexordiumit is already hinted that this
promise can be expanded to include the non-Jevs$, (ut in 3:22 it is clearly argued
that the righteousness is fomall” who believe. Consequently, in thexordium the
optimistic* resurrection from the dead” features Jesus’ pefsal), but in 3:25 God has
resurrected and has made himaaotnpiov, with the aim of bringing about a different
genealogy into effect where the circumcised andrbe-circumcised share the same

paradigmatic father.

3.2.2 The Significance ofNarratio in the Pursuit of iAaotpiov’s Performativity

Besides theexordium another‘ occasional” element of arrangemenmnaxratio,
which is found inRomans 1:13-15 (Jewett 2007:67). Banking on th&orlegans of the
antiquity, scholars (cf. Kennedy 1984:24, 79; Largbh1998:137, 160; Witherington
2004:17, 40) assert thaarratio is background informatioand is the foundation of the
argumentatio It sets stage for theropositio (Lausberg 1998:152, 160). It stipulatime
concerns for which theexordium has striven to acquire: the audience’s attention,
receptivity and goodwill, and about which Paul desithem to decide for.

If indeed ethosis a precondition for persuasiveness (Brandt 1HI&), then
Romans 1:13-15 portrays the encoded author in &#ncomg effort of establishing an
ethosas well as the circumstances in which he had fduntself. Paul continues to
demonstrate his suitability. His long-standing nasary agenda of visiting the audience
helps him to construct hisperson” and functions as ethical appe#ihos His eagerness
to evangelise his audience arose from his recagnitiat the gospel is an unpaid debt to
the world. In thenarratio Paul hints on the unpaid debt, but Romans 3 detraitaes how
1Aaotnplov has paid it. As a result, he successfully perssidie addresses over the
submission of th@ropositia Paul’'s use of thearratio serves to ingratiate him with his

non-Jewish addressees.
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Why visit them? In order to press forward one aadghfaith (v12), and have a
harvest among” them (v13). As a messengeqgtan, the encoded Paul was principally
in “debt” to the Gentile world, to thé Greeks {Ellhsin) and the non-Greeks
(barbaroij)” (v14). It is interestingly notable on how Pdubstracts” ot generalises”
this. Heoftenintended to visit them, but no specifications akeig on when this often”
was. Moreover, he broadly refers to thether nations,” the non-Jewish groupings
({Ellhsin and barbaroij). One wonders why he does not specify exactly weatvants
to achieve and with who in particulakurthermore, it is also notable that these
generalisations occur all before he specificaltg thimself to those in Rome (v15), which
iIs more specific. This generalisation, just likattim 3:23 {all have sinned”) helps to
divert attention away from the differences betwedmic groups that are interacting, to
minimise their differences and thus to maximisegbssibility of identification.

Significantly, with reference te@thosand stasistheory, narratio has powerful
componentsof status qualitatis® Given these components, regarding Romans 1-4, my
question would be what has given the non-Jewsitii to have a claim on or a stake in
the righteousness of God? According to Paul, whatdiven the non-Jews the right also
to become part and parcel of God’s nation, and Vilaat denied the Jews the right to
absolute exclusivity, to a total usurpation of thghteousness of God only for
themselves? In the same vein, what has given Raulght to write to them, is it correct,
fair, justified or legitimate that he considers katf appropriate to write to them about
these issues? Considering the first set of questios objective of my analysis is then to
argue towards the symbolic significance of Jesusi’asotnpiov, how this has
performed effected a righteousness of God that has hadsiwiary significance.

Relating Romans 3:21-31, Paul uses tlagratio to ingratiate himself with the

non-Jewish addressees. Ti&ratio has given an indication that the audience is non-

"5 Paul claims that, on his own free will, he nevies@nded his evangelistic duty to his audience. He
had habitually planned to visit them (vv 11, 13)t he was constantly prevented. Why visit them2hao
he may advance their faith (Wedderburn 1988: 98);"dave a harvest among” them (v13). As an apostle
to the Gentiles, he was particularly‘idebt” to the Gentile world, toGreeks and non-Greeks” (v14). Even
if it was shameful to have a debt unpaid, to hidience he depicts his willingness to preach (vii) the
justifiable obstructions so far. So his long-staigdidesire to visit them must neither be regarded as
opportunism nor negligence towards his audienceada timely response to his obligataliyine calling;
and thus it constitutes an invitation to the audéto collaborate with resembling willingness (J&\&807:
68; Du Toit 1989: 207). All these are instancestatusof quality, specifically itsnetastasigorm.
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Jewish, {Ellhsin and barbaroij. Romans 3:25 argues that Jesus has become
1Aaotnplov, a gift which signifies the dissolution of bounarbetween the Jews and
the non-Jews. Further, Romans 3 advances forethelity betweerh Vloudaiwn [the
Jews] ancegnwn [Gentiles] (v29), and that gferitomhn andakrobustian is emphasised

in Romans 3:29-30. While thearratio hints on the ethno-geographical context, Romans
3:21-31 takes it up and explains it as the ethramggohical context within which
1Aaotnpiov amends the Jews’ ethnic privileges with the inteniof the “outsiders”
becoming the' insiders” Thus, thenarratio does the foregrounding for impartiality in
order to accommodate the non-Jews in the Abrahdaraly which is enacted by

1A00TNPLOV.

3.2.3The Significance ofPropositio in the Pursuit of iAagtrpiov’s Performativity

In addition to theexordiumand thenarratio, there ispropositia Usually the
propositiq a thesis, told the audience what the discourse albh about (Kennedy
1984:49; Lausberg 1998:160; Witherington 2004:17), #ultgren (2011:70; cf. Jewett
2007:82; Kennedy 1984:153) identifies Romans 1.1&4 thée' thematicpropositia” It
focuses on “salvation.” It is given enthymematienfoand is supported by scriptural
quotation in verse 17 (Kennedy 1984:153). The eedocuthor explicitly and
emotionally pathog claims that he is exceedingly proud of the ga$pet | am not
ashamed of the Good News of Christ....salvation ¥@rgone who believes: first for the
Jew, then for the Gentile...” (vw16-17). AccordingKeck (2005:50), most likely this is
alitoles, an emphatic affirmation of something by denyingojpposite. Paul is sayirig
am so proud of the gospel.” Most importantly, ihtains various terms that hints on what
this discoursefrobatio) is about: the gospel, God’s power of salvatiaithf Jew, and
non-Jews.

Relatingpropositioto Romans 3:21-31, firstly, according to Paul gospel is a
source of pride, he is extremely proud of it. Ibfssignificance to mention here that for
the Jews, the non-Jews were objects of shame, weeg the “others” that they were
warned against, and against whom they have fattileemselves with a host of
legislature. In the context that Paul's differetitia is also a homogenisation, a rhetorical

technique in order to universalise, | am left agkiwhat would it require, what immense
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effort would it entail to revert them from this pti@n of shame to an extreme of pride? In
my view, Paul is laying the foundation f8r21-31 already in hipropositia This is
because, according to him, both the gospelianadrtrpiov bring about pride in what
they can do for the non-Jews. This is the reasaio aghy propositio has references to
lloudaiw te prwton kai {Ellhni (v16) and Romans 3:21-31 has similar op&ttaj
(3:21), pantej (v23), the mention ofperitomhn [circumcised] andakrobustian
[uncircumcised] (v30)h Vloudaiwn [the Jews] andgnwn [Gentiles] (v29). The advantage
is to the non-Jews because the target of rightesssis differently defined and expanded
to accommodate them. This pride lies in the adyg#a@f bringing the non-Jews into the
covenantal relationship. This is because, according?aul, “salvatioyi just as the
1Aaatnplov, is the inclusiveness of the non-Jews among Gabsen peopl&

Secondly, at the heart of this gospel of which Rawdo proud, is the death of
Jesus but the death of Jesus is a sacrifiteognpiov) orchestrated by God. It is
important to bear in mind that for a Roman non-3awaudience, the death of Jesus by
crucifixion would have been a cause for shame, sumg that could have prevented
them from identification with the gospel. So agdins a pre-emptive move. There is
therefore a kind of ambiguity in theropositio as it evokes values that would have
troubled both the Jews and the non-Jews and Pddresindicating that he is actually
very proud of those very ambiguous values. Suclorirgyal of iAaotmpiov should

perhaps be seen in the inverted sense of a glietoon-Jews.

"® Throughout the letter to the Romans the encodedi tRens forth and back on the issues of the Jews
and the non-Jews. The implied audience is impjicitiated, but | can only infer to the Jews and the
Gentiles and their relation to thgospel.” This purposeful demarcation, the Jew dednon-Jews, points
to the interactional social elements of ‘salvatiofhis differentiation is not of individuals, buf ethnic
groups; not in regards to the life to come buthieirt present interactivéfe and its politics. Herein, as it
has been the case in the foregoing sections andie\Romans 3, the main point is that the encodehoa
wishes to let his implied audience be acquaintead {salvation” the inclusiveness of the non-Jews among
God’s race. Most probably here he thinks of sabvatin social sense, with its current politics and
performativity. In other words, herelindoubtedly meartsto belong to God’s people” at this present time
(Johnson 1997: 26). As much as one cannot whaltyimhte status definitivaespecially when the author
re-defines ‘salvation,” in thipropositio, there are strong elements sthtus qualitatis Seemingly, he
justifies the ground upon which the non-Jews aodugted in the company of God’s “famjlyfaith and
hints on the quality of life thereogthos As in exordiumand probatio the encoded Paul is obligated to
inform the implied audience on how God brings back-Jews into his own legitimate sphere, through
faith. This being the case, thehootnpiov, just like the gospel, has to do with the inclesigss of the
non-Jews and the means though this is achieved.
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Thirdly, in both cases Paul justifies the groundomupwhich the covenantal
inclusivity has happened. In thpropositiq Paul makes it clear that it is through faith
(pisteuonti —v16;ek pistewj eij pistin( .... ek pistewj —v17)that such inclusiveness
(“salvation”) is possible. Faith is the prerequasior acceptance in the case of the Jews
and the non-Jews (Kruse 2012:188). In Romans 3121k8re is notably a constant
reiteration of the ternpistewj (3:22, 25, 26, 27, 30,) aruistei (v28) besidesin 3:3.
Paul's argument is thaistewj is a means through whi¢haotnpiov has brought about
God’s impartiality and inclusivity of the non-Jewgo the Abrahamic dynasty. In both

cases, inclusiveness becomes possible for the ewwred grounds of faith.

3.2.4 The Significance ofProbatio in the Pursuit of iAagtnpiov’s Performativity

The fourth element of rhetorical arrangement ispitabatio (pistij). Banking on
rhetoricians (AristotleRh. Al.36, 144b, 37), scholars (cf. Kennedy 1984:24, Largb
1998:160; Witherington 2004:17) argue that it ie ‘timain body” of argument wherein
proofs and evidence are assembled, in supporteominquaestioraised. It consists of
the invention and production of arguments. It waended to address tiew and the
why questions. Jewett (2007:103) and Hellholm (1993 1&tegorises Romans 1:18-
15:7 asprobatio. They subdivide it int@éatj (1:18-8:39),0m66ea1j (9:1-11:36), and
exhortatio(12:1-15:7). Hellholm (1993:137) further subdisdesij into refutatio (1:18-
3:20) andconfirmatio(3:21-8:39). On the basis of Jewett's and Hellhslsubdivisions,
Romans 1-4 i®€arj, part of theprobatia of which the aim is to answer how and why
humanity, both the Jews and the non-Jews, belomméofamily. Touching on my text,
Bird (2008:378) regards Romans 3:21-26 as an eddbar of the mainpropositio.
Taking Hellholm’s subdivides as probable, work frpnobability, the attention is given
to 6€alj because the notion ofaotrpiov is found therein.

In connection to thetasistheory, | argue for atatus generalis oquality.”” This
is because it, particularBéatj, deals with the Jews’ quality of life in the caxttef their
“moral conduct” and classifications of actionsudiiratively, the Jews’ “moral conduct”

(the foolishness in vww22-23) and classificationsadfions (wickedness) of those who are

" See footnote number 72, the first in this chapter.
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subjected to wrath (vv18-19): they intentionally raliped and served created things
rather than the creator, theyppressedhe truth (v18) and alsexchangedt for a lie
(v25), the horrible depths to which they sank witsd deserted (vv 24-25) them to their
persistent wickedness(vv26-27) and the depths wietsness that they indulged in
(vw28-31). One can also argue that herein he guiaily demonstrates, to his non-Jews
audience God’s impartiality in judging the non-Je@sven this, then this impartiality is
an attempt to pre-empt the performativityiafiotrprov. But still one can note some
componentf the status definitioniswhen the encoded author distinctivegdefines a
“Jew” Under this ambit ofedefinition,the encoded Paul redefines not onlyJaw” but
alsoidaaotnpiov. In my view, the ritual of sacrificevould have made sense to the non-
Jewish audience when it was used to demonstrateathadical change of situation has
taken place. The non-Jews have been afforded theriymity to become Jews without
circumcision. This probatio has applicability pertaining to the pursuit of the
performativity of Jesus ad.aotnpiov. It enlightens one on the function and purpose for
which such a portrayal was necessary. It demowesti@bd’s impartiality in judging the
non-Jews and their inclusion.

In theprobatio the encoded author points out to the Jews (8911, 28, 29; 3:1,

9, 29) and the non-Jews (2:14, 24; 3:9, and twic29), to the circumcised (2:25- twice,
26, 27, 28, 29; 3:1, 30; 9:9, 10- twice, 11, 12icay and the uncircumcised (2:25, 26-
twice; 3:30; 4:9, 10- twice, 11), and emphasisesfétt that, though they claim ethnical
difference, the similarity in deeds constitutesnailar identity, an identity that has indeed
been identified as “other” by Jewish discoursegshBbe Jews and the non-Jews have no
excuse. Both are under sin and have been exposedhtb (Keck 2005:64, 81, 88-89).
Theprobatioalso demonstrates impartiality of Gowsath (:55-59).

This probatio serves as the foregrounding of the impartialityndestrated by
1Aaotnplov. The assertion that there is no partiality withd@Gothe previous verses (2:6,
11) corresponds particularly to what is said in Ros3:23 and to whataotrpiov
endorses (cf. Hultgren 2011:116; Kruse 2012:1179).ditinction is made between the
Jews and the non-Jews. In Romans 3:21-31, the sdiswu centres operitomhn and
akrobustian (v30), h Vloudaiwn andegnwn (v29), and how through the enactments of

1Aaotnplov the non-Jews have been facilitated to be havelfaotinnections with
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Abraham. Since there are no distinctions betweem Jews and the non-Jews,
1Aaotnplov signifies uniformity. It effects “sameness.” Additally, faith (3:3), and
when we add Romans 4 (4:5, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 96aAd 20) to the argument, 8ac1j
acts as foreground discussion on what faith camd®omans 3:21-31. As argued, it is
notable that there is a constant reiteration ofténe pistewj (3:22, 25, 26, 27, 30) and
pistei (v28). Paul maintains that thatistewj is the only means through which
ilaotnpiov has brought about God's impartiality and inclugiwdf the non-Jews into
the Abrahamic family. Pertaining to “God’s impalityy” most importantly, Paul's
problem is a Jewish tradition that functions exidoary and God is presented as the
legitimating mechanism for this exclusivity. In miew, this impartiality is not really
impartiality, it is not equality between two pagjeand one party has to be made into
“Jews.” The non-Jews are not included because @aheyon-Jews, thdyave to become
Jews “Jewishness” must be redefined. It is thereforepatial impartiality, an
impartiality requiring adhering to the identity abtions of a particular group.

In addition, Romansprobatio can be divided int@amplificatio (1:18-3:31) and
exemplumchapter 4. In themplificatio the main technique in the case of Romans is
comparatiq which is a constant comparison between the Jewstlze non-Jews. My
argument is that this comparison is elaboratecedgfinition, redefining what it means to
be “Jew” as substructure forstatus qualitatisntent on claiming a right for the non-Jews
to the righteousness of God. Furthermore, | wilt be going into detail how the
comparison works in all aspects, but | argue tlzatl Rill be usingapostrophen order to
elaborate on this comparison and make the compaligely debate for his implied
audience. Finally, in my view, Romans 3:21-31 bsing an enémplificatioin order for
exemplumto commence in chapter 4, thereby evoking the gmymarrative around
which Jewish ethnicity was centred. The accumutatorce of these arguments provides
highlighted prominence to\.aotrpiov as the act that accomplished this transformation.

In summation, the rhetoricalispositiohas offered a tentative demarcation of a
work area and a detection of arguments that wookgatds Romans 3:21-31. The
rhetorical position of 3:21-31 within thdispositioand its rhetorical role was to enable in
Paul to identify with non-Jewish audience and talefme the Jewishness. The

discussions of the rhetoricdispositio have elaborated the ethno-geographical context
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within which tAaotnpiov amends the Jews’ ethnic privileges with the inanif the
“outsiders” becoming insiders.”Dispositio has acted as the foreground for impartiality
to facilitate the accommodation of the non-Jewstha Abrahamic family which is
1Aaotnplov's performativity. Additionally, this rhetorical itical enquiry has revealed
that a significant change has occurred from Romah8-32 and the commencement of
Romans 2. The addressee has changed, and thisitegessfurther considerations. This

necessitates that | proceed to the rhetorical igakrof theapostrophe

3.3 Apostrophe of Romans 2-3

3.3.1 Apostrophe: Theoretical Observations

It is noticeable that Romans 1:18-32 addressesrtpked audience by references
of “them” (autwn, autoij, autouj), then all of a sudden we are confronted with sdco
person singular pronounsu( se, sou), albeit universalised bgpostropheThis indicates
that this is typical of thapostrophe The objective here is to show how Paul’'s usénef t
apostrophecan clarify the performativity afAaotrpiov. How does thepostrophenelp
one in solving the problem of Romans 3:21-31? Bgriepeakingilaotnpiov does not
fall within the requirements of thapostrophe but exactly that is significant. The
passages preceding.aotnpiov and that following it employapostrophe.The term
ilaotnplov falls within theapostrophiccontext. In my view, by utilisingapostrophe
and then again abandoning it fixes the attentiorthef implied audience. Given this,
apostropherequires an explanation. Thapostrophiccontext also explains why it is
necessary to deplowpostrophetechnique. This section sets off with theoretical
observations pertaining to rhetorical techniqueapbstrophebefore embarking on its
applicability to Romans 2-4.

The termapostrophditerally means' turning back or away” (Korhonen 2008:3).
It is a rhetorical figure in which a speaker ablyptakes a direct appeal to someone else
(Kennedy 1984:27, 42). Kneale (1999:11, 17-20)sikssthat one of its indispensable
features is that dfredirecting of voice” to another or to a more sfie@udience. So, it
entails an unexpected turn from the general adeesswith the aim of addressing a

particular group, person or personified abstracéibsent or present. Aiding us to identify
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its new “specific” audience, Korhonen (2008:3; kmneale 1999:19) writes? ...the
apostrophas, grammatically speaking, a turning of the digseurom the third person to
the second person, directly addressing someoneroething as “youl This aided the
diversion of the audience’s attention from the ésatthand. S@postropheas a rhetorical
strategy, characterised by the stimulation of djaky which functions to manipulate the
“real” constraints of a rhetorical situation by gy the audience into a set of
“ hypothetical” constraints and promises of the spealkdesire (Elliott 2008:1245.
Meaningfully, the issue relating tpostrophés significance bears notice. With
its rhetorical approach oinsinuatio, indirect address (Witherington 2004:76), the
technique ofapostrophewas used in attacking one’s adversaries, espedialey were
directed at absent persons or inanimate objectsh@@n 2008:9). Through it, inner
thoughts about adversaries are conveyed as though was talking with them
(Witherington 2004:74). So, contrary to Withering® assertiori? the encoded author
usesapostropheo identify with his implied audience (Elliot 2007:186). Thatwhy he
really goes into redefining who a “Jew” is, thatiBy he even has to recapitulate and tell
his implied audience that his invective againstabeduct of the Jews does not annihilate

their privileges®®

"8 In classical rhetoric, for example, thpostrophewas also seen as a device by means of which the
orator changedto a new subje¢t what Quintilian, according to Korhonen (2008: ¥rms asaversia
Kneale (1999: 3) equates the Lasiversioto the Greek termapostrophe In this regard, Korhonen (2008:
5) avows:* The use of the apostrophe thus either involvesaose a change of subject; it is a technique
that serves to get -smoothly or abruptly- from trieg to another.”

Apostropheis counted among figures of thought (Kennedy 1984); and particularly among those
relating to the emotions likepaianismos (thanksgiving), sarkasmos (sarcasm),execratio (curse),
obsecratio(appeal),admiratio and votum (pray) (Korhonen 2008: 9Apostropheis also associated with
other figures of thought such peoswpopoiia (“an imaginary conversation”) (cf. Witherington 2004;
Korhonen 2008: 4, 9). It is notable that baihostropheand diatribe, as tools of deliberative rhetorie a
characterised with dialogues with imaginary intedimrs (cf. Ulmer 1997: 54; Witherington 2004: 74;
Changwon 2004: 3, 16-18, 61-62).

" According to Witherington (2004: 76), it enablewiirect confrontation of théreal audience.” To
this end, Witherington (2004: 76) considéras a“ distancing technique” through which the rhetor doul
fruitfully critique his listeners and their defects in thosgind practicality.

8 Moreover, apostroph&s features like vivid dialogues with interlocutomsere predominantly
monologues by the teacher himself with imaginaryeasiaries; they encompasssedme answers to the
students (Changwon 2004: 16). Also in relationhi® importance of the rhetorical questions, they logle
to track important issues at hand in an argumerith@iington 2004: 110). In all four example thab\Bérs
(1994: 162-164) cites, the leading questions arectid to the interlocutor. The interlocutor caryon
answer them as per the teacher's wish. Sometintesset questions represented false reasoning,
“unthinkable alternatives” that aimed at forcing th&erlocutor to reject them and avow the logical
alternative/s towards which the teacher desiretednl him. Then the teacher ultimately elaborates th
implications before drawing a conclusion. Additibpathe implication is that this technique partaly,
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Unlike the habitual analyses apostropheand diatribe, however, the intention
here is to analyse this rhetorical technique witimriinteractional” framework in which
both the encoded Paul and the implied audienceised. If indeed these categories are
perceived as inventional tools” that effect an influential comsation then their use
within an interactional framework effects an extedynlively debate situation, which
becomes crucial in constructing the performatiatyAoctnptov. It is on this basis that
one insists that thessonversational features are of importance in urtdeding Romans
3:25-26. In my view, it explains what Paul had &y s theapostrophehat proceeds and
one that is subsequent thootrpiov. Of significance also, is the fact that Paul frdme
this text with its notion ofilaotnpiov within apostrophiccontext (Romans 2-4), an
environment of debate that cannot be understoo@santhe rhetorical situation is
integrated into the act of interpretation. The angut is that theapostrophiccontext
brings about issues that the encoded author wishaddres&!

| have argued that using tla@ostrophen the analysis of 1-4 acquaints me with
the rhetorical situation and the rhetorical problérat invited the portrayal of Jesus as
1Aaotnplov. Turning to analysis dRomans 2-4 usingpostrophg2:1-16, 17-29), one is
premised that the imaginary debate between thededcariter and the interlocutor aids
in knowing how the former positioned himself sa@fluence the implied audience by
staging the latter. Throughpostrophe it discloses that the auth@ntextualisedthe
shared codes, such as knowledge of the Law, cinsiong and Abraham, in an attempt
to move the audience to the recognition that ehennbn-Jews are now included in the
sphere of the Jewish family. Since the encodedewritsed thisapostrophein a
discussion with his implied audience over the ratel function of the Jews, then the
analysisapostrophewill prove to be worthwhile. Ultimately then thei® an attempt to

explain the functionality ofAaotnpiov within apostrophiccontext.

besides being used for teaching purposes, coutdltesused to persuade addressees to identify gth t
encoded author, especially when their values aokesl in the dialogue and tHeother” shown to be
inconsistent and non-understanding.

81 Stowers (1994: 150) holds thét...the dialogical features of chapter 3-4 maintaite t
characterization of 2: 17-24 with remarkable caesisy. The reader must therefore well understark¥2:
24, since it remains a key to 3-4.” Elsewhere, 81@wW1994: 143) avowsRomans 2: 17-29 provide a key
to understanding the letter’s rhetorical strategy.”
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Stowers (1994:16 cf. Witherington 2004:75; Changw®004:260-261) identifies
five passages in Romanstobatio that he labels aproswpopoiia:2:1-16; 2:17-29; 3:1-
9; 3:27-4:2; and 7:7- 8:2. He terms the first two af apostropheand the others as
dialoguesThe focus is only on the first four, because thaynfthe context within which

the notion ofilaotrpiov performs>

3.3.2 Rhetoric of Apostrophe in Romans 2:1-16

Various aspects of thepostrophan Romans 2:1-16 (also in vv 17-29) should be
noticed. Firstly, there is aredirecting of voicg a “turning” of the discourse abruptly
from the third person plural (as found in the poes section) to a stylised second-person
(Kennedy 1984:27, 42; Kneale 1999:11, 17-20; Kodm@2008:3). In other words, the
second person singular herein signals the impligtleace that they are not targeted, but
particularised individuals who are discriminatirejyd they are now being addressed.
Notably, Lamp (1999:39) argues that Romans 2:1-28ns away from Gentiles” and
then focuses upohJewish culpability.” He interprets verses 12-1@Gmintegral way in
“ defining the essence of being Jewish” (:37). Hes@nd then discusses four objections
that relate to:supposed Jewish moral superioriisli1), possession of Torah (12-16),
Jewish national privilege (17-24) and circumcisid@25-29) (Lamp 1999:39).
Witherington (2004:76) highlights Romans 2 as a&alisse where Paul is, in a dialogue,
critiquing an imaginary morally superi@entile In Romans 2:1-16, for example, Paul
addresses a judgementaéntile who is morally superior to the fellow Gentile, tine
light of his hypocrisy (Witherington 2004:73, 78)erse 5 reaffirms that Paul addresses
non-Christian Gentile as he describes contemptutetspborn” and“ unrepentant”

8 According to Changwon (2004: 5), on the one hamah-diatribal scholars have difficulties of
identifying diatribe in Romans because it is tammplex and confusing.” But, on the other handerth
have sought to identify some rhetorical featurest tippear within Romans. For example, Changwon’s
(2004: 9) investigation pursues the identity ofqua features of the diatribe in Romans. Particylan
Romans 1-4, the rhetorical features that have baggled out include: rhetorical questions (2: 324,23,
26; 3: 1, 3, 5, 6-9, 27, 31; 4: 1, 3, 9-1@postropheq2: 1-11, 17-29), dialogue (3: 1-10; 3: 27-4: 2),
refutations of objections (3: 1-9, 27-31; 4: 1-8pmparisons (2: 6-10, 12-16) and example storit® [a
calledparadeigmata] (cf. 4: 1-25; Tobin 2004: 93; Olbricht 2008: 1Bird 2008: 378). Generally, Paul uses
diatribal forms especially in Romans 2: 1-16, 17-241-9; 3: 27-4: 25; 9: 17-21 (Witherington 2004,
Changwon 2004: 260-261). Additionally, we have ohietl technique known aproswpopoiia, for
example in Romans 2-4 (cf. Stowers 1994: 16; Witlgton 2004: 75; Changwon 2004: 260-261). But
other scholars like Campbell (1994: 325-327) rgy&tbwers’ views on the diatribe.
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person who has stored up God’s wrath (Witherin@©@®4:81). However, there is need to
re-examine Witherington'’s view that it is a moradlyperior non-Jewsnd not Jews, who
are targeted. One can problematise his proposathgee is no ultimate answer. But, the
argument is that the notion of implied audience dwlp one in managing the
complexities when thapostrophdas brought into play. That is deploying thpostrophe
within the interaction between the encoded authmat the implied audience renders a
completely different reading than without theseegaties. For example, the positive
construction of the implied audience, the negatiestruction of thé they” in 1:18-32
makes it very unlikely that the implied audiencéhese to be reprimanded for hubristic
behaviour. How could that be when the main argunmertb problematise excluding
privileges usurped by the Jews?

Secondly, the personal pronouns and verbs in segersdn singular confirm that
the implied audience is not targeted, becausehedugh they have not been identified
with inconsistent behaviours. But rather, they hemesistently despised God’s kindness,
tolerance and patience that were intended for trepentance (vv 4-5). Their
stubbornness and unrepentant hearts of these starahidividuals, declares the encoded
author, has stored up the wrath. By pointing to eome else, the encoded author
convincingly persuades his implied audience thathsindividual will not abscond
judgment. There shall be no special dispensatiothenvrathful judgment day to anyone.
Because the encoded author maintains‘ta#t [ paj] evil and law-binding people, both
the Jews (2:9, 10) and the “Gentiles” (2:14) shalle trouble and joy respectively. God
demands total loyalty of all. Such mentions dingedsponds to those glantaj in 3:21,
pantej in v23, circumcised and uncircumcised in v30, teersland the Gentiles in v29.
The question is whether such a removal of ethniefepentiality has not been
accomplished by attaching sacrificial value to teath of Jesus, by evoking the
performativity of sacrifice®’

Thirdly, another evident rhetoric aspect ipratrepsis a discourse that urges its
audience to leave one way of life and take up avo{Btowers 1994:107). If God’s

patience means that arrogant and unrepentant ¢hdild are “storing up wrath” (v5),

8 Additionally, in vw14-16 there is change of perabpronouns from second person singular to third
person plural gutwn), whose implication is that the encoded authotadizes the implied audience and
himself from the' them.”
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then this is an admonitogpostropheindeed. Through it, Paul warns against hypocrisy
that presumes upon God’s mercy as an escape foumtebility to God (Witherington
2004:73). This is admonitorgpostropheof “ all” pretentious individuals following their
degeneration (Stowers 1994:100). The deterioratitm vice necessitates the warning
that the unremorsefubnes are “storing up wrath” for the day of reckapirand
ultimately, the need for “salvatignthat is being part of Abrahamic kinfolk. My
argument is that such inclusivity is achieved tiglouthe portrayal of Jesus as
1Aaotnprov. Then the persuasive force of thigostrophds the call for repentance (2:5)
as well as for good works (2:6-11).

Fourthly, thisapostropheis building towards Romans 3:21-#6Subsequently, in
Romans 3:21-26 Paul explains that God has manifdggerighteousness by regarding
Jesus as a solution to the wrathful predicametitefentile world and whose sins he had
passed over and allowed to accumulate. So, Panlisgly in 3:25-26 refers back to 2:4
when he talks of the accumulated sins (1:21-32)@w had held back from punishing.
Jesus thus means a special twist to theme of Gladés/ed judgment that brings justice
for all (Stowers 1994:106). In other words, hereraRaul portrays Jesus’ sacrifice as the
one directed td'the sins committed beforehand” and were fafhpunished” having
storied” up wrath.”

In sum, Paul'sapostrophehas two intentions: disapproves in order to inflreen
anyone with presumptuous thoughts among his aueli@nthout directly reproaching
anyone of anything and this markedly denotes th&iduals’ status in the face of God's
stern impartiality and imminent verdict (Stowers949.03). Through its' distancing
techniqué¢’ it effectively enabled to solicit for their suppoThe non-Jews’ deterioration
call for this admonitoryapostropheand persuades them to the solutiokogtnpiov) of
being part of Abrahamic family. As argued, thealtaf sacrificewould have made sense
to the non-Jewish audience when it was used to dstrate that a radical change of
situation has taken place. The non-Jews have biéemled the opportunity to become
Jews without circumcision. Putting it differenttire perspective adpostrophén service

of stasistheory means that the challenges thrown at thelamigtor in these passages are

8 According to Elliott (2008: 131), thispostrophejust like the second one, serves aspittasisfor
an argument to follow.
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concerned to display to the non-Jewish implied enck that they indeed have a right to
God’s righteousness, because the constituentses?,*Jthat which “fabricate” a Jew
should be differently understood. In my view, tlastatus definitioniserving asstatus
qualitatis If the identity of the Jews is differently constted, the non-Jews can be

integrated into Abrahamic family, the nation of God

3.3.3 Rhetoric of Apostrophe in Romans 2:17-29
There is uncertainty in regards to the identityadtiressees. But | do differ with
Witherington’s (2004:73) view that there is a shdta new conversation partnei (e

su).2° The argument is that most probably the encoddbastages a particular type af

8 Witherington (2004: 79) disagrees with Stowers9@:9103) over the guiltiness of tHeyou.”
Whereas Stowers (1994: 103) attributes this gei#tinto” the idolatry and vice,” all moral sins listed in 1:
18-32, of the Gentile world; Witherington (2004:) #aintains that such a person is guilty of camgyin
forward a pagan life into Christian existence tmeadegree and of ‘some hypocrisy and judgementdlism
Thus, this confirms the view of impracticality afeintity of specific apostrophic debating partn€s.this
ground, one can insist that there is also ambignitggards to the identity of addressees.

In connection with rhetorical questignenquestionably one gain a clearer understandinghef
apostrophein Romans 2: 17-24 if s/he applies to Rom&tmwers’ description of howeading questions
operated in diatribal rhetoric. Therein one finte picture of the pretentious person as well athef
conceited moral and religious leader. But the eadd@aul censures the interlocutor for the disparity
between his pretentiousness and his behaviourughreeries of rhetorical questions. Despite Stowers
good scholarship, however, other scholars disagittehim. For example, Elliott (2008:103) agreeshwi
Stowers’ (1994) identification and understanding hafw diatribal technique functioned in moral or
instructional address. But, according to him, samggorical confusion distorts Stowers’ readindioEl
(2008: 103) observes:Unfortunately, Stowers does not carefully maintétire distinctions between
diatribal techniques that he has identified$ a result, Stowers (1981: 96, 113) misunderstdtald’'s
purpose in 2:17-24, where he regards a Jew apretender.” But (against Stowers) the person Paul
addresses inot “bragging about what [he] does not truly posse$®.'the contrary, Paul is clear that the
Jewish does possess these things.... Neither do avePlaeil's Jewish interlocutor admit that he hagkéno
the law...” (Elliott 2008: 103).

Elliott (2008: 102), in agreement with Stowers (499maintains that Paulapostrophdn 2: 17-3: 9 is
not to indict/criticise the Jews but to enlist #de Jew as a witness so as to make an importaint ps
non-Jewish audience. Elliott (2008: 102) assértsStowers ably demonstrate that the sudden rhetorica
turn to second-person-singular address at Rom.. 2vds not a rhetorical “trap” for the Jew, but fibebad
pattern of moral exhortation in which speech-inrelaster was used as “a personal indictment of arthef
audience to whom it might apply.... The address idf2: reaches out to sharply indict those who have
pretensions of being on a different plane mordily.”

Dissimilarity between 2:1-6 and vv17-24 bears reti¢Vhereas in the former Paul used indicative
statements to level an accusation against a hyficdhénterlocutor; but, in contrast, in the lattee asks
hypothetical Jewish a series of rhetorical questibn..do you not teach yourself? ...do you steal? ...do
you commit adultery?. . . . do you rob temples? .ydo dishonor God by breaking the law?” Moreover,
he does not wait for interlocutor's answers. Bipestrophenere remainsonditional: if you steal, commit
adultery, and rob templeshen you dishonour God by breaking the law that you heather except
yourself; and thusthen the scriptural verdict apply: God’s name is blasphemed among the Gentiles
because of you” (v24). Quoting Isaiah 52: 5 he auisi®s the interlocutor’s behaviouFhen your
circumcision will avail you absolutely nothing (23t would be impossible to imagine a Jew who doul
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Jew as he has been doing so far, before his non-iemwiplied audience and then he
concretises his deeds (v18). Moreover, this pregipe of Jew represents a particular
ethnic group claiming for themselves exclusivityisinotable that all verbs herein are in
second person singular which obviously indicatetheoimplied audience that they are
not directly targeted. By “staging” this type ofew, it means that both the encoded Paul
and the non-Jewish implied audience are spectatatshing the show together. He
consistently points away to someone out there whocharacterised by personal
association with the law. This precise typelew claims to reputation, the reputation of
being*“ real Jew” owing to the adherence of thaw,” owing to only one criterion of
fulfilment, namely circumcision, which was the tokpar excellence of what constituted
an* authentic Jew. Herein the encoded author explicitlyifies to the implied audience
that by the law system it is only itdoer” who can become éareal Jew’' not merely a
spectator or/and a bearer. He distinguigtesringthe law fromdoing it. Regardless of
ethnicity, it is thedoingthe law that is a determining factor in God’s iz judgment.
The question is whether tlagostrophehas not been deployed in order to display to the
non-Jewish audience how even the Jew, claimingrsarfig on the basis of ethnicity,
lacks righteousness, a righteousness to be effegtédie performative power of sacrifice.
The encoded Paul labours to clarify that all pepopleth the Jews and the non-Jews,
without the presentation of Jesusiaeatnpiov are helplessly excluded from Abraham’s

family connection§®

argueagainstPaul’s views. Paul targeted, not his Jewish coptearies, the non-Jewish audience in Rome
(Elliott 2008: 104).

% To demonstrate further impartiality and for pesioa purposes, Paul imagines of a very religious
and moral “Jew” (2: 17-29), who stands in a shaptmast to anti-Gentile elements in 1: 18-32, dmeht
stages this type before his the non-Jewish audighce5). The Jew in question boasts: has bedructed
in the law and relies on it. Eventually, he empbesithat in God's impartial sight a wicked Jewish
interlocutor is no better than addressee (Stow&34:1108). The encoded Paul ironically describes
interlocutor’s conceited claims to knowledge anddeim to his implied audience. Therein is a poriraja
his self-estimated contemporary who relies on theaf because he is familiarised with it as welivih
the Jewish tradition. Evidently he tells us in w=49-20 that he is dealing with someone who balfself
a “teacher” for those in darkness, the spirituallyndito the foolish and to mere infants. These erse
emphasises his pretensions towards being a teackdemoral religious model. To the implied addressee
he is portrayed as the one who depends on his arietis works in addition to his privileged ethnic
heritage for justification rather than relying ondzalone.

Witherington (2004: 87) maintains that Stowers @:9943-158) has rightly pointed out how harmful
the misreading of Romans 2: 17-24 has been. Ireaggat, both argue that it is important to identifiyo
the imaginary interlocutor is and they harmoniowd#ynonstrate that in this passage the characterisait
the Jews, the typical Jews or Judaism has causeehammous amount of harm. In his own words,
Witherington (2004: 87) argue$Just as Paul’s dialogues with judgemental and hyjiced Gentile in 2:
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The encoded Paul confirms that the implied audiesceot targeted. He has
consistently been pointing away to others out theyx@ybe to the Jews/dudaioj]
particularly those characterised by their assammativith the law and circumcision.
Putting it in a different way, possibly through ghapostrophe Paul paradoxically
“demolishes” Jewish privileges. Since a Jew carplead to be ignorant, instead of
boasting and relying on the law, he ought to takepbssession of it as a medium of his
accountability to God (2:20). If it is indeed trtleat a Jew (in possession of privileges,
Romans 2:17-20) is not exempted from God’s wratkmhe violates the very Torah that
constitutes those privileges (2:12b) then how dae mon-Jews who have no such
privileges escape the wrath that is stored up femt? While staging an imaginary
interlocutor, the implied addressee is again degdnfrom the Jew but is positioned on
Paul's side, functions as judge and as spectawmtr,as accused. By so doing Paul
persuades his audience that the Jews as well andhelews are acceptable into
Abrahamic family. He clearly declares that botmdtan the same footing. Seemingly, it
is in this context that the encoded Paul carefagployed theapostrophewhich
ultimately illuminates the"rhetorical situation” in which the portrayal of desas
ilaotnplov is enacted.

It has been confirmed by the non-Jewish audieneg they too have been
afforded the opportunity to become members of teaish family. Through this
perspective odpostrophdn service ofstasistheory the “Jew” has been redefined. It has
displayed to the non-Jewish implied audience thay indeed have to understand a Jew
differently. This isstatus definitionisThrough thisapostrophethe encoded Paul together
with the non-Jewish audience have harmoniouslyiooetl that the self-righteous Jew
has no shield in himself. The non-Jewish impliedience have realised that Jesus has to

function for them as anAoaotnpiov. It is clear to them that without this violent

1-16 was not intended to be a broadside againsaadyall Gentiles, so too it is a serious mistaksee 2:
17-3: 20 as a broadside against all Jews...” ConttaryVitherington’s and Stowers’ endeavours of
identifying the imaginary interlocutor, this leavese perplexed whether it is possible to exactiycate
questions and answers to the specific apostropbimatithg partners. Thus, | retain some ambiguity. |
problematise their proposals, but also | do notrgptee a definitive clarification. It should be readear
thathomogenisation was not a strange phenomenon iguétytiand when one wanted to vilify it was no
problem to apply that to entire nations. Paul watsam exception to the rule. Political correctness not
his strongpoint. What Witherington and Stowers dmeng is to anachronistically attempting to be
politically correct. What they should be doing eatlis to acknowledge that Scriptures can sometioees
dangerous and can sometimes be tsetkstroy people.
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sacrificial death, usually reserved for criminaisey could not have had a chance of

being incorporated in the nation of the universatlG

3.34 Paul's Rhetorical Dialogue with Fellow Jew in Roman 3:1-9

The encoded Paul has been addressing and chasmgem interlocutor and now
in Romans 2:25-29, he argues the criterion for ptad®lity by God that applies equally
to the Jews and the non-Jews. In the Jewish inieido's view, Paul here seems to insist
that membership in Jewish community provides ncaathges and is valueless. Such a
view is resisted in the response to the query, thedbenefits of Israel are listed (v2)
besides generating an imaginary conversation.igndidlogue, there are various types of
rhetorical questiongl, 3, 5, 7, 8) followed by [objections] rejectifajse conclusions of
mh genoito\ and ou pantw;j\.¥’

However, the identity of the questioner is problémaAnd logically, this is true
about the one objecting. Stowers’ (1994:165) agsigaf Romans 3:1, 4, 6, and 9a to the
interlocutor and other verses to Paul is contestidtlliott (2008:105) agrees with
Stowers that teachers generally useaiding questiongnd false conclusiongo move
their fictitious hearers to the right conclusiomt to Elliott's (2008:105) puzzle and
dismay, Stowers (1981) read those rhetorical quest{3:1, 3, 5, 8, and 9), not as Paul’s
leading questions, but as Jewlsjections of which he had (in 1994) modified but still
insisted that vw 1 and 9 are objections. Havingblenmatised their proposals without
offering a final answer, there is need to mainthim ambiguity in regard to designating

exact questions and answers to the particular equ¥st debating partnefs.

8" The encoded Paul eagerly advances to specifyxiet @ature of the Jew's covenantal advantages.
He then turns to Jew's privileges and accountgb{i: 1-9), with a logical rhetorical questiohWhat
advantage, then, is there in being a Jew. . ? {Miat is to say, his address continues till intutor Jew
interrupts with an objection. Jews indeed have peigileges (1-2), but these privileges are foundedn,
and do not undermine, God’s righteousness (3-8)s Jeve no defence. They can raise no excuse (v9).

8 As such, Witherington (2004: 93) contentithe question in vv 3, 5, 7, and 8 are not objestivam
the interlocutor but Paul’'s own probing questioresamt to make the dialogue partner rethink thingshé
diatribe it is traditionally the teacher who aske probing or daring questions, as in Socraticodiat.”
How can leading questions be assigned to intedoryet these rhetorical questions were intendeaketp
in tracking the important turning points in an argnt (Witherington 2004: 110). If they are intedtmr’s
then he is the one leading the conversation thrdeading questions. And if so, there is a riskurhing
points in an argument without the consent of ththa@u But | do insist that herein Paudrives” his
discussant partnérto be witness.” Both are in agreement that Godthfidiness to his word and gracious
activity to all people is steadfast. In responsag{¥) to the questions of verse one, the interlacatfirms
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Most probably, one can also read the rhetoricaktjies (3:1, 5, 8, and 9) as
Paul's leading questions, but the one in verse @ ndn genoito and ou pantwj as
interlocutor’s. But still there are numerous unaeties with such a proposal. Indeed, it
is almost impractical to accurately allocate questi and answers to the specific
apostrophic debating partners. As a result, suadgnaments obviously confront Stowers’
insights about the way teachers used leading quessto shape audience’s perceptions
and attitudes. Such a reading, in accord with Ste#E994:162-164) but contrary with
his application, regards leading questions as &ieedted to the interlocutdF.

Moreover, Paul is not confronting a fellow Jew bather he isnlistinga Jew
colleague, as his non-Jewish audience witnessnison, they agree th#tsuch sins are
committed, irrespective of ethnicity, judgementeserved. The Jew interlocutor is not
provoked to a defence, because he is talked abmltadked “to” only in front of the
implied audience. They enthusiastically that Jew®ye no defence against judgment.
The non-Jewish audience upon “perceiving” this imag conversation is meant to
learn an important lesson on how God deals withJdwes, his impartiality. The encoded
Paul to an extent argued himself into a dilemmaabse the law was indeed given to the
Jews, and the law indeed specifies circumcisionifbdihe process he is indeed coming
closer to the answers he provides in 3:21-31. Bad the reference to the Jews [they]
here points away from the encoded author and thmieth audience; and at the same
time, establishes a workable relationship betwéemt both are harmonious observers.
This explanation to his non-Jewish implied audiercalone through addressing the
“Jew” From a rhetorical and in this caspostrophical perspective, what is being
observed is the fact thataotnpiov can bring about the relationship between the Jews
and the non-Jews. The latter have been affordedgpertunity to become members of

the Jewish family. They are convinced that its penfativity can facilitate the two groups

exactly what Paul's argument hold: whatever happ&wd is faithful to his promises. Consequently,
Elliott (2008: 139-141) modified conversation bgigging the leading questions in verses 1 andRaatd.

8 For example, unlike Stowers’ reading, in verse Faul's question contains ahunthinkable
alternative” that forces the interlocutor to rejécnd admittedly state the logical alternativattbews are
advantageous. The interlocutor can only answes iper Paul's wish. Perhaps this is what Paul deésire
Through such a conversation encoded Paul identfigarticular group [within or outside théhe implied
audience”] to whomhe constitutes a particular identity- circumcisionirddmcision and possessing of
God’s oracle are probable indictors of the shamaltedge intended to persuade the impliadidience”
to a given direction.
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to have the family connections with Abraham. Thsés because this perspective of
apostrophein service ofstasistheory the “Jew” has been redefined. Thisstatus

definitionis To the non-Jewish implied audience it has prowed the Jews have to be
understood differently. God’'s impartiality has psisntly been fore-grounded. His

truthfulness is steadfast in any ethno-geograplcizatext.

3.3.5 Paul's Rhetorical Dialogue with a Jew Interlocutorin Romans 3:27-4:2

The author has rhetorically proved that what heakpeabout is scriptural (3:10-
20). By the use of termgegraptai, he points to past time, to that which was written for
others who are neither the encoded author nomtipéed audience. The passive signifies
stability. The argument is that this quotation, ethis a source of authoritative argument
herein, indicates that the amicable interactiorwbet the encoded author and the
implied audience is done in relation to time anacgp

Having situated the Jews in a given arena of past &ind space, the encoded
author and the implied audience in present are twaious onlookers. At this point, the
encoded Paul draws the attention to the preser &ind current spac@&lfini de v21]
where mainly the implied audience would be on foclisat is to say, he maintains
inclusive elements but with specific inclinationttmse among the implied audience. He
insists that this is a revelation of God’s rightswess (3:21-26). And then, in a dialogue,
the encoded Paul maintains that all human boaitiegcluded”

There are certain problems with Stowers’ viewpoimthich necessitates
alteration. Yet, there is no pledge to offer ultiealarifications. According to the
encoded author, the portrayal of Jesus as “sagftifi@s intended to demonstrate God’s
righteousness. This is because in his forbearaadsat passed over the sins committed
beforehand [gentiles’] and they stand unpunishédwas to demonstrate his own

righteousness at the present time, in an attemipé jast and the one who justifies those

% Inclusive elements includgsantaj touj pisteuontaj [v22]; pantej ga r hmarton kai usterountai
[v23].

In diatribal format Paul*as if he has given a brief sermon in vv 21-26 aod mllows time for
questions and answers” (Witherington 2004: 110xatTi$ to say, Paul interrogates his Jewish inteittarc
(Stowers 1994: 233-234).
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who lies upon Jesus’ faith (vw25-26). Then thetfitsetorical question commences in
verse 27%*

In the modified conversation, the questions paldity in 3:27, 29, and 31 are
Paul's probing questions, not the interlocutor’sey contair’ unthinkable alternatives”
that forces the interlocutor to reject them. Theerlocutor can only, contrary to his
opinion, answer them as per Paul’'s wikhtimately they enable Paul to make a right
conclusion. The interlocutor provides evidence doconclusion that Paul makes, faith
eliminates bragging as in the case of Abraffam.

Of significance is the fact that the interpersgpalitics has not been terminated.
As a matter of fact, the politics of relations beém the encoded author, the implied
audience and the Jews solidifies as Abraham isgyad to be the ancestral forebedr
both the Jews and the non-Jews. The inclusiverfelse datter in that family magnifies
their interrelation. The argument is that the @yt of Jesus ashootrpiov enacts
equality between the circumcisegdeffitomhn] and the uncircumcisedalfrobustian].
Through it, not only Abraham is portrayed to beirtlamcestral grandparent, but God is
God of both the Jews and the non-Jews. It solslifiden Abraham is staged as an
example, a prototype of what a Jew entailseg@mplunof faith (Keck 2005:118). It is
faith, not circumcision, which has made him thehéatof all nations. His use of
Abraham, as well as David later on, has more pesrgegower. The reason for this is
that the record of Abraham is taken from authaviéadivine Scripture. The encoded

author and the implied audience in harmony areeatlly spectators ttAbraam who is

1| doubt Stowers’ assigninpading rhetorical question§3: 27, 27, 31; 4: 1) to interlocutor and
objections(3: 27, 27, 3, 5, 8, and 9) to Paul (Keck 200%4)1This, according to me, contradicts his own
proposal concerning them. They ought to be Paabslihg questions (cf. Stowers 1994: 162-164) or his
“own probing questions” (Witherington 2004: 93) imded to help in tracking the important turning pgein
in an argument (Witherington 2004: 110). ContramyStowers’ reading, thus, | propose theading
questiong3: 27, 27, 29, 31; 4: 1, 3) are Paul’'s, not imdeutor’s. | maintain the ambiguity in regards to
designating precise questions and answers to ttieydar apostrophic debating partners. From v2¥ th
encoded author points to a particularised groupalitiit ambiguity of identity. Perhaps it is Jews fberein
are references to boastingajichsij], law [nomou], and AbrahamVfbraa m] that may be associated with
them. These concepts are not elaborated thusatieeshared codes.

%2 1t is also noted that this diatribe uses a lessfroatational“ we” as opposite to the provocative
“you” in the previous section (Witherington 2004:0L1Through such imaginary interrogation, Paul
rhetocally persuades and wishes to influence hiieage to accept that boasting has been eraditgted
faith. Any person, a Jew or gentile, is acceptabl&od by faith, apart from keeping the law. Heastssthat
faith is not undermining the law, but upholdingntits original intention. The fact that God hasdeahe
unrighteous gentile righteous through faith elinsalews’ boasting.
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situated in the past time and space. In unisory,¢aa now call hinf our father” patroj
hmwn VAbraam v12 cf. v16). Additionally, by ascertaining thab&accepted Abraham on
the basis of grace, the encoded author dismamig®lastructions to the way of grace,
which magnifies the interrelation between the eedoauthor and the non-Jewish implied
audience.

Moreover, the politics of relations between the celedl Paul, the non-Jewish
implied audience and the Jews solidifies as Abral&mortrayed to be the ancestral
forebear of both the circumcised and the un-circumcised.this passage there are
constant references peritomhj [circumcision] andakrobustiaj [un-circumcised]. And
seemingly, the inclusiveness of the latter in thierahamic family, which has been
achieved throughAaotnpiov, magnifies their interrelation. As a result, Abaah being
the father of all who believe undercuts the ettamd cultural boasting (cf. Witherington
2004:110; Keck 2005:118). The drift of the argumisnineant to persuasively lead the
conclusion that faith is reckoned as righteous Albichham is an example. Evidently then
Abraham here is much more than just ‘a@xample” of faith. His experience then
becomes paradigmatic for spirituatlescendants both the Jews and the non-Jews.
Through it, the encoded author makes it clear sorntun-Jewish audience that it is not
obligatory to be thé Jew” to be a member of Abrahamic household. Thérgal of
Jesus ashaotipiov has enacted their inclusivity.

Through thesapostrophesand the rhetorical dialogues, the implied audidms
directly been engaged alongside the encoded Pawith@ss and confirm that the self-
righteous Jew has no shield in himself. | have edgthat the ritual of sacrificerould
have made sense to the non-Jewish audience wheasitused to demonstrate that a
radical change of situation has taken place. The-Jews had been afforded the
opportunity to become “Jews” without circumcisidrnis is because via this perspective
of apostrophdan service ofstasistheory several “Jewish” elements have been redefine
It is for that reason that Paul is constantly aledining or redefining. The good news

(gospel) is defined, what Jew is, what circumcisgrwhat the righteousness of God is,

% Witherington (2004: 116) illustrates: “The appéal examples in a staple item in deliberative
rhetoric, for, as Aristotle says, “examples are imssitable for deliberative speakers, for it is by
examination of the past that we divine, and judgeftiture” Rhetoricl. 9. 40). The use of such example
is in fact an inductive method of persuasion.”
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and eventlaotnpuov itself, albeit cursorily touched upon, also engailedefinition, but
these redefinitions form the substructure of trguarent which is concerned with the fact
that non-Jews have a right righteousness owingsacsdfice made. As a result, the non-
Jewish implied audience has to understand the “Jawavell as their standing before
Jews differently. In my view, this status definitioniserving asstatus qualitatisIf the
identity of the Jews is differently constructede thon-Jews can be integrated into
Abrahamic family, the nation of God. It has beespthyed to the non-Jewish implied
audience that they indeed have a right to Godstegusness. The non-Jewish implied
audience have realised that Jesus has functionethdm as arilootnpiov with the
purpose of enacting their inclusivity into Abrahanalynastylt has been made clearer to
them that without Jesus’ sacrificial death, custolyaet aside for criminals, they had no
chance of being incorporated into God’s nation. alndialogue, the encoded Paul
maintains that all human boasting has been didgaliby the enactments of
1Aaotnplov. For sure faith has eliminated bragging as in tdase of Abraham,

exemplumparadigmatic ancestral forebesrboth the Jews and the non-Jews.

3.4Common Social and Cultural Topics

341 Introduction

The first analysis was done from the perspectiveTadditional Rhetorical
Criticism, using its categorieselectively in conjunction with the categories from
Reception Criticism, such as encoded author andliechpaudience, in order to
demonstratdlow Romans 3:21-31 acquires prominence within line bf the argument,
but also to demonstrate the multi-dimensionalitytied text itself. The second section
presented on thapostrophewith the intention of yielding more specific infoation
concerning the encoded author, the implied audianckethe interlocutor. By “staging” a
“Jew,” through this perspective apostrophein service ofstasistheory the “Jew” has
been redefined. It has displayed to the non-Jeimiglied audience that they indeed have
to understand a Jew differently. | have maintaithed this isstatus definitionidecause it
has enabled the encoded author to confirm to hisJeavish implied audience that they

too have been afforded the opportunity to becommloees of the Jewish family without
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circumcision. Now | intend to apply another compéstary approach in order to
demonstrate that Romans 3:21-31 indeed is givemipence and also demonstrate the
underlying social principles with reference to tiéxt. In order to explainvhy Paul
describes Jesus asoatnpiov, the purpose for which such a portrayal was necgsnd
the effect such utterance was expected to have ait this point that an examination of
the profitability and applicability of Robbins’ thi step of social and cultural phenomena
is explored. The questions that | have raised énptevious chapters will guide: What
could be the functionality afAaotnpiov in the politics of inclusiveness of the non-Jews
among Abrahamic family? Which social elements daulPextrapolate which were
common to his audience to signifiaotnpiov? What values didAootrnpiov have
within ethnicity and status of the non-Jews in sigftthe Jews?

The common social and cultural topics concern th@as and cultural systems
and institutions that a text both presupposes amdes. In rhetorical terms, this is a
matter of analysingcommon topics” in a text (cf. Kennedy 1991:45-405H., 174-213;
Robbins 1996b:159-who banks on AristotRhet 1.3.7-9, 2.19-24). In other words,
another way td'thicken” the social and cultural analysis of a téxtto explore the
manner in which it evokes social and cultural systeand institutions in the
Mediterranean world. Meaning that, these topicstekbroad insights about systems of
exchange and benefit. This category also refldassbcio-cultural world in which the
author and his community lived, which safeguardsrpreters fron ethnocentric” and
“anachronistic” interpretations. These topics indiseourse displayhe general view of
the context in which its people lived (Robbins 1898, 75-77; Robbins 1996b:159).

In this section, the common social and culturaliagepof the first century
Mediterranean world are investigated and their @ppateness in analysing Romans 1-4.
From social and cultural perspective, the followisgcio-cultural phenomena are
implicitly or explicitly stated in the text: patreclient relationship, honour-shame and
riposte? Below is the presentation of each of these topiitkin the categories of the
dispositioframework, with the attention focused on Romar&l &1. It is necessary to
investigate specifically the text's social and atdl world and its people as depicted in

94 I do acknowledge that such elements (like patron-client relationship, honour and shame
and riposte) belong to the methodology of social-scientific criticism.
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the text, in pursuit of thé rhetorical situation” to which the portrayal of dssas

ilaotnplov (Rm 3:25-26) can be construed ddigting response.”

3.4.2 Patron-client Relationship within Romans 1-4

The group-oriented persons of the antiquity wereplamted in patronage
relations. This relationship was significantly inm@@mt in their political, social, legal,
religious and economic aspects of lives (Saller21®&3). It is also notable that whatever
happened on a social level, could also be deplayed theological level. DeSilva
(2000:767) describes patronage ‘d3:]he basic building block of Greco-Roman society.
In a society where a minority of people controllb@ majority of the resources, the
patron-client relationship was the path to bothldwelng and improving one’s lot of
life.” In antiquity, an individual's social statend power were indicated by the size of
his/her clientele. On the one hand, the patronikirg was inaugurated by his/her
clientele. But also, on the other hand, the clepttential foft upward mobility” or even
deterioration leaned on the power and the effestige of his/her patrons as well as their
willingness to lend aid. Primarily, the patron galis client safety, gifts and even
remunerated him /her with an office. The latter wasxplicitly pay tribute to the former
(Saller 1982:203-205).

Premised that the patron-client relationship exigteoughout Romans each
category of thedispositio is briefly looked into to see the demonstration tbé
relationship. In thexordium the encoded Paul portrays himselfdasloj of his master
[douloj Vlhsou Cristou]. His patron awardedhim with apostolic office, an
“ambassador.” As the called apostpeogskeklhmenoj apostoloj] to evangelise his non-
Jewish audience, the encoded Paul assumes lor@3tapton 1997:1). And logically his
implied audience becomes his client. For favoucgixed from the patron, clients were
expected to respond withloyalty and commitment” (Saller 1982:205; Malinadan
Neyrey 1996:163). This implies that he is their taasinto whom they ought to be a

receptive audience. Consequently, he prefers t@asathe broker of God’s patronage, a
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dispenser of God'’s favour, including the portraglesus asrootriprov.® Turning to
Romans 3:21-31, the encoded author’s clients imduzbthperitomhn andakrobustian
(v30), the Jews and the Gentiles (v29). The impsiedience having been excluded from
Abrahamic blessings could regard themselves in oéegrtain favours. As a broker of
God’'s patronage, Paul impartially distributes Gotisours to“all” [pantaj (3:21),
pantej (v23)]. These favours, enactments o©kootnpiov, have brought about
inclusiveness of the non-Jews into Abrahamic dyna&eciprocally Abraham is
portrayed to be the ancestral forebeathe circumcised and the un-circumcised.

In thepropositioand in theprobatio, the patron-client is used differently. Besides
the social level, it is deployed on a theologiealdl. On a theological level, the master-
slave patronage is exhibited in theobatio and in thepropositioas well as in the text
under investigation (Hultgren 2011:156)As property, slaves were bought and sold
privately or through “retailers”....Freedom, the goal every slave, required the
generosity of the master, his willingness to lolse monetary value of his property”
(Gorman 2004:7). In the context of Graeco-Roman&wvvof gods as saviours who
intervened in human life to help (Hans-Josef 208Di@ order to transform a situation
for better (Luther 1996:24). Romans 3:25-26 podr&od’s gracious generosity and
willingness to save humanity from exclusivity (Efultgren 2011:156). In consequence to
this “ ransom-rescue” (v24), by faith of Jesus the nonsJeaw belong to Abrahamic
family. Thus, on a theological level, not on a pureocietal level, this text evokes
master-slave patronage, becatisdl positive relationships with God are rooted Ie t
perception of patron-client contracts” (Robbins 62937).

lllustratively, in the propositio, relationship shown in the gospel, specifically

“salvation,” is the inclusiveness of the non-Jewsoag God’s people. Its determined

% S0, as their patron, he ought to bring about e (1: 5, 11, 13) and holiness (vv5, 7) among his
clients. As a broker, dispenser of various favaeant his master, Paul thanks God through JesustGaris
them all, because of their famous faith. He coastty remembers (v9) and prays (v10) for them. He h
undivided desire to visit them and minister to th@wil0-11) in order to strengthen them by impaotaibf
the gospel and spiritual gift. But, ultimately,ghdims at reciprocal services: that both -patrah dients-
may reciprocally be encouraged by each other'$.f&b the encoded Paul depicts himself as the kord’
servant, the one who called them. As their apastmditron, though constantly prevented, he had plnn
numerous visits. The intention of visiting them washave a harvest among them, just as he had had
among the other Gentile clients (v13). As their@atthe eagerness to evangelise his clients, Botleks
and non-Greeks, arose from his recognition thagtispel is an unpaid debt and thus an obligatanyicse
to them at Rome (vv14-15).
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demarcation, the Jew and the non-Jews, pointseanteractional social elements of
salvation. The former have been enjoying the p&rtavour for ages, but now even the
latter are inclusive. Then the Jews and the norsJew well as the encoded Paul, are
clients who are exceedingly proud chlvation.” “All” ought to be faithful servants of
the“ gospel.” In reference towagtnprov, this inclusiveness of the non-Jews is cemented
and through its enactment they have come part chl#dmic family.

Also in theprobatio,on a theological level as argued above, both tiws 2&d the
non-Jews are clients while sin is their masteradidition, the former are slaves to the
law. For instance, the patron-client relationshiplude: due to the enslavement to the
wickedness and godlessness God’s wrath is revdeded heaven against them (Rm
1:18-19). As slaves, their thinking became futitel aheir foolish hearts were darkened
(1:20-21). They are enslaved to mortal images ratthen to the immortal God, to the
sinful desires of their hearts of sexual impuribdao shameful lusts (1:22-27). Due to
their enslavement, they have depraved mind an@li@e with every kind of wickedness,
evil, greed and depravity. They not only contindpudo these evil things but also
approve those who practice them (1:28-%2).

Significantly in Romans 3:25-26 there seems to lielitonal patronage
vocabulary implied in the text by the wortisn progegonotwn amarthmatwn (the sins
that were previously committed). If this phrase lieg continual sinning of the implied
audience it then here, as elsewhere, evokes nelaterpatronage on a theological level.
As argued, slavery formed an integral part of thed@-Roman way of life (Williams
1999:111; Gorman 2004:7). It is this status thaghnhihave prompted the encoded
author’s description of humanity’s condition asoani of slavery (Rm 6:19). The human
race especially the implied audience, by naturaniservice to sin. In a personified
manner: sin reigns (5:21; 6:12), sin has a madi@ri4), which is the counterpart of
God’s mastery (6:13, 22), either we serve sin (665,17, 20) or we are set free to serve

God (6:22) which implies one’s subjection to anddie master. On the other hand, the

%Additionally, the Jews are also enslaved by sin lamg their stubbornness and unrepentant hearts
which have stored up wrath (2: 1-3). Could Jewshagarded themselves as patrons and Gentilegias th
clients? Could the privileges of being guiderstfa blind, light for those in the darkness, instous of the
foolish, and teachers of infants (2: 17-24) hawktleem to regard themselves as patrons? But noyy the
both Jews and non-Jews, ought to be clients to &aihis* gospel” (3: 21-26). Abraham, their forefather
and exemplary patron, was justified by faith aloSe. was David. Subsequently, his non-Jewish clients
ought to rely on faith as the only way for the imi’eness among God'’s people (4: 1-12).
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thought of service to a new master (God) is algwressed in the phraseinder grace”
(6:14-15; 6:1). Particularly Romans 3:24 has a cenecml term apolutrwsewj, which is
borrowed from a marketplace (Stott 1995:113; HeltgP011:156). This redemption, just
like Israelites who were redeemed first from Eggmptcaptivity (Ex 15:13) and then from
Babylonian (Is 43:1), implies that humanity wereable to liberate themselves which
necessitated God’'s generous intervention (Rm 3&2eP Hultgren 2011:156). Such
gracious liberation has been made possible thradglotnpiov, which impartially
results into inclusiveness of the non-Jews in th@ahamic connections. Through the
performativity ofilaotnpiov, Abraham is enabled to be an ancestor of the dedshe

non-Jews.

3.4.3 Honour and Shame in Romans 1-4

Honour and shame were major elements in the festuwry Mediterranean world
(cf. Malina & Neyrey 1996:176-177; Gorman 2004:“4Jhe social values of honor and
dishonour were foundational to the first centunjtume whether Roman, Greek or
Egyptian” (DeSilva 2004:125). These phenomérdominantly” characterised their
societies (Malina & Neyrey 1991:15).Viewed from atrarchy perspective that
dominated first-century society (cf. Williams 1999; DeSilva 2000:20; Gorman
2004:6), on the one handpnour stands for a person’s rightful place in societye’s
social standing (Robbins 1996a:76; Gorman 2004H#hnour is a claim to worth along
with the social acknowledgement of worth. The psgof honour is to serve as a social
rating that entitles a person to interact in speaifays with his or her equals, superiors
and subordinates, according to the prescribed rallitues of the society” (Robbins
1996a:76). Honour was eithascribed or acquired (Robbins 1996a:76; Malina &risg
1996:76; Moxnes 1996:20Dn the other hand, shame refers to nonconformityhéo
prescribed societal norms, or when honour is lost ane is seen less than valuable
(Robbins 1996a:76; DeSilva 2000:2%)

These phenomena wetgroup” values, which were determined differently by

different groups. Besides, honourableness or/anaimsfulness were indicated by

%" Ascribed honouhappens to a person passively through birth, faodhnections, or endowments by
notable persons of power. Whikgquired honouin honour actively sought and garnered most ofteéhea
expense of one’s equals (cf. Robbins 1996a: 76;1dex.996: 20).
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components of gendef:male” and“female” (Malina and Neyrey 1996:176; Knust
2006:27), as well as by terms such“d@®ys” and” girls” (Moxnes 1996:23-24). The
implication here is that honour and shame wegeneral’ not individualistic, attributes
that were given to those slaves, women, and, éssel extent, laborers (often thought to
be former slaves, i.e., “freedmen”) are deficientvirtue.” So, transgressing one’s
prescribed”“ group” values and boundaries facilitated one’'s muset accordingly,
upward mobility or deterioration of his/her sog#&nding.

Honour and shame are so much interconnected treatcannot talk about one
without explicitly implying the other. In regards Romans 1-4, | now proceed to discuss
these claims to worthiness or worthless along #ithsocial acknowledgement of worth.
In connection to the genealogy of Jesus in eerdium® it is an honourable
“ descendafitor “seed of Davig’' also declared as the “son of God” (Rm 1:3-4), who
eventually was shamefully sacrificed. Think of whaRoman would have thought of an
event like crucifixion. Shame! Sacrificial eventgoked shame and nothing but shame.
Yet, this “scandalous” event is infused with honbyrhaving it redefined as a “gift” in
Romans 3:21-31. In that regard it would be impdrtem point that Paul maintains
hospitality codes and expects receptivity and aedeigy of that “gift.”

In regards to thepropositio, the honour-shame elements are shown when the
encoded author explicitly claims that he is exceglgi proud of the gospel that brings
about the inclusiveness of the non-Jews among Gpedgple. He states:] am not

ashamed of the gospel” (Rm 1:16). If he*isot ashametl then he is boastful, he is

% |llustratively, the encoded Paul's ascribed honamdowments by notable person of power, is
indicated by the fact that he is Jesus’ appoingpestoloj, klhto j andafwrismenoj. By the virtue of
God’s call and love, his implied audience, everugiothe non-Jews, are sairk$htoij agioij (called to
be saints) (v7). Their ascribed honourkHhstoi (vv 6-7), is found in their patron, the one whdexhthem.
Though beind' gentiles” (v8) may be regarded as ‘shameful” (Kri2@06: 27), their famous and globally
“reported” faith (v8) that led the encoded authothtank their patron God was certainly honourablee T
encoded Paul has not ignored them; he personallpegmsistently remembers them in prayers (vv9-10).
The reciprocal blessings of the author-audiencéoviship (v11), ‘some spiritual gifts” and the
strengthening of each other, is honourablenesg siane of them is deficient.

In Romans’narratio, although the encoded author’s long absence abdconding” of his evangelistic
duty to his implied audience may be viewed as shdmsehabitual planning to visit them (vv 11, 1Bat
had constantly been prevented was unquestionalijemess. Even if it was shameful to have a debt
unpaid to his' Greeks and non-Greeks” (v14) audience, the autbootrably depicts his willingness to
preach (v15) and the justifiable obstructions so Tahe orator'sethosherein that targeted persuasiveness,
his irresistible duty to his implied audience, kisnsistent enthusiasm to impartially execute higyio
standing missionary agenda, as opposed to a suggemtunistic desire, may be perceive@sihonour.
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proudly honoured by it. That is, Paul is telling hion-Jewish implied audience that what
was shameful to the Jews (namely the transgresdiboundaries between the Jew and
the non-Jew) is an honour for him. In Romans 3:218s reversal from a position of
shame to a position of honour abounds. For examsphemnefully* all,” the Jews and the
non-Jews, have sinned and fallen short of God’'syglout all are justified freely by his
grace through the redemption that came by Christis]lewhich is nobleness. Meaning
that, they have been rescued from shameful bonatiee honourabléransom-rescue”
(v24). While constant slavery to sinsw( progegonotwn amarthmatwn, vv25-26) is
shameful, but through the performativity idfo.otrpiov those who have Jesus’ faith are
honorably declared righteous. Througlwotpiov, the non-Jews have been saved from
shameful exclusivity to impartial inclusivity. Theyow belong to Abrahamic family by
faith of Jesus, even if they were formerly regardeduncircumcised (v30) and Gentiles
(v29), “outsiders’ The argument is that all these are part of thecfionalities of
ilaoTnplov.

With respect to probatio, the honour-shame phenomenadominantly”
characterises it. It is apparent that for one tcadawbreaker, which a deviation from
societal norms (Robbins 1996a:76; DeSilva 2000:20)espective of whether

circumcised or not, is indeed shameful (2:2629).

% On the one hand, if Gentiles” godlessness and adicss has suppressed the truth that brought
about wrath (Rm 1: 18-19), then this is shame#tuit hot disgraceful for them to persistently despbod’s
revealed invisible qualities? In addition, theyther glorified God nor thanked him, but their thimd
became futile and their foolish hearts were darligiie 20-21). Contrary to their claims, they becdows
and exchanged the glory of the immortal God for meue images (1: 22-23). And in my view it is
disgraceful to become fools.

Consequently, God gave them over into the sinfidirde of their hearts: to sexual impurity after
degrading their bodies, exchanging God’s truthafdie and worshipping and serving created thingjsera
than the Creator (1: 24-25). Accordingly, God g#ivem over to shameful lusts. Both women and men,
inflamed with lust, exchanged natural relations @mnatural ones. They committed indecent acts with
others of same sex (1: 26-27). According to Ronmar8-32, because they did not think it worthwhde
retain the knowledge of God, he gave them overdemaved mind and they did what ought not to been
done. They became filled with every kind of wickeds, evil, greed and depravity. They were fullrofye
murder, strife, deceit and malice. They becameigess slanderers, God-haters, insolent, arrogadt a
boastful. They invented ways of doing evil. Thegatieyed their parents. They became senselesde$aith
heartless and ruthless. Although they know Godjkteous decree that those who do such shamefgjsthin
deserve death, they continue to do these very shamgl also approve of those who practice them. The
argument is that if these are examples of noncarif@s to the prescribed societal norms, then ey
indeed true example of dishonor (Robbins 1996adeé6ijlva 2000: 20).

On the one hand, Jews too have no excuse. Is itlisgtaceful to be excuseless? Because of their
shameful stubbornness and their unrepentant hbast,are storing up wrath in God’s impartial righis
judgment day. But honourably, to those who pemistedo good and who seek glory, honour and
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In Romans 3, the Jews indeed are bestowed withumoi@ircumcision was a
token of honour, the honour to belong to God’'somatiAs a matter of fact, théyhave
been entrusted with the very words of God” (v2)t Bisgracefully their unfaithfulness
does not nullify God’s faithfulness (v3). Honounalésod’s truthfulness endures despite
humans’ falsehood (v4). God is righteous even whenexpresses his anger (v5).
Conclusively, both the Jews and the non-Jews drshalmefully under sin. None is
righteous (3:9-17)But now worthily righteousness from God, througku¥ faith, has
been made known. On the one hand, the non-Jewsgtla “group of people” that can
be called the “outsiders,” a group that disgradefsinned (v23). And those outside are
objects of shame, simply because they are outteg,are dirt. But, on the other hand,
all are honourably justified freely by his graceotgh the redemption that came by
Christ Jesus. Jesus is set forthiJasotnpiov with the purpose of demonstrating justice,
because in God’s forbearance he had left the sansnutted beforehand unpunished
(3:25-26). As a result, honourabiaotrpiov has turned exclusivity of the non-Jews
from Abrahamic family to inclusivity. The argumer#t that this inclusion magnifies
honour because Abraham becomes the father of :4B,(4f. 16), both the circumcised
and the uncircumcised (3:27-31; 4:12). Emphasisingdifferently, paradoxically
1Aaotnprov evokes shame and honour at the same time. To afRorcifixion, Jesus

sacrificed, was indeed shameful. Yet, this “scamdsil event, the portrayal of Jesus as

immortality, he will give eternal life; but for tise who selfishly follow evil, they will face wratnd anger
(2: 1, 5-7). In other words, there will be troulaled distress for all evil doers which is dishonblgabut
glory, honour and peace for everyone who does geitlier a Jew or a non Jew. No favouritism with God
(2: 9-13). Such impartiality bear notice, becaus®ugh ilasthrion inclusivity of the non-Jews in the
Abrahamic chosen race has been demonstrated.

Moreover, is it not shameful to be contradictorgyiag one thing but doing the other? For example,
Jews rely on the law and brag about their relabigngo God. They regard themselves as guidershier t
blind, light for those who are in the dark, instars of the foolish, and teachers of infants. Yedyt
themselves do evil things: stealing, committingleey, abhorring idols and robbing temples, bregkime
law. Contrary to their teaching (v17-23), God’s mai®m blasphemed among the Gentiles because of them
(2: 17-24). Circumcision has value, honourabl¢héfy observe the law, but if they break the lawythave
become as though they had not been circumcise5§21f those who are not circumcised keep the saw’
requirements, will they not be regarded as thobgly tvere circumcised? The one who is not circundcise
physically and yet obeys the law will condemn tlrewoncised who, even though they have the written
code and circumcision, are lawbreakers (2: 26-87nan is not a Jew if he is only one outwardly, sor
circumcision merely outward and physical. No, a ngaa Jew if he is one inwardly; and circumcisien i
circumcision of the heart, by the Spirit, not b thritten code. Such a man’s praise is not from,rben
from God (2: 28-29).
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1Aaotnplov, is infused with honour by having it redefinedaaift,” a precious “gift”

that brings about the inclusivity of the non-Jent® iAbrahamic family.

3.4.4 Riposte in Romans 1-4

Riposte,also known as challenge-response, is a type oélscemmunication in
the antiquity in which messages are transferreoh faosource (challenger) to a receiver.
A message is a symboled thing (a word, a gift,resitation) or event (some action) or
both. The channels are always public, andpihielicity of a message guarantees that the
receiver reacts in some way (Robbins 1996a:80js ltorth remembering that the
challengeis either a positive or negative claim to entex focial space of another. A
positive reason for entering the social space otrar would be to gain some share in
that space or to gain a cooperative; while a negagason would be to dislodge another
from his/her social space, either temporally orngpsrently. “In the first-century
Mediterranean world, every social interaction thatk place outside one’s family or
outside one’s circle of friends was perceived abalenge to honour.... Thus gift-giving,
invitations to dinner...-all these sorts of interanttake place according to the partners of
honour called challenge-response” (Robbins 1996a°81 will apply riposte because
these first four chapters of Romans entail exaitte challenge of crossing boundaries
and entering alternative social spaces, the nors-dawe been integrated into Abrahamic
family. As | have argued, Romans 1-4 has displdgethie non-Jewish implied audience
that they too indeed have a right to God’s righsemss, unlike before.

With reference to riposte in Romans 1-4, it is pes&d that the encoded author, a
challenger, wishes to extricate his non-Jewish enadis from their “social sphere.” For
example, in the@ropositio,the challenger’'s message is the gospel, whiclod<3power
unto “salvation” of all believers, the Jews and tfoe non-Jews. This message anticipates
permanent dislodgement of non-Jewish community ftbeir social circle and their

ultimate inclusiveness among Abrahamic family.

190 Challenge-response, in the antiquity, in the candé honour entailed at least three phases: finst,
challenge in terms of some action (word, deed ¢in)ban the part of the challenger; second, thegy#icn
of the message by both the receiver (individuaf) #re public at large; and third, the receiver’acte®n
and the public’s evaluation of that reaction (Roistil996a: 80).
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The inclusion of the non-Jewish society into Jewiahmily is “dominantly”
characterised iprobatio especially when the quality of life thereof is erapised. There
are permanent dislodgements from one social spteeranother’®® Actually, it also
argued that Paul tried to dislodge the Jews fromirtiheld specific identity and
exclusivity. Relating this to Romans 3:25-26, the outcome ofseéhg@ermanent
dislodgements is the inclusivity of the non-Jewstle Abrahamic family. For the
effectiveness and the justification for this inchemess, God set forth Jesus as
1Aootnplov in an attempt to demonstrate his justice, becausis forbearance he had
left the sins committed beforehand unpunished (221 Ultimately, the faith principle
lastingly disentangles both the Jews and the nars-Jeom all and any boasting (vw27-
31). As a result, they have been disengaged from theim tamily and have been
included in that of Abraham. Abraham is now théaéatof both the circumcised and the
uncircumcised. Through the display of such dislodget and then inclusion of the non-
Jews in God’s family, the author persuades thendigpel all ethno-geographical

distinctions between the Jews and the non-Jewsl@).1

3.5 Concluding Remarks

It has been observed that all rhetorical categaid®omans €xordium,narratio,
propositia and probatio) have various rhetorical functions. Each topic Haeen
presented within the categories of ttigpositio framework with attention focused on
Romans 3:21-31. Three different complementing aggtes have been used for various
reasons. The application of Traditional RhetoriCaticism approach aimed at detecting
an argument working towards 3:21-31. Insights géelaftom the rhetorical strategy of

apostrophedemonstrate how the argument has been embeddadh vaih interaction

191 Therein are permanent dislodgements from one Isspheere to another. For example, on the one
hand, the encoded author aims at dislodging norsJewn their godlessness and wickedness that has
brought about God’s wrath (Rm 1: 18-19); from th@ne-glorification attitudes and thankless to Gad
from their darkened, futile and foolish hearts Z0:21); from their adoratioof the man-made images (1:
22-23); from the degradation of their bodies; frifta worshipingand serving of created things rather than
the Creator (1: 24-25); from indecent sexual agth others of same sex, and from the due penélthier
perversion (1: 26-27); from their depraved minddloing unworthy things and from the deserved dehth (
28-32) and from trouble and distress of all eviedoto glory, honour and peace (2: 9-13). On tierot
hand, the encoded Paul endeavours to extricate fdemsheir mere outward and physical circumcision
inward circumcision of the heart; from man’s praisésod’s (2: 29-29); from their unfaithfulness (35),
and from all their evil, from ways of ruin and migefrom their contemptibleness (3: 9-17).
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between the encoded author, the implied audiencd, the Jewish interlocutor. In
addition, it has also indicated how the interactiself, that is, the debate between the
encoded author and the interlocutor playing offront of the implied audience, forms
part and parcel of the argument, leading to thecialrumoment of 3:21-31 which
functions as pivotal before the beginning of #eemplumin Romans 4. Social and
cultural phenomena demonstrated the underlyingabpdnciples of Romans 3:21-31.
The rhetoricaldispositiohas offered a tentative demarcation of a workaipéa
and a detection of arguments that works towardsden3:21-31. The rhetorical position
of 3:21-31 within thedispositioand its rhetorical role was to enable Paul to tifiemith
his non-Jewish audience and to redefine the JeesshThe discussions of the rhetorical
dispositio have elaborated the ethno-geographical contextiwitvhich iAaotnpiov
amends the Jews’ ethnic privileges with the intamtof the “outsiders” becoming
“insiders.” Dispositio has acted as the foreground for impartiality tailitate the
accommodation of the non-Jews in the Abrahamic amvhich results from
1Aaotnplov's performativity. Against this background, my emguconcerning the
dispositiohas shown that Romans 3:21-31 occupies a crulgieé pn the argumentative
structure. As part gbrobatio, it functions as a summary of the precedangplificatioand
yet its reference to faith already hints at #eemplumwhich is to be presented in
Romans 4. The use afostrophehas indicated thafiootnpiov cannot be interpreted
apart or divorced from the religio-political inteteon of an implied audience that is
constituted as non-Jews and who often functionethinviJewish ideology as the
“outsiders,” the “dirt,” the “sinners,” and who veessymbolically physically tarnished
with non-circumcision and therefore outside thecggeof God’s covenantal relationship.
In general, it has been argued that the encodéusbrabas laboured to dismiss any
likelihood of discriminatory treatment of the noawaks based on their ethnic origin. With
some elements dftatusof definitiva here and there, there are strong components of
status qualitatisthroughout, as he persuades them to dispel alloagleongraphical
distinctions between the Jews and the non-Jews.edder, he argues that Jewish
privileges do not racially exclude the latter. Hartiwularly justifies the ground upon
which the non-Jews are included in the companyhef lewish family” and then hints

on the quality of life thereofethos Thus, theexigencethroughout, is to convince the
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addressees on how God has brought back the nonidewskis own legitimate sphere,
through faith. This is because through this perspeof apostrophen service ofstasis
theory has several “Jewish” elements that have begefined. It is for that reason that
Paul has constantly redefined them. The good ngespél) is defined, what Jew is, what
circumcision is, what the righteousness of God wat boasting is, and even
1Aaotnpiov itself, albeit cursorily touched upon, also entikredefinition, but these
redefinitions form the substructure of the argumehich is concerned with the fact that
the non-Jews have a right righteousness owing tea@&ifice made. Significantly,
therefore, in relation to Jesus’ portrayaliaeatnpiov, this“ main function” enlightens
us on its performativity and purpose for which sacportrayal was necessary and the
effect such utterance was expected to have. Coasdglilactnpiov's performativity

in a context of ethno-geographical distinctions fdugo modify the Jews’ ethnic
privileges in order to accommodate the non-Jevikarfamily of Abraham.

In connection toapostrophein Romans, it has been argued that the implied
audience has directly been engaged alongside tteded Paul to witness and confirm
that the self-righteous Jew had no shield in him3dle argument was that through this
apostrophene had proved, to his non-Jewish audience, Goddaitiality in judging both
the Jews and the non-Jews. He also attacked bleestfuand self-righteousness based on
the meritorious works and ethnic privileges likecamcision. These issues were indeed
important for they drew some light on their incliesiess in the Abrahamic family. It has
been considerably noted that the encoded Paul raasedl the portrayal of Jesus as
1Aootnplov within apostrophic context and elaborated withirrapgégmatic context.
lllustratively, throughapostrophe the non-Jewish implied audience realised thatisles
had functioned for them as ahootnpiov with the purpose of enacting their inclusivity
into Abraham’s dynastylt had been made clearer to them that without Jeswsificial
death, customarily set aside for criminals they hadchance of being incorporated into
the nation of God. The non-Jewish implied audiehas been persuaded that it is not
mandatory to be ‘aJew” to be a member of Abrahamic household. Explicidlgcording
to the encoded Paul, faith alone, apart from w@dk3-8) and apart from circumcision
(vw9-12), is sufficient to gain entrance into Abaafis spiritual“ family.” In a dialogue,

the encoded Paul has maintained that all humantibgasas been disqualified by the

103



enactments oilaotnpiov. For sure faith has eliminated bragging as in ¢hse of
Abraham,exempluma paradigmatic ancestral forebesrboth the Jews and the non-
Jews.

Whereas scholars have been interested in the ngeaofnilaotnplov:
“propitiation” (cf. Cottrell 2000:260; Nyquist 20AF0; Bussey 2001:32; Russell
2003:533; Witherington 2004:109; Stevenson 2008@Q-“ expiation” (cf. Johnson
1997:56-57; Ziesler 1997:112-113; Craig 2001:19@nn 2003:214; Tobin 2004:138-
139); and” mercy-seat” (cf. Bailey 2000:155-158; Bell 20022;-Hultgren 2011:157)
this dissertation exploré'svhy Paul describes Jesusiasiotnpiov.” With reference to
my problematisation, and part of that problemaitisatvas the problem dafootnpiov’s
meaning, in chapter | problematised “propitiatiofiéxpiation” and “mercy-seat” as
interpretational models fanaotnpiov. Within these modelsiaotnpiov was seen as
related to soteriology, to salvation. Furthermdh®se models sought its substantiation
via harmonisation by finding other texts of similaclination and tendency. Finally,
harmonisation also implied decontextualisationt flsaignoring the contingents of the
rhetorical situation, an exigency or a problematsathat is pertinent to the specific
context, particular actors, such encoded authopli@a audience, real author, real
audience, characterisation, the force of persuasnmhthe evocation of a socio-cultural
world in which the arguments would appear sensililemy view, these theological

models of “propitiation,” “expiation,” and “mercyeat” which neglects the rhetorical
situation cannot but lead to a misunderstanding\aftrpiov and a misappreciation of
the political effect, and the use of this metaplsagnifies within a paradigm of
performativity. My argument is that by applying ttieee-pronged rhetorical models to
my text has enabled me to move the discussion deay a purely textual, away from
the harmonization of “ideas,” away from a tradiabtheological paradigm thinking only
in terms of soteriology and the salvific to a pagad where the rhetorical, to where the
social-cultural and the religio-political contextas been taken into consideration.
Concerning the performativity ailaotnpiov in such a context, this study has
argued that the portrayal of Jesusidecotrpiov serves to modify the Jews’ ethnic
privileges to facilitate the accommodation of tlm#lews in the family of Abraham. For

Paul to influence his audience, as circumcision wasign of inclusivity so is
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1Aaotnplov. That istAaotnpiov accomplished the removal of what rendered the non-
Jewish implied audience “impure,” as “dirt.” So btought about inclusivity of the
“outsiders’ As a result, the argument is that, the portrayfalesus aslaotnpiov is
consequently part of a political debate concerivggcollective inclusiveness of the non-
Jews in the chosen race. This is proved latereapdhadigmatic Abraham is staged as the
father of* all” believers, the circumcised and the non- circiged.

Substantially, framing the notion okaotnplov into the context ofpostrophe
had several functions. The presenting of Jesud.astnpiov served in the politics of
race, of the Jews verses the non-Jews. Then, tivéina politics of race, it also worked to
demonstrate that God’s righteousness as well agh@onic dynasty cannot racially
applied, that indeed the non-Jewish implied audidrave a right to God’s righteousness
now. It further functioned as a symbol of beliedahus admission of the non-Jews as
true offspring of Abraham. The notion Bfaotnpiov functions within the framework of
apostropheas reconciliatory sign. Moreover, it terminatecbtier ritual, the blood of
Jesus renders the blood of circumcision ineffectivimately, 1Aaotrpiov brought
about a different genealogy into effect where tlieumcised and the non-circumcised
share the same father. Whereas it remains ambigamyertaining to its meaning, the
meaning theologians have work so hard to discdudrtheapostrophicanalysis suggests
its performativity and locates this performativity have the same beneficial effects a
divine gift, a self-sacrificing divine gift may besv, it brings “them,” the “outsiders,”
into the circle of God’s nation.

In reference with the appropriateness and applitabif the common social and
cultural topic to Romans 3:25-26, these tools esthlthe pursuit of the performativity of
Jesus asidlootnpiov. Firstly, not only have they helped in the avoidanof
“ethnocentric” and“ anachronistic” analysis, but has also enabled toowsr the
underlying social principles with reference to tpessage. These topics have displayed
the general view of the context in which theersons” of the text lived and interacted.
Secondly, the ascribed or acquired honourablenessico shamefulness of the non-
Jewish society significantly has shed light in coel@nding the interactive situation
once they have been included in the Jewish farhignourablyilaotrpiov has turned

exclusivity of the non-Jews from Abrahamic famidyibclusivity. Stressing it differently,
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paradoxicallyjiAaotripiov evokes shame and honour at the same time. | hguedthat

to a Roman, crucifixion, Jesus sacrificed, was @adshameful. Yet, this “scandalous”
event, the portrayal of Jesus &suotnpiov, was infused with honour by having it
redefined as a “gift,” a precious “gift” that brdugabout their inclusivity into Abrahamic
family. Additionally, in connection with Romans 3:28, “boasting” also evokes exactly
this honour versus shame matrix and Paul has girealicated in 1:16-17 that he is
extremely proud of the gospel. “Boasting” is ex@ddas far as works are concerned but
not as far as the gospel is concerned. A rededmitif “boasting” is being provided.

Thirdly, the components of patron-client relatioipshave also enlightened on the
issues pertaining to the Jews versus the non-Jeles.inclusiveness of the non-Jews
within the Jews’ dynasty is an enactmentidfictriprov. Reciprocally Abraham is the
ancestral forebeasf the Jews and the non-Jews. It has been argae®Rtimans 3:25-26
evokes master-slave patronage on a theological, lex@ on a purely social level.
Fourthly, turning to riposte, there are permaneistodgements that resulted to the
inclusivity of the non-Jews in the Abrahamic familiyhas maintained that the first four
chapters of Romans entailed exactly the challedgerassing boundaries and entering
alternative social spaces.

The notion ofihactrpilov and its performativity becomes sensible in conmuléa
with the socio-cultural conditions of the Jews ahd non-Jews of the antiquity. The
inclusivity that has been argued for could makessemnly in such ethno-geographical
distinctions. Based on socio-rhetorical, one is gelhed by the value-system underlying
the utterance ofihaotnpiov to ask about its performativity. The socio-cultural
environment of relations between the circumcised e uncircumcised plays a major
part when trying to understamélootrpiov. This context ought to be accounted for in the
process of pursing functionality ahaotrpiov. Consequently, all the foregoing hint on
the ethno-geographical context within which thefgenativity of iAaotnpiov had
customized the Jews’ ethnic privileges with the afraccommodating the non-Jews in
the family of Abraham. So they have enlightenedoasthe interactive social context
within which such a portrayal was necessary anceffext such utterance was expected
to have especially in convincing the addresseesoon God had brought them back into

his own legitimate sphere, through faith.
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We have seen thathootmpiov interpreted within a sacrificial context has
received scant attention, and in some cases ietatfpn has opted for rejection. Yet the
following should be taken into consideration: Hiyrstthe argumentative position of
Romans 3:21-31, looked at from the perspectivehefdispositionot only recapitulates
major themes that have been proposed, but it metesels the death of Christ as a divine
gift (sacrifice) for the first time in the letteecondly, theapostrophicelements have
been used and embedded in the argument, havedadtatenain issue within the religio-
political interaction of the Jews and the non-Jemitl) the Jews claiming superiority on
the grounds of being God’s particular nation angulght into nationhood via the ritual
mechanism of circumcision. | have problematisedéhdaims to superiority. Thirdly, the
notion ofilactrpiov is evoked and textually located central to a sumgrof a debate.
Although reconciliatory, it inclines to privilegaeé non-Jewish implied audience, because
it “demonstrates God’s righteousness” (v25b) anchawes what has separated the
outsiders from insiders (v25c), thereby effectivefyening up access to a new identity.
Fourthly, to a certain extent the metaphorisatibimo.otrjpiov softens the blow for the
non-Jewish implied audience, because a death lyfigran would not have gone down
well with a Roman audience. On the other handjfgaas part and parcel of everyday
life in Rome, formed part of their value-system, sgstem that glorified and
institutionalised violence. Constant violence, futably brutality, was part and parcel of
their value-system of the so-called slaughter-aer{Vernant 1991:293). Within such a
system it would have made sense that such an atd edfect privileged access to an

alternative nation. And it is to this that | nowrtu
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CHAPTER FOUR
A SOCIO-RHETORICAL APPRAISAL OF JESUS AS SACRIFICE

4.1 Introduction to Sacrifices in the Antiquity

I am working on this chapter because | want to destrate that a rhetorical
approach talootnpiov with the objective to integrate the rhetorical attan into the
interpretative act necessitates that | need toiendfue sacrificial dimension. In addition,
my view is that the sacrificial dimension was dovayed by theological interpretations,
whereas a socio-rhetorical interpretation cannggabyg this aspect. In chapter 3 | have
used a socio-rhetorical analysis, in particularweesion proposed by Vernon Robbins, to
identify and elaborate on particular topics. Thas ighlighted howAootrpiov can be
seen to function within the matrices of honour uershame, patron versus client and
challenge versus response (riposte). | have arthatdhe metaphorisation of Jesus’ death
as 1Aaotnpiov performed to shade the shame of the crucifixionilifating the
acceptance of a crucial element in Paul’'s arguntient@oncerning the inclusivity of the
non-Jews in the Abrahamic family, the righteousnals® for the non-Jews. | have
demonstrated how the notiondfactnpiov created a somewhat ambiguous space with a
reconciliatory inclination allowing for those whadh been despised (the non-Jews) to be
integrated into the nation of God, shame inverted honour. | have revealed how patron
versus client relationship emerged in the depicbbnraotnpiov as a gift from God,
evidence of his righteousness, and how riposteadgerin dislodging the non-Jews from
their social position and relocating them withie thation of God. It can indeed therefore
be said that the performativity ahaotnpiov happens by virtue of an intersecting of
several underlying social matrices. However, ciuttighis argument is the sacrificial or
ritual context from whichAootnpiov derived. As a matter of factAaotnpiov is no
“idea” proposed, is not an abstract concept, egrecrete mechanism to evoke the sphere
of the sacrificial system. Metaphorisation has tek#ace precisely to express the
performativity of a ritual or sacrifice performed I&od. It is to this performativity of

ritual that | now have to pay attention.
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Sacrifice was a predominant cultic practice in dJudas well as in the Graeco-
Roman world. Burkert (1983:9) states: “Animal-shce was an all-pervasive reality in
the ancient world.” It was executed either at tbiective public level or the private one.
Although it can be assumed that the Christiansefitst century, whether the Jews or the
non-Jews, played a part in sacrificial rituals, gractice did not occupy the prominent
position it did in Graeco-Roman religion.

As a matter of fact, during the second centuryréfesal of some early Christians
to sacrifice and/or to participate in sacrificidbial was regarded as an assault. In the third
century during the time of Diocletianus just befd@enstantine came into power, the
vehement persecutions against Christians were meiéed because of their refusal to
sacrifice to the traditional gods of Rome. Howewaroking sacrificial terminology in
addressing early Christians, especially non-Jewkhistians in Rome, would not have
beenconsidered as strange since this practice wasapdrparcel of their socio-religious
everyday life. Moreover, a watertight distinctioatlveen a Jew and a Christian was not
on the cards at the stage when Paul wrote thisrleédb to invest the death of Jesus with
terminologies deriving from sacrificial practiceutd be quite profitable. That is to say, it
could be rewarding to “metaphorise” the death asudeusing sacrificial practice as
reservoir of strategies and terminologies, defamsde its common use thereby opening
space for ambiguity, which would have stimulated #udience’s reaction, involvement,
even participation. Sacrificial practices providemtess to a comparison of values within a
particular community. Paul’'s appropriation of tregntinologies of sacrificial practice,
albeit in a vague sense and not at all elaboratead therefore give a glimpse into the
value-system of the implied audience in Rome. Tiiignately allows the possibility to
explore what Jesus asaotrptov accounted for.

In this chapter, four aspects are dealt with. First will commence with
theoretical observations of sacrifices in antiquithich provide a framework for
understanding the sacrificial rituals of the Judeaw of the Graeco-Roman societies.
Secondly, the intention is to explore sacrificiablence in antiquity with the aim of
establishing the type of context within which Peaferred to Jesus asootrpiov and to
foreground its peculiar brutality. Thirdly, the pasal is to peruse the performativity of

sacrificial rituals in the antiquity which formseghmmediate background of the portrayal

109



of Jesus as sacrifice and performativity, why Jesus was interpreted to have been
sacrificed. Fourthly, | have also the plan to ekplsacrifices in early Christianity and in
Pauline writings with the purpose of knowing di#fat sacrificial metaphors used by the
ancients to explain the sacrificial notion. Thiernhculminates in a consideration of
Romans 3:25-27 in an attempt to determine what ehrRaul extrapolated to differently
re-signify 1Aaotnpiov and the function that Jesus’ sacrifice had witthie rhetorical

situation of the letter to the Romans.

4.2 Sacrifices in the Antiquity: Theoretical Observatins Pertaining to Ritualisation

The aim here is to get acquainted with sacrificialals of the Judean and the
Graeco-Roman societies, which entails a theorefremhework within which one can
interpret these rituals. To a certain extent imgpractical to completely remove the non-
theoretical because one requires examples tordiestvhat is meanihe plan is to follow
a socio-rhetorical analysis, which implies that tonieity and performativity of the
sacrificial ritual assumes outstanding positiond #mat attention is paid to the manner it
was metaphorised, as argued in first paragraphisfchapter. Putting it differently, what
were ritualistic social behaviours or rhetoricaisatat sacrifices enacted?

Theoretically, in both Judaic and Graeco-Roman etmd, rituals had been
invested with power to a level of being an agencgropowerment. Rituals having been
institutionalised could produce results (Bell 1292). Meaning that they could be seen as
performative, they did not simply symbolise. Asfpanative acts, they brought new and
alternative situations into existence. They acjualthieved something by bringing a
particular type of reality into existence (Bell 29821). So in the pursuit of rhetoricity of
the sacrificial ritual, the attention is focusedtbe relations of power that functions as the
framework.

Worship was, and is, part and parcel of religiowacpice. There were three
principal acts of worship in the ancient world: iaes, votive offerings and prayer (cf.
Herondan,Mime iv as found in Ferguson 1997:145). Sacrificing wsgnificantly
common in the Judaic temple, as it was at the Gr&mman altars. Hans-Josef (2000:38)
qguoting Plato Euthyphr.14c) insists that: “sacrificing means giving sonmeghto gods

[dwreisgai].” From a religious point of view, sacrifice wasnaeans of, especially of a
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ritually slaughtered animal or person, offering stimng or somebody to a deity. In
principle, publicly and privately, Roman religionas in essence the performance of
rituals. That explains why great emphasis was pupmper observance of rituals (cf.
Pliny, Nat. Hist. 13.10 as quoted in Ferguson 1997:145). It is &iststed upon that
Christians sacrifice in order to demonstrate tladiegiance also to the Roman gods.
Although Romans made sacrifices to their deitispeeially during their festival times,
the performance of rituals most probably might hiaeen the order of the day.

The rituals, especially sacrificial acts, in botluddic and Graeco-Roman
communities had been invested with power. Rituatisaoften defined, empowered and
constrained the community members (Bell 1992:221t). was a comparatively
institutionalised means of objectification, one ttl@nstituted “traditional forms of
authority” via system of “formalisation” (Bell 199211). Most probably such rituals may
have gradually attained “relations of power” thrbugpetitive sacrificial performances,
which were also realised from “the social body” ahdn re-appropriated by “the social
body” as familiarity (Bell 1992:207). Then seemingdacrificing later had become part of
their daily living. Bell emphasises that ritualisat controlled the community by
“modeling,” “defining,” and “molding.”

lllustratively, on the one hand, the second diwnsmf the priestly ministry in
Judaic Temple was primarily sanctuary-centred Beicry, besides the morning and
evening sacrifices. Unquestionably, through suecm$oof ministry, the High Priest made
an atonement for the sanctuary, as well as fopdople, and brought about cleansing of
both (Lev 16:16-20, 30-33) (cf. Rodriguez 1990:113%8; Millar 2000:114; Ministerial
Association of the General Conference of SDA 2006:8). It had become “natural” with
the Jews to sacrifice. Their sacrificial ritualslh@ontrolled, modelled and moulded them.
On the other hand, just as in the Judaic templéheiGraeco-Roman altars sacrificing,
particularly of animal sacrifice, was a never-egdissue (Burkert 1983:9). Subsequently,
sacrificing had become institutionalised, accematd part of the reality of their lives. As
a result, it became an agency of empowerment. kample, to ensure the successful
performativity of sacrifice, regulations were stged for its repeated deployment. But it
was exactly in this repetition that it also acqdiies power. As far as regulations for

offering sacrifices were concern, people had deeinidceful enough to actually reflect
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and write down how it should be done. They did evdy maintain those regulations, but
also preserved and simultaneously handed down nherited customs from one
generation to another (Ferguson 1997:145). The dimandown through generations”
within a framework of power relations most likelsohght about the repetitions thereof. It
stands to reason that its transgenerational apptmpr would have contributed to an
increase in regarding these sacrificial acts asceffof power.

Moreover, in the Judaic temple and at the Graeamdoaltars, sacrificing indeed
became an agency of empowerment to a level of basact time of doing it. As a result
there were spontaneous and fixed occasions /tirmessdcrifices. Animal sacrifices
normally came in festivals that were celebrateduatiy or occasionally. The Greeks,
especially the old religion, knew only yearly or miadly observance. Nonetheless, less
costly rites were observed more frequently (Fergud®97:145). Definitely, these
discursive practices had acquired such power, ghatific moments in time had been
decided upon to repeatedly perform the sacrifiatas.

In addition to its temporal deployment as repetitacts through periods of time, a
rhetoric of spatiality also points to an investmehipower in the particular place where
the sacrifice was done. Sacrifices could not beedah random and at any place.
Sacrificing was carried out from a godly appoinptace, “an altar” (Hughes 1995:46-47).
The repetitions of the sacrificial practices tautiteé ancients that they could not simply
sacrifice any animal anywhere. Specific places walecated where such acts were
committed. It could not just happen anywhere, alage whose hygiene and sanitation
was uncertain. It is within the ambit of power telas that specific “place” that was given
an exceptional status had been predetermined tit #reasacrificial acts.

Additionally, the ancients deemed their instituabsed sacrificing forceful
enough to demand for a “consecrating” performespecial “chosen” and “empowered”
individual, not everybody. According to Bell (19207), the ritual construction of power
also entailed dynamics whereby the power of rigaion empowered individuals who
may at first appear to be controlled by the rituastually, the sacrificial acts were
officiated by persons who enjoyed social respechsas the kings, army leaders, and the
house masters, before priesthood office emergedP(afo,Leg.6.7 [759a-760a] & Plato,
Polit. 29 [290c] as quoted in Hans-Josef 2000:17, 30guUsam 1997:141). In the
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hierarchical society of antiquity, not everyone veashorised to enter the temple or altar.
This was because the realm of the supernaturagbeuas considered sacred, and hence
the “sacred” acts were done at the “sacred” plagdghle “consecrating” actor, which
consisted of slaughtering sacrificial animedreuein ta iereia (Burkert 1983:2). Bell
(1992:208) insists that the ritualised represeveatiften acquired schemes that he or she
deployed, more or less successfully, to generatenaglishments that were more or less
coherent with individuals and/or the whole commyynit

However, it has been argued that ritualisation cepelised authority, and lodged
the power of the consultancy in an office, not in mdividual (Bell 1992:211).
Accordingly, roles were specified empowering certpersons in priesthood office with
the act of killing, training in doing it, procedwsreéhat must be followed, and thereby
giving status, which made the act “normal.” Thregysvin which the empowerments of
those who controlled ritualisation were: objecttion of office, “hierarchisation” of
practice, and “traditionalisation” (Bell 1992:214). was only a priest for a particular
deity, who was prearranged for such nobly sacafitasks (Ferguson 1997:141). Further,
according to Bell (1992:211), if such power was dastrated as imparted on an
appropriate individual by external sources, fortanse ancestors or deities, that power
came to be seen as vast, legitimate and accessilyl¢o those in appropriate offices. So
anyone could not simply perform sacrificial acts.

Consequently, the power of ritualisation unmistakdirought about communal
attendance besides participation (Bell 1992:287Most probably since the sacrificial
acts had acquired relations of power it could enbattendance, a mandatory communal
participation of a given community of members. Hoer an individual in a society
conceited to participate and got involved in ritaativities with specific people, groups,
places, and events by a variety of internal diserations about one’s relation to what was
going on (:207-208). Further, Bell (210-211) maimsathat the power of ritualisation was
manifested in three interconnected features: inmgnd consensus among participants,
encouraging and inducing a consent customarily tawihg attention to the personal

rewards to be gained or costs to be incurred bybeatg submissive, and stirring up

102 Bell (1992:207) even insists that “[s]pecific rid@s of domination and subordination are generated
and orchestrated by the participants themselveglgiby participating.”
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participants’ approval by availing participants accasion to appropriate and/or resist
bargained ways. Thus, the power of ritualisatiodused an obligatory communal
attendance as well as participation.

Taking cognizance of how the ritual of sacrificefpamed as agency of power and
its relevance to this study; one, it clarifies whgul had deemed it appropriate to evoke
this metaphor in a discussion concerning effecintegration of the non-Jews into the
nation of God. And two, it also clarifies that thignificance of using this metaphor is less
concerned with semantics, but what it performs.

Summing up, the point is both temporal aspectsspatial dimensions contributed
to the empowerment of the sacrificial act, functidras those conditions that make the
sacrificial performative. Along with the definedpace” of sacrifice there came a fixed
location, set occasions and predetermined timethénsense of fixed periods of the
calendar, thereby necessitating preparation onsithe of a “consecrating” performer,
evoking anticipation and inducing an compulsory oamal attendance plus participation.
And these invested the repetitive sacrificial adth power. This is consistent with Bell’s
(1992:211) four ways on how power was negotiatedriinal. She maintains that
ritualisation empowered those who more or lessrobatl the rite, explains how their
power was limited and constrained, how ritualisatontrolled participants, and how this
domination involved a negotiated involvement ansistance that empowered them as

well.

4.3 Sacrifices in the Antiquity: Theoretical Observations Regarding Performativity
For a critic to get at least approximated viewsthed whole panorama of ideas
about the ritual of sacrifice in the Graeco-Romawd dewish period, there is need to
revisit the rhetoricity or the performativity of gdicial rituals within a framework of
power relations. In other words, before turninghe portrayal of Jesus asaotrnpiov
and its possible performance, one has to be fadéd tve task of finding ouwhy
sacrifices were offered in the antiquity because tjuestion “why” leads us to the
conditions by virtue of which performativity takptace. This is further demonstrated by

guoting and examining examples from their valudesys
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Firstly, a primary condition for sacrifice was coamgon. Sacrifice did not exist as
an act without there being some kind of compari§uth condition was concerned with a
comparison of values, which in itself again presaggs a hierarchy of values. A sacrifice
always entailed at least two “terms” or two “elensdrthat were compared with each
other in terms of their relative value. lllustray, to sacrifice A for B implies a
measurement of value, and it means that a partibida value has been assigned to B. If
A is also of high quality, that is features high ttve scale of social hierarchy, such as a
person with prestige, it enhances the value of &abse the value attributed to A is
transferred to that of B. If the Son of God whotéeas extremely high, is sacrificed in
order for one group (a) to become part of anotheug (A), extreme value is assigned to
group a. It is within this hierarchy of values isted with power that the values associated
with divine were elevated as superior (sacred) toramunity (regarded as profane). For
example, if one of the central roles of slayingi@im was to effect partnership, scarcely
can one discard elements of comparison. Under aphlpbwer relations, sacrifices drew
humanity near to deities, because, when compahediwo were incompatible. Deities
counted as the absolute. In regards to companipnshacted by sacrifices, Vernant
(1991:292) notes that sacrifice acted as: “An megtiary a technique for connecting the
two usually separated spheres of sacred and profantting it in his own words, Burkert
(1983:35) asserts: “Whether in Israel, Greece, om& no agreement, no contract, no
alliance can be made without sacrifice.” The coraed object, thus, served as the
intermediary between the sacrificer and the diyifMfernant 1991:291). Sacrificing, then,
was a strategy that gave ultimate value (godliklkueraand sanction) to the values a
particular community wanted to advance. For thasoa, sacrifice was expressed in terms
of the relationships between humans and the di{Buoekert 1983:2). So it ultimately put
the former in the right relationship with the holorld beyond (Vernant 1991:282).
Saying it differently, sacrifices produced fellowshassociation.

Hans-Josef (2000:39; cf. Beate 2007:6-7) viewsifsaEras communio,whose
fundamental idea is that: “a sacrifice is a tabldetlowship between gods and human
beings.” Beate (2007:7) particularly asserts:

The function of the sacrifice was to re-affirm th@on between social community
and their deity. Famine, plague and other disasters signs of the deterioration
of the community’s link with the deity, and the sfcial meal was only means by
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which to re-establish this union. Smith’s idea whaat the blood of the sacrificial

animal connected humans and gods, and thereforaddee of expiation and

atonement became part of the communion. His idedasfement was linked to the
idea of the deity’s presence in the sacrificial &

Besides the problematical aspects of the deityésemce in the sacrificial meal
(Douglas 2000:45), all in all, the significancetbé sacrificial blood is that it rhetorically
effected associatiohetween humans and supernatural betfi.this was a reality, then,
in my view, sacrificing necessitates comparisonwkPl@n the one hand, values of a deity
were deemed tremendously superior to that of hub®angs thus constraining them to
desire for partnership with a deity. On the othendy values of human beings are of high-
ranking compared to those of sacrificial victimadahat is why the latter had to lose live
for the sake of the former. Additionally, if a sdicial victim had to die in order to draw
the non-Jews into the nation of God then it denttes even that sacrificial victim had
value, except that the value of a deity and thahation of God were outstanding in
comparison to that of the other two.

Similarly, with reference to comparison and perfativity of sacrifices in Judean
context, sacrifices involved comparison and that/throught about purification owing to
impurities. In Judaism, for an “impure” person tecbme “pure,” only “pure” animals
were sacrificed (Douglas 2000:40-41). It is obvitliat, under scope of power relations,
“pure” animals were sacrificed to ensure purifioatiof Israelites. Even on the Day of
Atonement- another form of partnership with a déityvhich | shall return to in a while- a
goat was sacrificed to attain decontamination ofon. This evoked comparison. The

implication is that, the ultimate values were lidk® the divine and that of nation was

193 5ee Smith, William R (1914).ectures on the Religion of the Semites: The Fotimwi Institutions
London: Black.

104 Both in the Judaic and in the Graeco-Romanesdsit depending on the type, sacrifices were often
followed by a sacrificial meal (Douglas 2000:45kdpite an immeasurable unworthiness of the Isemelit
they were invited to eat same kind of food with Gaene table. For them, in fact, “Sacrifice iscanenunal
feast. Leviticus expects the people to of Israghdwer to eat meat expect in God’s company, irhbisse
and with his blessings” (Douglas 2000:45). The radrform of sacrifice for Greeks and Romans wassthe
called slaughter-sacrifice, which was usually faéa by a sacrificial meal (Hans-Josef 2000:13).

However the challenges are, first, one wonders kgrehis sharing was an experienced reality orgust
mythical idea. Second, PlatarcBu@v. Viv. Epi@1 [1102a] see Hans-Josef 2000:39) reports thepcesof
a god at the sacrifice, but not directly of histjggmation in the meal. Then where is t@mmuni@ Third, in
the table of fellowship, were deities regarded fiastguests (as itheoxeny? Fourth, were gods present in
persons or were represented? In summation, finatyg may easily conclude that: “the idea of the god
sharing directly in the human person’s table feflbip comes more from a mythical idea than from
experienced reality” (Hans-Josef 2000:39).

116



regarded as superior to that of a goat. If thatewest the case, a goat would have been
retained. That does not imply that a goat did navehvalue. In fact, owing to the
tremendous prominence of Israelites, a goat hdmktof high value, “unblemished,” and
“pure.” Moreover, if a “pure” goat had to be saiceid in order to endorse a nation’s
cleansing; then purification must have had a higladwe. | maintain that it was within the
ambit of power relations that the notion of “valugygered such sacrificial acts.

Secondly, if the foregoing comparative componerftsacrifice are conceded,
sacrifice always happened where an exchange oésalithin a community intersected.
Depending on the value system of a society, a cat mouse or chicken would not be
sacrificed with the aim of attaining something whis of high value. The cost must also
be of value. Within the scope of the relations awpr sacrificial victims also
demonstrated a hierarchy of worthiness. If indeegetables and animals were presented
as “sacrifices” (Ferguson 1997:145), then vegetablere less valuable than animals,
animals were worth more than vegetables, certaimas worth more than others, and
definitely human beings worth more than anint&ts.

In connection with human sacrifice, | intend tosfishow that human sacrifices
could have taken place by citing some probableesdds. My argument is that although it
was prohibited by legislation, there were stilltareces where a hero’s death was seen as
admirable and noble. Then once | have shown thatahusacrifice was not really an
institution among the Romans, but that self-samifivas seen as a noble death when in
service of the state or polis, | will proceed t® itnetaphorisation, because its
metaphorisation helps my argument on the necedsitywiew sacrifice within the
framework of an argument of comparison.

There are probable evidences that illustrate thatdn sacrifice could have taken
place. For example, the need to sacrifice a yourginvto Artemis before undertaking a
battle in order to ensure its success, as Agamendimbrwith Iphigenia at Aulis, is
expressed again in the stories about Agesilaus Wwhs done as he was about to embark
on his expedition to Asia (Vernant 1991:256 whaesebn Plut.Agesil 6.6-11) and about

195 The various unblemished (cf. Sene€ed. 299-300 see Hans-Josef 2000:16) sacrificial animals
among the Graeco-Romans included: bulls, cows,sgasieep, pigs, camel, and poultry (Burkert 1983:9;
Vernant 1991:291; Ferguson 1997:144; Socrd®bsed.66[8a] see Hans-Josef 2000:16; Beate 2007:10);
and among Jews they included: cattle, sheep add ffoorthuis & Schwartz 2000:6).
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Pelopidas on the eve of the battle of Leuctra. myithe night preceding the combat,
Pelopidas had a dream: if he wants to vanquiskenieeny, he is bidden to sacrifice a red-
haired virgin. Since the act seemed strange andral to him, he informed the seers and
generals of his vision. They counselled him to ol#estually, to bolster their advice, they
recalled the ancient examples that, by the sudbegsachieved, validated the grounds for
these human sacrifices. By contrast, they addetdefwAgesilaus was setting out on an
expedition from the same place and against the sam@mies as Agamemnon, he had the
same vision when he lay asleep at Aulis, in whith goddess Artemis demanded that he
sacrifice his daughter, but he was too tender-Bdad give her up, and thus ruined his
expedition, which ended unsuccessfully and inglesip...” (Plut., Pelop 21.1-5; 22.1-4-
as found in Vernant 1991:256f

In some of the sacrificial rituals of tmeligio romanathere are traces of practices
that allude to an earlier time when human sacsfieere probably made (Dumezil 1970;
Scullard, Thames & Hudson 1981; Beard, North & &d898). Human sacrifice remained
a powerful religious symbol in theligio romanalong after its actual practice had been
abandoned. As a matter of fact, the practice of drureacrifice was prohibited by
legislation following senatorial decree in 97 BCRdar the consulship of P. Licinius
Crassus (cf. Livy 1X.40.17, Pliny, N.H. 35.52 asuufa in Hughes 1995:75-77). On this
basis then, human sacrifice was nebanmorpractice among non-Jews. As a result, some
dubious occurrences of human sacrifice are knovarn. éxample, the three instances
recorded by Livy and Plutarch as they are repartddughes (1995:79-81), where a ritual
human “sacrifice” was performed at Rome (cf. PiciaRoman Question83)'%’. In my

view, there are other instances that cannot be ag&€human sacrifice” but rather as self-

196 ysually, the human victim to be slaughtered asraition for victory is garthenos like Iphigenia
sacrificed to Artemis, Makaria to Kore, or the daigy of the Massenian Aristomedes to the gods below
(Vernant 1991:256. n.25).

107 According to Hughes (1995:79-81), who dependarwient informants hereafter shown, two pairs
of Gauls and Greeks, a man and a woman each, weiedhalive in the Forum Boarium. The instances
recorded took place in the years 228, 216 and 1CE.Bn each case, these “sacrifices” were made in
response to instructions taken from the SibyllineoBs. The sacrifices seem to have been made to the
Manes andii Inferi. Plutarch RomanQuestions83) noted that Romans disapproved others fronrinffe
human sacrifice to the deities; and yet, they tleves offered to the Manes. We hear of Vestal Viggi
being buried alive too, usually on the excuse thay had broken their vows of chastity. In the y488
BCE, for example, Vestal Oppia was so buried ashasie. The same, seemingly, is the case in the
execution of Vestal Cornelia by Domitian (Pliny teunger,Epistle 4.11). The burials of the Gauls and
Greeks in 216 and 113 followed shortly after theidls of Vestal Virgins. It is thought that theserials
were connected in a common ceremony of propitidtiaihe Manes.
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sacrifice which was a token of nobility. These amstes consisted of where the Romans
may have employed “human sacrifice” were in desotioof Roman generals, sacrificing
themselves to the Manes, as did Decius Mus in 3328 Bf. Livy VII. 9.1-10 as found in
Hughes 1995:77-78). However, the doubtfulness elséhoccurrences is centred on
guestions that are left unanswered once one dhjtiexamines them. One, were these
really sacrificial or punitive acts? Two, is thexgossibility that the mentioned instances
could have been part of rhetorical strategies oednto invest certain events with status
and power, and not that they essentially sancticaedficial practices?

One major source of dispute, however, concerningdru sacrifice particularly
first-borns in Jewish Bible, is whether God indessthctioned it. In other words, is it
biblical to sacrifice first-borns? If these firstiims referred to were not sacrificed in the
slaughtering sense of the word then we already hawetaphorisation. Ezekiel (20:25-26)
does illuminate a first-born law of “sacrifice,” @v if it cannot be determined how
widespread it was (Finsterbusch 2007:90). Most g@bbh the oldest preserved law
referring to firstborn is found in Exodus 22:28-@®ere Israelites are ordered to give
YHWH their firstborns. Other texts (Ex 34:11-16,-29; Deut 15:19-23; Num 18:15-18)
in the light of metaphorisation emphasise thatbosns belong to God, and ought to be
given as offerings to him. But it should be notedttnone of these texts indicate that such
offerings had the function of influencing YHWH; fexample to make him gracious or
forgiving (Finsterbusch 2007:107). Berthelot (2a(G&-9) argues that human sacrifice,
which is referred to in different texts of the HelrBible (2 Kgs 16:3, 21:6, 23:10, Jer
7:31, 19:5, 32:35, Ez 16:20-22, 36, 20:26, 31, @&3), is a Canaanite condemned
practice, a pagan influence on Israel. On thisshasie Hebrew Bible considers it as
“‘demonic” (Berthelot 2007:161-164). Nonethelessf-s&crifice or patriotism is praised,
just as that of Jephthah’s daughter and of Isaahtoh a positive value was attached and
praised (Berthelot 2007:166-172).

In this regard, the ritual of human sacrifice i tAntiquity, for example among
Greeks, implied the form of “ritual killing” for &igher end that was desired, an end that
an animal was powerless to attain. Doubtlesslyetlvezre instances of self-sacrifice that
targeted a communal victory during or before albatccording to PorphyryAbst.
2.56.7 as found in Weiler 2007:40-55), it was “coomhpractice in Greece to make a
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human sacrifice before the army engaged in a b&tghyry enumerates a long list of 16
examples of human sacrifice before the battle &rfiaor at Leuctra. Such killings were
not considered illegal, and thus were un-punishableere is further information that
Delphic Apollo recommended human sacrifice “on gineunds of an oracle as last resort
from a crisis” (Weiler 2007:40). In order to prevencatastrophe, an epidemic, a famine
or something similar, subsequently, human sacrtfiae to be made on recommendation
of an oracle. However, in regards to societies lved, Berthelot (2007:152) argues that
in several ancient texts, be it biblical, GreekRmman, human sacrifices are described as
the ultimate solution-in the light of impending astrophes. Incidentally, Green’s
(1975:202) conclusion on human sacrifice is: “Itasbe concluded that, aside from the
early ‘foundation sacrifice’ and the ‘ritual killgh of attendants, all evidence points to
‘human sacrifice’ during the times of political ad@mestic crisis.*® However, it is
important to keep in mind the distinction betweénirhan sacrifice” and “self-sacrifice.”
These two forms of death on behalf of others ateh@same thing and were not rated in
the same manner in the antiquity.

It stands to reason that where human beings wemdgfisad, whether adult or
children, their exchange value would have beeneextty high. In the ancient world,
sacrificial victim could also be a human being, itbes a wild beast or domestic animal
(Vernant 1991:291). As much as an animal substitatenan, like the case of Abraham
and Isaac, the reverse, a man dying instead ofrdisi@l animal, was also true (Burkert
1966:116; Burkert 1983:21 n35). Whereas animalsewerown for slaughter, human
entrails became visible only of those wounded im w@etaphorisatiohor during human
sacrifice, thus, human and aninsallagcna bore the same name from the earliest times
(Burkert 1983:20 n33). In this regard, Beate (2Q0Y writes: “Human sacrifice not only

involves the killing of a person or use of the hanmdood, flesh or bones for rituals

198 According to Plutarch Them. 13.2-5), this alleged sacrifice at Salamis refersthree Persian
brothers of the upper classes who were sacrifioddionysus (Weiler 2007:42). In regards to Leucthe,
Boeotian general Pelopidas had a dream in his dzefgre the battle, according to which lamentindsgir
the Leuctrids, curse in their graves the Spartahgir father, Scedasus, told the general that loailgh
sacrifice a fair-haired virgin if he wanted to wifre battle (PlutarctRel. 21, source V; see Weiler 2007:42).

As an example, reference is made to the daughteéhe anythological king Leon of Arthentdokora)
who sacrificed themselves in order to prevent airi@amor according to another tradition they tried t
prevent the pest (DemosthenEgpjtaph.29; Aelian,Var.Hist. 12.28; as found in Weiler 2007:44). Sacrifice
of daughters may entail exchange of communal vatu#iee hierarchy of the community’s social values.
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purposes; the victim must also be offered to aytiédan Van Baal 1967:166-167). Given
this then human sacrifice may have denoted therinffeof a person to a supernatural
being, like in case of an animal (Weiler 2007:3%Yhere human sacrifice was
metaphorised in the antiquity its discursive poweuld not but have yielded effective
performativity.

Consequently, the performativity of human sacrificehe wider Graeco-Roman
world was that it acted as the last course of aghacase of a calamity, a thing that animal
sacrifice could not attain. Relating to ritual afirhan sacrifice, according to Vernant
(1991:26), pseudo-Platoni®linos (315c; cf. HerodotusHdt. 7.197) mentions human
sacrifice at the “Lykaia festival.” Elsewhere, & inoted that Artemis’ strangeness
culminates in her demand for human blood: “Everygiw, attaining the state of
matrimony, must die first for Artemis” (Vernant 18215). Seemingly, relating to time,
such “ritual killing” was done when catastropheetitened: “...before or after a battle,
during a drought, famine, epidemic or a similamasfitophe dangerous to an individual life
or that of a community” (Weiler 2007:35). For thatson, the sufferer had to possess
qualities of high value in sight of the communityncerned.

Several values maybe espoused in the recount offdtgng stories about
Agesilaus relating to the sacrificing of a younggin to Artemis before undertaking a
battle with the purpose of ensuring its succesggmnemnon did with Iphigenia at Aulis
(Vernant 1991:256). Sacrificing somebody of higluea even a king’s daughter or red-
haired virgin, ensured success as one undertoolatie.b An individual became a
sacrificial victim in order to save a community ffoimpending catastrophe. Such
sacrifices entailed several elements of compansithin society’s hierarchy of values.
Seemingly, the higher the prestige of the “objesatrificed, the higher the end that could
be attained. As much as individuals had valuesprancunity had enormously superior
value compared to that of an individual; and thusdckhaired virgin in particular had to be
sacrificed to ensure safety of entire society,iagthhat a cat or a mouse was valueless to
perform. It signifies to a community that certaguwes are so superior, so integral to their
existence, that other values like that of an irtiral can be discarded. However, this does
not necessarily imply that individual’s values warterior, but they were of lesser value

when ranked against those of the whole society.sThiucan be argued that these
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sacrificial rituals concerned the exchange of comahwalues within their hierarchy of
social values.

The sacrifices in the antiquity enacted diverseatieal acts. Generally, among
Romans, sacrifices were made privately or publicysupernatural beings, especially
during their festival times for praises, thanksggs or supplications (Ferguson 1997:145).
The numerous forms of sacrifices included: the iBeerof gift, annihilatory sacrifice,
theoxeny(hospitality to gods) and the one of oaths ancenant (Hans-Josef 2000:20-23).
Thus, one may argue that sacrificial ritual waglaggious “social phenomenon” that was
capable of enacting and producing effects (Bell 72080; also see Bell 1992). The
performativity of these sacrifices, especially ime€k religion, included functions like:
offering, divination, purification, propitiation dnsealing of an oath (Maria-Zoe 2008:33-
34). The power of ritualisation also endorsed dodalidarity in a reasonably
homogeneous assemblage (Bell 1992:216). One ispeftulating how definitely separate
these functions were. Yet, there is certainty thatrificing was a ritualistic social
behaviour, rhetorical act.

Thirdly, if the comparative dimension of sacrifiteading to an exchange of
communal values that are differently valorisedhleen into consideration, the construction
of a social reality insisting on a constant prigiteg of a particular set of values must be
retained. By effectively shifting a certain setvafues to one side, sacrifices brought about
survival as well as inclusiveness of an “outsid@ra given society. For the purpose of
illustration, | turn to purification in the Judeaontext. Within their set of communal
values, a “purified” person was distinctively digguishable from an “impure” one. If this
is permissible, then the implication is that “pytiamong Israelites counted for something
else. As argued above, it is within this context thews sacrificed only “pure” animals to
ensure “purification” (Douglas 2000:41). To Isréedi, the whole matter of
decontamination was tied up with communal values they desired to advance. “Every
Israelite is required to rid himself or herselfiofpurity through a purification process”
(Milgrom 2000:30). That is to say, “impurity” neetl@ purification of a sacrifice called
hattat (Poorthuis & Schwartz 2000:8). Thus, “...sacrifisehe means he [God] has given
to them [Israelites] for expiation to protect thérom the consequences of their own

behaviour, even from his just anger. They are neaaar, allowed to eat blood, but he has
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allowed them to consecrate the lives of their hamdnals, to use their blood to make
atonement to him for their sins, and to eat thedlfsee flesh for their own nourishment
(Lev 17:11)" (Douglas 2000:38).

Moreover, some scholars (Millar 2000:115f; Keck 2008; Beate 2007:26)
classified the Israelite ritual performed on theyld Atonement (cf. Lev 16:23:26-32;
Num 29:7-11) as a purification ritual that had beeoa fixed ritual in the cultic calendar.
There were two aspects to the ritual involving vamals: a goat for Yahweh and another
for Azazel(Lev 16:8-10, 16-20, 26, 30-3Rodriguez 1986:179-181; Rodriguez 1990:139-
143; Ministerial Association of the General Confere of SDA 2006:318-9). Thus, verse
16 identifies the dual purpose of the ritual-theosal of impurities and of sins (cf. Millar
2000:116; Keck 2005:108; Poorthuis & Schwartz 26084ilgrom 2000:30). Regarding
the historicity of sacrifice ritual, it is notabtkat whereas the readers of the original text
would definitely have taken it as historical, confrary readers realise that even in
descriptions of rituality, the political is lurkingghich makes it very difficult to confirm
with certainty exactly how a ritual was executed.

Turning again to our notion of performativity, sugurification effected by
sacrifices was the result of ritualistic social &elbur, a rhetorical act, in both Jewish and
Hellenistic societies (Ferguson 1997: 144). To tlmm-Jews, sacrificing enabled one
became a member of a community with full rights (Mfe2007:40-55). To Israelites,
“purity” stood for “insiders” while “impurity” chaacterised “outsiders.” As a
consequence, the requirement of purification waseahanism to entrench and empower
boundaries between “insiders” and “outsidéfS.In my view, what is really at stake are
political situations, in our case the conflict beem the “insiders” and the “outsiders,” and
in such case “purification” is requested. This nietmat if one is not purified, he/she
belong to the “outsiders” and if purified he/sheastored. To a certain extent the act of
sacrifice was “personified,” it performed a normsalion of a situation, but a

normalisation in terms of a hierarchy of values.

19 The Romans, for example, had a complete solenifisamf purification calledsuovetauriliawhich
involved swine gu9, sheepdvis), and cattletaurug. Poultry were used too (cf. SocratBbaed.66[8a] see
Burkert 1983:9). While for Jewish, as so far argualtlimpurities require “a sacrifice of expiatighev
5:2)” (Douglas 2000:40). Socrates mentions in RPigtéoliteia (565 D-C) that the consumption of hama
flesh on the altar transforms a man into a wolfg@phrastudrig. 13.22-26; PorphyryAbst.2.27; Polybios,
Hist. 8.13,7 as used by Weiler 2007:49-51)
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Besides elements of comparison thereof, as notedealoffering of sacrifice on
the Day of Atonement, for example, was supposeaullicleanse” the nation and temple.
During the year, before the Day of Atonement ireedjve of sacrifices of every morning
and evening, Jews were “impure” due to their “vanleess and rebellion” (Lev 16:16).
This may be likened to “dirt” and thus could be amfpd as “outsiders.” Looking at
Leviticus 16 critically, especially verse 16, itdmenes apparent that sacrifices functioned
as a powerful mechanism to entrench purificatiothiwithe context of Jewishness. For
that purpose, two goats were sacrificed to efféett decontamination. Therein were
underlying relations of power within which thesersices operated. One, the goat for
Yahweh whose blood was significantly sprinkledhe sanctuary was intended to purge it
of “impurities.” Two, another goat was fézazelupon whose head the priest laid hands
and confessed people’s deliberate “iniquities” gatezl and effected the purification of
Israelites from their “uncleanness.” | have alreadgued that the value of Jews’ nation
was considered as higher than that of goats, biheiisight of Jews goats had higher value
than pigeons, cat or even chicken. Owing to thearkable distinction of Israelites’
nation, only “pure” or “unblemished” goats (withghier value) had to be sacrificed in
order to sanction a nation’s cleansing.

Sacrificing two goats annually, as a result, reépedly reminded the Jews three
things: first, their inferior status due to “unaheess and rebellion” that had made them

[IITH

“transgressors,” “impure,” “dirt” and “outsiders3econd, that such a sacrifice was
powerful enough to provide, and had actually predicthem with the privileges of being
allowed to re-enter the covenantal relationshighwfiteir deity and thus can now freely
intermingle with other Israelites. And third, itsal reminded the Israelite nation of their
exclusive position, thereby effecting consolidateomd an exclusionary mindset. It was in
this repetitive act that the power of purificati@sided. Moreover, to belong to the chosen
nation of Israel was cherished ideal, privilegedhlest value; the act of purification,
rendered via the performativity of sacrifice, restbthis position, thereby introducing a
situation of normalcy for the sacrificing personasr behalf of the sacrificing person. If
the foregoing mechanisms of normalising a situafion a sacrifice) are conceded, then

notion of justice (righteousness) appears in tloeifsaal background.
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Fourthly, for one to get more approximated viewshaf whole panorama of ideas
about sacrifices and their performativity in theiguty there is need to examine how
sacrifices ceaselessly functioned within relatidnsthe supernatural beings. | have
distinguished how human beings were constrainedatwifice due to their desire for
partnership with a deity whom they regarded as rsoipm value. | contend that, whether
in the Graeco-Roman or in the Judaism world, staman one practically eradicate the
notion of a deity from the context of sacrifice.the concept of a “deity” among the
concerned community denoted what was taken adtitsate value, essentially then the
deity ismadeto give the endorsement, the deityapresenteds giving the endorsement.
So a deity’s “endorsement” of a sacrifice gave ddea effect to the power of the
sacrificial act. For instance, it is narrated tte,they journeyed to Troy, Greeks carried
off the daughter of Chryses, the old priest of Amolas a captive. But Apollo is
represented to haveompelled” them by a means of a plague in the caongeturn her
home. This is done by a delegation of Odysseus, also brought an expiatory
“hecatomb” with them. The priest received his ddaghack at the altar and then asked
his deity Apollo to take away the curse from the&rarmy and to cease punishing them
(Hans-Josef 2000:14°

Pertaining to how sacrifices were linked with destihere are notable details from
the preceding example: first, a deity named Apbijd‘compulsion sanctioned” Greeks to
offer this sacrifice, which the priest also confadhand conformed to. Second, this
sacrifice was performed ongodly appointed place, altar —as it was a custom (Hughes
1995:46-47). Third, in connection with the officrag officer, it is remarkable that it is a
godly chosen individual, a priest. Fourth, with regaodthhe occasion of this sacrifice,
basically it is a spontaneous action that arosm faospecific situation: the return of a lost
daughter, andeity Apollo’s punishmergndcursewas on the Greek army. This, however,
does not eliminate already fixed sacrificial ocoasion official altars.

And fifth, most importantly, is why this sacrifide offered. It was purely for
“appeasement”. This “appeasement” stands for, sofamtsomething. Yes, the story may

have shown how the deity was appeased, but rhaligribe significance ipolitical. | see

110 «“Hecatomb” most properly denotes a sacrifice of drundred gicatév) bulls Bods), but employed
in a more general sense simply to designate lardesalemn sacrifice (Hans-Josef 2000:14).
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the political in the story, the two groups battlirapd the abduction of the daughter of
Chryses as an act of stealing and injustice anadheiliation only to be effected via the
performativity of sacrifice. The deity’s wrath was the Greek army for taking Chryses’
daughter a captive. It was necessary because,datgaio them, “the sacrifice was an
exchange” (Ferguson 1997:147). To put it diffengrfbr divinity Apollo to take away the
curse and to cease punishing the army, he needadridice, the conciliation only to be
effected via the performativity of sacrifice. Theher aspect, in connection with
appeasement, learnt here is that Apollo is a savibi transforms a situation of Chryses’
daughter for better, and therefore, the deityimwdated to intervene in human life to help
(Hans-Josef 2000:38). In other words, sacrificefecédd substitution that saved the
victims, Greeks were substituted by sacrificiatims and thus saved. So, one of the most
important enactments that sacrifices in the anciéimes brought about was
“appeasement” (Ferguson 1997:147), which rhetdyidsd political significance. What

is really at stake are political situations, in moases the conflict between two parties.
The ritual of sacrificing a human being or an arirganerally aimed at stimulating
supernatural beings who were considered to be tsaVdor effective help or/and punish
(Luther 1996:24; Hans-Josef 2000:38). AccordingHtgghes (1995:77-80), Livy (2.42)
makes it clear that human sacrifice in specific vesdly made to appease the deities when
bad omens appeared. In sum, this generat&tistancing effect.” “A distancing intention
also applies to sacrifice to ward off divine wra{Beate 2007:10). It is doubtful, however,
if this can be linked with sacrificial ideas of pegoat mechanisms. In releasing hostility,
according to Hans-Josef (2000:40), at the recumpergod the physical force was directed
against outsiders, be it animal or human that isseh and killed, to whom the
answerability for all misfortunesis credited. Hence, sacrifices could save the &ctua
victims. According to Weiler (2007:40-55) sacrifscef expiation was demanded when
one violated consciously or unconsciously divinéeror insulted the divinity who
demanded as a punishment a special form of repardhat is, the sacrifice of a person
close to the perpetrator, mostly a relative. Bgaimmind that a socio-rhetorical approach

has problematised decontextualised easy theolggisone ought to contextualise
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“propitiation,” “appeasement,” “expiation,” or “mey-seat” as interpretational models for
1Aagtriplov within a socio-rhetorical context as a will argnelie next chaptér?

Concisely, the illustrative sacrifice narrated abevas officially offered as a ritual
to supernatural beingApollo) who apparently had “sanctioned” it, orgedly allotted
altar, by agodly chosen priest; it was a spontane@ct due to thedeity Apollo’s
punishmentand so it enacted appeasemehta deity’s wrath. Everything about this
sacrifice apparently revolves arounddaity but in the background hovers the political
tension between opposing groups. What counts figr egkample also applies in other
cases. Actually, in the ancient Graeco-Roman wotlds reported that: “gods not only
look like human beings; but they also behave Ihent, loving, suffering, hating ...they
have family relationships; they intervene in hurlitento help or punish. Often the heaven
of gods seems like a version of segments of hunamety, projected into the
supraterrestrial sphere” (Hans-Josef 2000:28). &ibez, supernatural beings were
represented as saviours who can be appeased intordéervene for a transformation of
a disastrous situation for better one, as we haea & the case of Apollo as saviours
(Luther 1996:24}*2

Furthermore, in close connection to the “appeaséinine most popular notion of
a sacrifice is that of a gift whose performativityas stimulation. A Greek wordiipov,
“gift,” is primarily a New Testament term for sdae (Mt 5:23f). A widespread view, in
the Graeco-Roman world for example, was the unaledstg of “sacrifice as gift to the
divinity” (Hans-Josef 2000:38). These presentatiafs gifts to deities sometimes
happened without ulterior motive, but this was tiat case always. Hans-Josef (2000:38)
insists that sacrifices mostly had “the intentidrsopplying nourishment to keep the god
alive or of stimulating the god to give effectivelh.” Such stimulation was summed up in
the proverb: 8o ut des, “I give in order that you give in return”: the man person
proposes an exchange, giving something but exgetdineceive something from the gods
in return, e.g. help in a situation of distressymaterial prosperity” (Hans-Josef 2000:38).

In other words, “The sacrifice was a gift and wakended to have do ut deseffect (I

11 The scapegoat rituals among Gréle#trgeliainvolved the human beinggharmakoj while among
the Old Testament Jews had a real scapegoat (léar$2000:40).

12 The Graeco-Roman gods, however, remains distihgdisrom human beings by their superiority in
power, knowledge and immortality (Hans-Josef 2080:2
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give that you give)” (Beate 2007:6 cf. Ferguson 7:9297). Summarising these related

enactments that sacrifices of antiquity were ableftect, Hans-Josef (2000:38) maintains
that sacrificing as “the gift can also serve toegge the wrath of gods and reconcile them
with human being anew.”

In brief, sacrifices in the antiquity effected sagpartnership. Often they entailed
elements of comparison between a deity, sacrific@im and the one offering a sacrifice.
Of these three principals of sacrifices, a deitg watstanding in comparison to that of the
other two. Even sacrificial victims had values irrarchal order: vegetables, animals
being worth more than vegetables, certain animalghvmore than others, and definitely
human beings worth more than animals. It is withis hierarchy of values invested with
power that the values correlated with goddess wieneated as superior. Sacrifices always
caused an exchange of values within a communitym@sh as a creature had values, a
community had extremely superior value comparethab of an individual, and thus one
had to be sacrificed to ensure security in casempénding catastrophe. Individual values
were discarded for safety of the entire societyndde the sacrificial rituals concerned the
exchange of communal values within their hierarohgocial values. Further, within the
context of performativity, sacrifices frequentlyeated a social reality where a particular
set of values were given privileges to be reser@sfinitely the privilege like that of
purification had a higher value and thus had tadzuired through sacrifice.

And finally, the whole lot about sacrificing reveld around aleity. The deity is
representeds giving the endorsement to the sacrifice whitdted effect to the power of
the sacrificial act. Although a deity was in moases “present,” that was a representation
in order to give enforced effect to the performiggivof sacrifice. The sacrificial blood,
with its empowerment, both in the Jewish and in@raeco-Roman world, ably enacted
several social effects. In their societies, samm#i were regarded as gifts whose
performativity included: “appeasement” that stimethgods who were considered to be
“savours” for effective help as summed up in theverb: ‘do ut des purification of
impurities-so it protected evildoers from the cansences of their own behaviour; viewed
as communioit effected fellowship, social partnership and eamionship between
humans and gods by drawing humanity near to godsuéimately putting them in the

right relationship with the godly world. | have m&gined that the sacrificial acts enacted a
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normalisation of a situation, by “appeasement.” Mgument is that this “appeasement”
stands for, counts for something. Rhetorically significance wagpolitical, because the
conciliation was only to be effected via the perfativity of sacrifice. What was really in
jeopardy were political situations, in most cases tonflict between two parties that
necessitated “purification.” This meant that if pairified, one belongs to the “other,” and
if purified s/he is restored. To a certain extdmt &ct of sacrifice was “personified,” it was
given to a deity in order to perform a normalisataf a situation, but a normalisation in
terms of a hierarchy of values. Given this, theohsacts of brutality, as mechanisms of
normalising a situation were linked with justicehdve illustrated that human sacrifice
was worth more than animal sacrifice. Historicallyman sacrifice was prohibited by
legislation, but when the ancients wanted to ithist the value of a particular thing, event
or object, they would metaphorise in terms of hureacarifice in order to illustrate their
worth. Relating to ritual of human sacrifice in f)@ular, human sacrifices brought about
ultimate solution to humanity’s desperate situatibor example, in case of a crisis of
battle, human sacrifices before battle ensuredessccThis procedure, the taking of the
rhetoricity of the text into account, is exactly athmy dissertation is about and it differs
from theological interpretations that are concermégth the meaning ofidacotrpiov
where neither reference to an argument of companso metaphorisation plays any role.

| have maintained that those theological models“‘prybpitiation,” “expiation,” and
“mercy-seat” which neglects the rhetorical situatiteads to a misunderstanding of
1Aaotnplov. So the question is how do these sacrificial htuzelp one to view the
portrayal of Jesus as$Aootnpiov? Does this presentation of Jesus have similar

performativity? Next is to look at violence in ttee wider sacrificial context.

4.4 Sacrificial Violence in the Antiquity

Sacrifice and violence were practically inseparableey can be likened to the two
sides of the same coin. Sacrificing of human ba@ngnimal, in both the Jewish and the
non-Jewish societies of antiquity could never bgarded as euthanasia, ending life in a
painless manner. To introduce this high level ofmasity, | now quote the Graeco-
Roman sacrificial ritual as described by the Homepics Homer, 1.458-68 as found in
Hans-Josef (2000:14):
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When they had offered prayers and sprinkled thelpagrains, first they pulled
back the victim’s heads and slaughtered them ay&d them: and they cut out the
thigh-bones and covered them with fat, foldingaiice over, and placed pieces of
raw meat on top. The old man burnt them on cutvfaed, and poured libations of
gleaming wine, while the young men stood by himhviive-pronged forks in their
hands. Then when the thighs were burnt up and hlaeytested the innards, they
chopped the rest into pieces and threaded thenpitey soasted them carefully,
and then drew all the meat off. When they had fiedstheir work and prepared the
meal, they set to eating, and no man’s desire wahibut an equal share in the
feast.

This example is cited from Homer’'s writings on thasis that, even not
contemporary with Paul's society, certain sacrideatures therein are often applicable
irrespective of time. From the cited example a nembf elements of aggression are
brought into light: pulling back the victim’s heads slaughtering...flaying ... cutting out
the thigh-bones ... burning on cut firewood... chopgimg pieces ...roasting ... and then
drawing all the meat off. In agreement, Burkert 832) writes: “Thus, blood and
violence lurk fascinatingly at the very heart oigien.” Actually, this violent sacrificing
was characterised by establisHedms of “unjust violence and savage brutality” (Weant
1991:256).

Beate (2007:4) has also argued that violenceydéan being abhorrent, was central
element in sacrificing. Evidently it is many anisiabesides humans, that were beheaded
in the temples, not only of the Judaic God but aisime temples of all the other deities of
the Graeco-Roman world (Burkert 1983:2, 12-14) Whstify of great cruelty. As far as
sacrifices were concerned, one ought to bear indntirat: “The core is always the
experience of death brought by human sacrifice,cwhn turn, is here subject to the
predetermined laws” (Burkert 1983:12).

Sacrificial victim, normally, stood chained on alhumat until it was time for its
mouth to be washed (Burkert 1983:9). Then, theimist spine was struck with an axe,
and then the throat is cut with machaira (knife) to allow blood gush out (Vernant
1991:291). “The peak of the curve is marked by dnénal's death and hence is the
climax of the consecration, the point of maximund atefinitive worship” (Vernant
1991:292). When it came to the death blow, womestoenarily raised a piercing scream

that marked the emotional climax of the sacrificawng (Burkert 1983:5).
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Additionally, thereafter theomAdyyvo experienced terrible violence (Burkert
1983:6-7). That is to say, at the end of the saailfritual, the offerings were either eaten,
burned or poured out (Ferguson 1997:145), whiclcatds an extension of violence in
case of burning. Therefore, Vernant (1991:291)adsvinced that: “...all the available
evidence tells us that it is impossible to conc@izan animal sacrifice without putting the
victim to death, and that this immolation seemsaoaostitute as irrefutably brutal fact
whose meaning is too univocal to lend itself tocdssion.” This violence was
institutionalised: “Sacrificial killing is the basiexperience of the “sacred” (Burkert
1983:3). Yet this sacrificial killing entailed bality: “Consecration in sacrificial rites
always implies the destruction of the object-consdry fire if it is a vegetal oblation, its
throat cut and its body immolated if a living cre@tis involved” (Vernant 1991:29%}

For the purpose of illustrating violence furthem, @amination of how the victim
(an ox) is put to death ithusig the Greek sacrifice meant for human consumpt®n,
worth recalling. The dramatic movement in such ifa@l scenario constituted an
irrefutably brutal violence. As pointed out, thégpine was struck with an axe, and then
its throat cut with amachairato allow blood gush out (Vernant 1991:292). Appare
evidences point out clearly that: “the fundamertdture of the sacrificial rite is a
scenario in which the victim is slain and that thetim’s ritual murder constitutes the
entire ceremony’s center of gravity” (Vernant 194it).

If the foregoing sacrificial views are precise, rththe key to the sacrificial
mechanism lies in the murderous violence imposethervictim. The brutal destruction
of life, offered as a substitute, characterisedieaiag. Putting it differently, sacrifice was
institutionalised violence. It was not only acceppgactice as part of the factuality, it was
normative practice, an act you should, and you rdast

This means that sacrificing practice was so invkstigh power that it was
institutionalised fully. As argued, sacrificial uél was an extremely powerful event to a
level that the following had to be done: specifiots were assigned where the acts of
killing were performed from, tasks spelled out empong definite individuals with the

act of slaughtering, instructing on how to do ifeefively, procedures that must be

13 TheomAdyyva is a collective term for the organs like hearmém skin, skull of bulls and rams and
goat-horns (Burkert 1983:6-7)

131



adhered to, thereby giving status and turningtd a“normal” act. It was under the ambit
of power relations that their sacrificial ritualachcontrolled, modelled and moulded them
accordingly. The many animals besides human beimaiswere slaughtered indicate a
high level of legitimateviolence, to which they were accustomed. In sumangyiment is
that constant violence was part and parcel of taine-system of the so-called slaughter-
sacrifice. Vernant (1991:293ubstantiates this: “Violence and murder are tlousd at
the core of a sacrifice.” Then, a critic is lefginring if this was the context of brutality
within which Paul referred to Christ adaotnpiov. If so, what necessitated it? What
performativity did such a sacrifice effect? Consagly, it is in this regard that | am
exploring the portrayal of Jesus as sacrifice snsibcio-rhetorical context of which the

sacrificial value-systems constitute a part.

4.5 Sacrifices in Early Christianity and Paul: Metapharisation of Jesus’ Death

In an effort to socio-rhetorically discovarhy Paul describes Jesus as sacrifice,
there is need to deal with the metaphorisation @ug’ sacrifice. And then the
arrangement is to pursue its performativity by giog what has already has been
indicated in the theoretical section.

The bloody sacrifice is central to Christianityc@rantiquity. In Christian teaching,
“God” became incarnate in Jesus Christ for a speeidcomplishment. Early Christian
language, as demonstrated in Pauline epistlegrattrl sacrificial imagery and allusions
to animal sacrifice. In reference to metaphorisgtidifferent sacrificial metaphors were
used to explain the sacrificial notion during iretEarly Christianity, particularly in
Pauline. Yet, Paul goes further than obvious megrand specifies what sort of sacrificial
victim Jesus supposedly had been. The striking adtarstic of this tactic of
amalgamation worthy of notice is that these samxaifi images and allusions like
“sacrifice” and “temple” §lvpor andmaoyo. in 1 Cor. 5:7-8) were applied to areas of
reality that had never been connected to “religibafore (Maria-Zoe 2008:238). Putting
it differently, even if it was very difficult in amguity to distinguish between religion and
everyday social life and culture, Maria-Zoe prowaaformation about how a practice had

been turned into discursive practice.
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Maria-Zoe has explored the fact that Christiangykhnown as a religion without
alters for slaughter, that is “why were Christianag offering animal sacrifices™? Issues of
animal sacrificen ancient from the view point of Greeks, Jews, @mlistianity, and also
fundamental differences relating to their sacrdigystems are explored. Maria-Zoe does
not explore human sacrifices. In her view, thewadt of Christianity towards sacrifices is
“very complicated matter” (2008:211), which complie the issues related to Christians
and sacrifices. Pertaining to Paul, Maria-Zoe hwosthe evidence for “change in the
vertical axis of sacrificial procedure” (:211).dtnoticeable that Paul's terminology, along
with determining the same entities as before, umet a shift fletadopd] towards other
realms of reality. Metaphorical language meant tamhe sections of the line stayed
inoperative at the practical level, but kept thieinctional role at the linguistic level.
Maria-Zoe (2008:240) demonstrates how Christiaraptetrical sacrificial language came
into existence. For example, according to her, iRaukrms like “altar” and “knives,” or
more particularly “sacrifice,” stopped being excaty connected to something hitherto
regarded as sacrificial, and were applied to offeetions of “the horizontal line.” These
were: firstly, an entirely new section that centiedlesus And secondly, other sections
that had to do primarily with activities, such aalues and lifestyles of humanity.
Additionally, by metaphor, the whole setting ofialistic animal slaughter was retained
as an implicit framework of reference, althoughrdi@e was given a wholly new
meaning-**

Maria-Zoe (2008:246-247) also argues that in treose century the criticism of
the apologists directed against pagan animal saerfame to represent an independent
teaching on the practice of offering itself. By itheadical disapproval of pagan cultic
modes, Christian apologists emphasised the diffeslearacter of the Christian God, and
importantly, their distinct way of perceiving theside. From then on, the functions once
performed by animals would be performed within eliéint circumstancesf reality. If
indeed early Christians applied sacrificial metagho areas of reality that had never been

connected to religious sacrifices before then themreld be several ambiguities in the

14 llustratively, in Romans 12:Jpérasthsai ta swmata umwn qusian zwsan], he does not describe an

animal victim which, when brought to the altar, sldbomake Christians recall their bodies. This téghe
would be a Philonic allegory. So, in the first aggt sacrificial metaphors began to come into uggch
alleviated worshipers from the techniques of anisa&kifice (Maria-Zoe 2008:243).
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evocation of sacrificial material in this conte8ubstantially, Paul’'s “metaphorisation” of
ilasthrion into non-sacrificial context creates a dilemma #ne necessitates that some
uncertainties be retained as one pursues its turgti

Stowers (1994:212), Johnson (1997:56-57), Bailep0Q2155) and Keck
(2005:109) see a close parallel to the languagéestis’ death in Romans 3:25 and 4
Maccabees. They argue that the language of 4 Maesab7:22 sharad.aotnpiov and
“blood” with Romans 3:25. However, they differ iagards to whether the two contain
sacrificial connotation. For instance, on the oaad) Stowers (1994:213) insists: “Further
Maccabees shows that the language of Rom 3:25 doeldised without sacrificial
connotations.®* But, on the other hand, Johnson (1997) interghetsmartyrdom of the
seven Maccabean sons and their mother (4 Macc J17a82well asiAootnpiov in
Romans 3:25, in terms of expiation. Johnson (19W%H writes: “...and through the
blood of these devout ones and their death as aat®n {Aootnplov), divine
providence prescribed Israel that previously haénbafflicted.” He then proceeds
vigorously to oppose Stowers” (1994:206-213) arguntieat Romans 3:25 should not be
understood in sacrificial termt$® He conclusively states: “Whatever further nuances
may discover in these phrases, we can state caoilfjdéhat Paul presents the death of
Jesus as the central act of liberation/ redemptisalation by which expiation/
appeasement/ at-one-ment between God and humareccismplished and God’s
righteousness is displayed. The death of the MessiaGod's paradoxical ‘gift’ to
humans” (Johnson 1997:58). Bailey (2000:15) refutes view of iAlaotnpiov as a
sacrificial victim, on the grounds that such padtview is based on the unfamiliarityf

the obtainable linguistic evidence. According tsmhPaul’s representation of Jesus as “a

115 Stowers (1994:206-209) maintains that, duringséaeond temple era, it is the Christian conceptions
of sacrificial atoning death that have been pr@j@dhto ancient Jewish and Mediterranean animaifigzss
by Christian and other Jewish theology. That, ferththe purpose of the sacrificial system espscihié
Judaic temple was neither to atone for persona sor to provide means for dealing with humanity’s
alienation from God. And that the idea of dying suffering for others’ sins is utterly alien to Jslwi
sacrificial system especially the second templerEthe martyr's death (4 Macc. 17:22) had nothingd
with sacrifices or temple cult.

116 According to him, the phraser tw/ odtob oipatt certainly indicates that Jesus’ death is the
defining act of redemption. Here are his three eging lines of evidence that supports the proptszi
Paul's language here has sacrificial overtonest, fthe waylaotrpiov has been used, both in the ritual
description of Torah and in the Martyr’'s death (4dd 22: 17). Second, that Paul elsewhere spealesaf’
death in sacrificial terms (1 Cor 5:17hirdly, Paul in Romans 8:32 alludes to Genesis 22:1@hich God
never spared Jesus but handed him over (Johnsa@nsB)9
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sin offering” elsewhere (Rm 8:3), metaphorisatidoes not ensure an inference that
analogous victim language ought to be present imaws 3:25" This may be true, but
the argument is that there is a “world” with itsdirsive practices of sacrifices that one
also ought to consider, besides the “immediate ecgtitand *“available linguistic
evidence” underlying the text. Since there is comrterminologies oiAaotmpiov and
“blood” in the two texts, then metaphorisation esus’ sacrifice ought to be examined
within the recipients” “world.”

Though opposed to sacrificial connotations, Stow&e94:210) clearly states: “By
referring to Jesus’ death through “blood,” Paul entides the violent nature of his death,
the readers knowing that Jesus died by crucifiXidhere was a ritual of human sacrifice,
although it is uncertain to what extent it had deped before animal-sacrifice (Burkert
1983:43. n.36). If this is really the case, how aasritic account for the explicit depiction
of horror when it is no longer an ordinary animat bather a human being who is to be
sacrificed like a beast? In the light of Stowerk994:206-209) objections, how do these
sacrificial rituals help one to view the portraydlJesus asrootnpiov? How do these
elaborations of sacrifice, specifically a humsacrifice, help me socio-rhetorically to
know the performance afaotnpiov? How can metaphorisation of Jesus’ death in terms
of sacrifice help a critic to understand Roman$28? If these conceptions of sacrifices
have been projected by early Christian and othershetheology, would it be that they
influenced Paul’s portrayal aiaotnpiov? Would it be that traces, discursive elements,
traditions and thoughts about sacrifices in theiearicworld formed Paul’'s view and
portrayal ofidacotnpiov?

With reference to Jesus as an agency in the muwsesacrificial violence,
whichever way one looks at it, constantly and systiécally planned violence, irrefutable
brutality, was part and parcel of Jesus’ sacrifideath (MacArthur 2004:201). An ancient

listener would have known that the crucifixion @sds entailed physical and emotional

1170n the grounds that in Romans 8:3, the phrasei “amartiaj,” is a standard Septuagintal language
for the Levitical “sin offering,” then in Romans2& Jesus is said to be &@motrpiov who is also said to
have shed His blood. Thus, it is commonly assurhed aniAaotnpiov in the ancient world must have
been something that could shed its blood, “saeri6€ atonement.” Bailey agrees that such understgnd
could have been contextually appropriate had itbesn for its false syllogism, which assumes that t
meaning ofiAaotipiov can be determined by the meaning of “blood.” klso unsubstantiated by external
evidence (2000:156).
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series of ruthless cruelty: physical pain, extraageny as he was gruelling that disciples
might keep watch, hostility, scourges, torturesgdling, mockery, disgrace of being spat
upon or beaten, ridicule, torment, sweating bloodis intense grief and sorrow, pain
inflicted by crown of thorns, forcing him to cartlye cross, sleeplessness, hunger, horrible
thirst, dehydration, maximised humiliation, shame aeproach evidenced by placard and
stripping him naked, and torture of having nailsvein through his body that finally
culminated in horrific death (Truman 1965: 56; Sdah 2004:86; MacArthur 2004:193).

In a while | intend to probe into what performatiyvsuch representation of the torturous
sacrifice attained. In the pursuit to answer thannguestion there is need to closely
examine the setting forth of Jesusias.otnpiov, Jesus as an agent in the murderous
sacrificial violence. It is premised that the iptetation of and representation of Jesus as a
sacrifice, within the context of murderous saci#i@aggression, was a rhetorical act. My
argument is that the implied audience drew on aiquéar discursive practice (a
repertoire which made sacrifice to perform or effect; ifas that reason that Jesus can be
named 1Aootnpiov because that discursive practice is evok&ootrpiov is
performative becauseadites it evokes what was seen to be the function ofifsze That

is where the rhetoricity lies in, not in the sacefitself which was nothing but a brutal,
violent act. The brutality of the act functionedrfpematively exactly by virtue of its
violence. Moreover, such a violent sacrificial astist be able to bring an alternative
situation into existence would have been the frahenind of the ancient audience at
Rome.

LT}

Relating to the heartlessness of Jesus’ “sacriftbere is a phrase in Romans 3:25
whose placement has brought about a dispute amaun® scholarships2 In my view,
Paul's appropriations of the terminologies of dawdl practice, albeit in a vague sense

and not at all elaborated, avails room for ambiguitevertheless, the phraggistewj en

118 Some scholars takepistewj en tw autou aimati (v25b)"as modifyingilasthrion (cf. Dunn
1988:172; Bruce 1989:104,107; Godet 1989:153; @&h1990:210; Moo 1996:238), which then reads that
Christ is “propitiation in his blood through faitfNASB). While, others argue that the word orderofars
the view that this phrase modifies faith: “throufgith in his blood” (cf. NIV; Dewelt 1959:55f; Calv
1978:143; Hendriksen 1999:32; Cottrell 2000:262)ar@matically it is very possible to take tw autou
aimati as qualifyingpistewj (cf. KJV; Hodge 1994), but it is an unlikely undersding of the words. “For
Paul, faith is in Jesus Christ, and it is not e@sgee him speaking of faith in blood” (Morris 19882).
Both phrasegistewj and en tw autou aimati, seemingly refer télasthrion; that is effected through faith
and in Christ’s blood. Paul is emphatic from itsition that Christ’s blood alone that brings praion (cf.
Morris 1988:182).
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tw autou aimati” (v25b) may be indicating that Jesus’ death as dbéning act of
“redemption” andilasthrion (Johnson 1997:58). In thmolitical context, rhetorically the
“redemptionary” element here clearly does not éraheological interpretation but this
“redemption” should be seen as integration of “ml&s” into the nation of Israel. It
signifies the conciliation only effected via thefeemativity of sacrifice.

Given this, the key to the sacrificial mechanismslin the murderous cruelty
imposed on Jesus, the victim. The brutal destroabiohis life, offered as a substitute, is
only a means by which sinners enter the sacreddwartthout leaving the profane
(Vernant 1991:293). It is in this regard that dicnnust explore the portrayal of Jesus as
sacrifice in its socio-rhetorical context of whitthe sacrificial value-systems constitute a
part. The argument, so far, is that this constaiérce, indisputable cruelty, was part and
parcel of their value-system of the so-called dteigsacrifice. According to Vernant
(1991:293), violence and murder inseparably forrassential pivot of a sacrifice in the
ancient. However, a critic wonders why the suffgremd death of a person who was
considered to be either a criminal, or a threadoety, was turned into a “sacrifice” or a

measure contributing to demonstrating God'’s justice

4.6 Socio-Rhetorical Significance and Performativity 61Aagtnpiov

The cross was indeed a symbol of shame. On thehand, in the Jewish mind,
crucifixion was a particularly execrable way to.diewas tantamount to hang on a tree
(Deut 21:22-23). It required, thus, that all sucteaitions occur outside the city walls
(Num 15:35; Heb 13:12). But, on the other hand, Rmnans had a slightly different
concept. “Romans made sure that all crucifixionktptace near major thoroughfares in
order to make the condemned person a public exafoplall passersby. So Jesus’
crucifixion took place outside the city, but in @avily trafficked location carefully
selected to make Him a public spectacle” (MacArtd004:196; cf. Swindoll 2004:88).
But still to the Roman citizens, for whom crucifixi signified unmanliness, a powerless
condition, the cross was certainly degradation. @t reason, crucifixion itself was
indeed disgraceful and a torturing event to botysmal and mental.

Despite being a Jew or a non-Jew, crucifixion wadeed ascandalon Socio-

rhetorically the “blood of Jesus” shed by cruciiimievokes the matrix of honour versus
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shame. However, | want to argue that it is pregisscause of the shame attached to
crucifixion that the death of Jesus is metaphoriasdsacrifice. This metaphorisation
enables to add other significant elements suchifastige role of the sacrificer, the
inclusion of a god or deity, the effect of the sz which all contribute to invert the
shame of the crucifixion into the honour of beingqde a sacrifice. Hovering in the
background is the value Paul concedes to his im@igdience. So valuable are they that
God was prepared to sacrifice his own Son in omlé&@ring them into the nation of Israel,
thereby also exhibiting his justice and righteogsnéd have argued that the violence of
this sacrificial act, offensive though it may be imodern readers, would have been
completely in line with the value-system of antiguvhere institutionalised violence was
often associated with the noble death. It is is tantext that | have answered the question
“which accomplishments the metaphorisation of Jedesth achieved.”

I have pointed out that scholars have been intdlesh the meaning of

1Aaotnplov with alternatives being: “propitiation,” “propitiary sacrifice,” “expiation,”
“mercy-seat,” and “atoning sacrifice.” | have prefvlatised these alternatives. As a result,
this dissertation has exploréadihy Paul describes Jesus @siotrpiov.” These major
models of interpretations sought their substamtatria harmonisation by finding other
texts of comparable tendency. In addition, harmaiioa implied decontextualisation,
which ignores the contingents of the rhetoricalation, an exigency or a problematisation
that is pertinent to the specific context, parécuctors, such as encoded author, implied
audience, real author, real audience, charactemsand the force of persuasion and the
evocation of a socio-cultural world in which theaments would appear sensible. | have
applied three-pronged rhetorical models that take deliberations the social-cultural and
the religio-political contexts.

Firstly, in reference to the comparison, sacrificehe antiquity already implied
comparison, as argued sacrifice entailed compariddns had implications. Jesus’
“sacrifice” was represented as to effect partnershi may have targeted to effect
fellowship and companionship between the non-Javdsthe Jews. Paul's exhibition of
Jesus as sacrifice may have been a rhetorical @ttteerrestabliskcommunio It stands to
reason that such association enacted by a saczifitaéled more elements of comparison. |

have indicated that in Romans 3:25 it is an “obg®uperior quality” that was sacrificed.
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My argument is that the superiority of the supendject sacrificed was to show the
extreme superiority of the act to bring the nongelgo into the fold of the Israel nation.
It stands to reason that if Jesus, tremendousiyiggsvalues, is sacrificed in order for the
non-Jews to become part of the Jews, extreme valassigned to the non-Jews. It is
worth to note that Paul is indicating to his nomidf implied audience the qualitative
extent of the honour bestowed upon them by Godisiaaotrpiov. Since they were
regarded of such value to God, he was preparedaddfise his son for the sake of
including the non-Jews into the nation of Israel.

Considerably, the presenting of Jesusiasotnpiov also served in the ethnic
politics, the Jews in comparison with the non-Jdwis. probable that it functioned in the
context of Romans’ interpersonal politics of redas between the implied audience, the
Jews, the non-Jews, the Christianised non-Jews tlaadChristianised Jews. For the
endorsement of social solidarity (Bell 1992:216f tnterpretation of Jesus as a sacrifice
enacted the inclusiveness of the non-Jews amonglitehamic family. That is to say, the
demonstration of Jesus &sootnpiov produced association and partnership between the
Jews and the non-Jews. As an aspect of social dason, it functioned to bind them
together. As a result Paul claims that there igisnction between the Jews and the non-
Jews (Kruse 2012:193). It integrated those regaegetbutsiders” to be “insiders” again
while at the same time it affirmed the status aowigr of “insiders.” It drew the non-Jews
into the Jewish family, God’s special kindred. ¥sdeath taken as the “mode of
initiation” (Weiler 2007:49-51) it inaugurated timeembership of the non-Jews with full
rights into the Jewish community.

The Jews versus the non-Jews interpersonal issoesequently, formed the
ethno-geographical context within whicthaotpiov amended the Jews’' ethnic
privileges in order to accommodate the latter & fdmily of Abraham. So the interactive
social context within which such a portrayal wasessary, and the effect it had, was to
convince the addressees that God had brought tlaeknibto his own legitimate sphere,
through faith. Further, within the context of thisry politics, it demonstrates that God's
justice in association with wrath (Elliott 2008:304nd Abrahamic lineage are racially
inapplicable, which is probably a universalisatioh Jewish ethnicity. “Negatively,

disobedience can disqualify Jews from genuine caweh relationship. Positively,
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obedience can qualify Gentiles for such status'mpal999:39). Furthermore, it can be
argued that the portrayal of Jesussotnpiov introduces a political debate concerning
the collective inclusiveness of the non-Jews indhesen race. This is proved in chapter
four of Romans as the paradigmatic Abraham whotagesl as the father of “all”
believers, the circumcised and the non- circumcidgimately, then,iAaotnpiov
inaugurates a distinct genealogy where the Jews thaednon-Jews share the same
paradigmatic father. Therefore, the metaphorisatbdesus’ death as sacrifice is used
within the context of the demolition of boundariestween these parties. It was used in
deliberative rhetoric and signifies the end of “dérs” as they became “insiders.” There
is comparison between the Jews and the non-Jews,citcbtumcised and the non-
circumcised, the Christianised non-Jews and thes@mised Jews, and that of the
Abrahamic lineage.

Secondly, if the foregoing comparative factors afrgice are conceded, then the
presentation of Jesus as a sacrifice brought aboekchange of values within Jews-and-
non-Judean intersects. Metaphorising Jesuslastrpiov within ethnicity (race) and
status (reputation) evokes not only comparisonaed exchange of values. This entails
two aspects, the first being, under ambit of thengarative as constitutive rhetorical
component of depicting Jesus as a sacrifice, leatbat the metaphorisation of Jesus’
death had ultimate value. | have indicated that'tigect” sacrificed in this instance is of
superior quality, it was not vegetables, animalamy human beings who were sacrificed
but Jesus, God’s own son, who is unquestionablyhnoore than all in their hierarchical
society. Most probably Paul displays Jesus asfgachecause he wanted to point out that
God was ready to sacrifice his exceptionally passtson on behalf of the non-Jewish
Christian believers (who are subsequently regaedeextremely valuable). For a superior
race to be created, they needed a superior s#rifictim, Jesus.

Nevertheless, Paul could have used a differentphetathaniAactrpiov. Yet he
used this specific metaphor in a non-Jewish contétat did that signify? It stands to
reason that if the Son of God, who features exthemmigh, is sacrificed in order for the
non-Jews to become part of the Jews, extreme visluassigned to the non-Jews.
Otherwise if they were valueless Jesus would hagenbretained. In my view,

1Aootnplov bought about a normalisation of a situation, bonbemalisation in terms of a
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hierarchy of values. If Jesus is sacrificed with purpose of integrating the non-Jews into
Jewish family, then Jews are regarded more valudldebelong to the chosen nation of
Israel was cherished ideal and privileged value; dht of purification, rendered via the
performativity of sacrifice, restored this positjidhereby introducing both a situation of
normalcy and hierarchy of values.

The implication of the foregoing is that the valolethe covenantal relationship
sanctioned byAootnpiov was regarded superior to that of Jesus. An indalidbecame a
sacrificial victim to authorise a covenantal redaship-whose value was outstandingly
superior. It signifies that “new and superior rab@d certain superior values, so integral
to the existence of the Abrahamic family, that oth&lues like those of Jesus had to be
sacrificed. Owing to the remarkable importancemfenantal relationship, however, Jesus
had higher value as argued. Jesus, the sacrifimaim, inaugurated the membership of
the non-Jews into Abrahamic lineage which is récialapplicable, thus the construction
of a “new and superior race.” But then this “racge”"where the values of the current
(Graeco-Roman-Jewish) have been perfected, whepareah to the “old race.” Besides
these covenantal issues, it is notable that whatltaal refrained from doing in the case of
Abraham, that is, by withholding him from sacrifigi Isaac, he has not refrained from
doing it himself and sacrificed his son.

In my view, the notion ofilactnpiov remains ambiguous, but part of that
ambiguity can also be its vague association with dark, where the suggestion of the
covenant derives from. Arguably the presentationJefus asiAaotnpiov, in the
sacrificial context may have had two dimensionset@ant, an inclusion into the covenant
with the nation of Israel; and Abraham genealoggcaming part of that nation (Rm 4).
One may ask: Can the other dimensions of the Albnastary be neglected? However,
Paul did not continue the\aotrpiov metaphor into the Abraham genealogy because it
was important to demonstrate the possibility ofluson into the nation of God, but
should one exclude hovering in the background ef idanac incident evoked by the
sacrificial context especially when “faith” is alsecalled. YesAoaotnptov is deliberately
kept ambiguous but its performativity rests upotatmn and citation refers us to the
repertoire of terminologies, values and princip@silable from which an audience will
be able to draw.
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Thirdly, if the preceding arguments about the cartsion of a “new and superior
race” and the exchange of communal values are alglesetheniAootnpiov inaugurated
values that had to be retained. The performativityesus’ sacrifice is that it generated a
reality where a particular set of values were gigpecial considerations to be retained
rather than the ethnic privileges like circumcisi@y effectively shifting a certain set of
values to one side, the metaphorisation of Jesasifiee iAaotnpiov] inaugurated the
survival as well as inclusiveness of the non-Jéwastsiders,” into a distinct Abrahamic
genealogy. Within their set of communal values,eacéndant of Abraham, especially
“new and superior race,” was distinctively distimable from all others. To Paul’'s non-
Jewish implied audience “sacrificing” Jesus reinéat initiation. Through it a non-Jew
became a member of Abrahamic genealogy with fglits (Weiler 2007:40-55).

Subsequently, the interpretation of Jesus as dfisacmvalidates Jews’ racial
privileges: circumcision, boastfulness, and sejhteousness based on their meritorious
works!*® The metaphorisation of Jesus’ sacrifice, his pget asiAaotnpiov, functioned
as a conclusion to what precedes: the inconsistandyhypocrisy of the pretentious the
Jews. It also acted as an introduction of the stafuthe Jews’ boastfulness, which it
terminates. In such a setting, with the intentibraocommodating the non-Jews as true
off-springs of Abraham, faith in the “sacrificedésus modifies Jews’ civil liberties. As
the flow of the blood, during their circumcisiorshered the Jews into that lineage so now
the flow of Jesus’ sacrificial blood having beeregented adlasthrion denotes and
signifies the admittance of the non-Jews into thety covenantal ancestry. If
circumcision was a mark of absolute maleness, tiherilow of Jesus’ sacrificial blood is
to be regarded as ultimate masculinity. My argumienthat Jesus’ death is “noble”
because it is a death that accomplishes sometam@gct which may been offensive to
contemporary sensitivities owing to the violendaeted to it, but since Jesus’ death was
seen as a noble death. It is represented as a testlhe voluntary endured, it was

regarded not as scandalous or a shame but an laim®uleed. Solootrpiov functions

119 Seemingly, circumcision is emphasised here becafiske association between the origin of its
practices and Abrahams’ story. According to Withgton (2004:126), “Circumcision was believed toegiv
access to heaven or the Messianic kingd@mD 16.4-6; Jubilees 15:31-332). It was no mere rjtaal in
any case it came to be seen as the sign of bothlttehamic and the Mosaic covenants.... Paul, howéser
attempting to distinguish these covenants and ¢messt significance to circumcision that confirmether
than takes precedents over, Abraham being coustedlaeous through faith.”
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as a metaphory that firstly removes shame becéaseftensiveness of a criminal deed is
sidetracked, but secondly, it is infused here \wh#lhvalues attached to what was regarded
as a noble death, that is death that acted, tfzatteh that performed, that accomplished
and that normalised a situation in terms of a Inodna of values. Most appropriately, in
my view, 1Aagtnpiov by accomplishing “purification” brought about insluity of the
outsiders. To put it differently, for Paul to inflace his audience, as circumcision was a
sign of inclusivity and manliness so is Jesugiotnpiov. The blood of Jesus rendered
the blood of circumcision unproductive. Accordinglit terminated another ritual.
Moreover, it may also have necessarily closed ¢ing Iseries of the Levitical sacrifices.
Understanding Jesus as a sacrifice, as a resniinded the non-Jews two things: their
inferior status due to the fact that they were régd as “outsiders,” “dirty,” and through
such a “sacrifice,” under influence of the poweritfalisation, they are now privileged of
being part and parcel of Abraham’s covenantal ieiahip with all privileges thereof.
Given this, definitely such inclusivity must havadha higher value that had to be attained
only through Jesus’ death. This could only hapgdethe sacrificial act was regarded
forceful enough to enact anything, the empowerméntualisation.

In summation, | have demonstrated that a socioarivaetl appraisal ofAaotnpiov
requires that the sacrificial context be taken extoount. | have argued that scholars have
been interested in the meaning ofaotnpiov. | have problematised their main
alternatives: “propitiation,” “expiation,” and “mey-seat.” The reason for problematising
these major models is that these interpretationsglgo their substantiation via
harmonisation by finding other texts of similardency. This harmonisation also implied
decontextualisation, ignoring the contingents @f thetorical situation, which is pertinent
to the specific context, particular actors inclgdencoded author, implied audience, real
author, real audience, characterisation, the fafc@ersuasion and the evocation of a
socio-cultural world in which the arguments wouldpeaar sensible. As a result, this
dissertation has explorésocio-rhetoricallywhy Paul described Jesusiasi.otnpiov.”

| have argued that the portrayal of Jesus as sagriisilaotnpiov, entailed
brutality, institutionalised violence, and how tk®lence that accompanied sacrifice
would have been acceptable within the context nblale death, how such a noble death

would have catapulted death by crucifixion whichswagarded as shameful into the
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sphere of the honourable, actually one of the rhosburable acts, how this death was
deliberately metaphorised asootnptiov in order to divert the attention from scandalous
death to honourable epithet, albeit ambiguous mmgeof covenant and sacrifice.
Moreover, the metaphorisation of Jesus’ deathAastrpiov performed to shade the
shame of the crucifixion facilitating the acceptanof a crucial element in Paul's
argumentation concerning the inclusivity of the fJemws in the Abrahamic family, the
righteousness also for the non-Jews. Regardlebsinfy a Jew or a non-Jew, crucifixion
was indeed ascandalon Socio-rhetorically the “blood of Jesus’ shed hbyaifixion
evokes the matrix of honour versus shame. | hawrear on how the notion of
1Aaotnplov created a somewhat ambiguous space with a reatocjli inclination
allowing for those who have been despised (theJ®s, the “insiders”) to be integrated
into the nation of God, shame inverted into honolin a certain extent the
metaphorisation ofAaogtnpiov softens the blow for the non-Jewish implied audén
because a death by crucifixion would not have gime&n well with a Roman audience.
On the other hand, sacrifice was part and parcelvefyday life in Rome, formed part of
their value-system, a system that institutionalised glorified violence.

Furthermore, | have maintained that sacrifices e tantiquity entailed
comparisons. | have indicated that in Romans 3:&ban “object of superior quality” that
was sacrificed, Jesus. It stands to reason th#&tdgiis, tremendously has high values, is
sacrificed in order for the non-Jews to become phtthe Jews, extreme value is assigned
to the non-Jews. My argument is that the supeyiafitthe superior object sacrificed was
to show the extreme superiority of the act to bting non-Jews also into Jewish nation.
Since the non-Jews were considered valuable to ®aalpoint of sacrificing his son for
their sake. Considerably, the presenting of Jesusctrpiov also served in the ethnic
politics, the Jews in comparison with the non-Jews.

Turning again to the notion aflaotnplov’s performativity, the presentation of
Jesus ashaotnplov performed an act, meaning that his death is pattdy have acted,
enacted, and accomplished something. As performaiist, it effected partnership, it
establishedommunio It integrated those regarded as “outsiders” téimsders,” it drew
the non-Jews and then inaugurated their membenstaghe Jewish community with full

rights. To be a member of the chosen Jewish natias cherished ideal and honoured
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value; the act of purification, rendered via thef@enativity of sacrifice, restored this
position, thereby introducing both a situation @frmalcy and hierarchy of values. So
what was actually at stake were the political $itues, in this case the conflict between
the “insiders” and the “outsiders,” and in suchecgsurification” is required. Purification
was a mechanism to entrench and empower boundédedseen ‘“insiders” and
“outsiders.” It normalised a situation, it broughbout an alternative situation into
existence, it sanctioned the construction of a “nawd superior race,” it produced
inclusivity, it endorsed social solidarity, it fuimemed to bind individuals together. It
integrated those regarded as foreigners to be ematdgain while at the same time it
confirmed the status and power of latter. Ultimatelaotnpiov brings about a different
genealogy into effect where the circumcised and rtbe-circumcised share the same
paradigmatic father. The interpretation of Jesus aassacrifice chiefly sanctioned
partnership and companionship between the non-3@dshe Jews. | have also argued
that as the flow of the blood during circumcisicshared the Jews into the Jewish family
tree, so now the flow of Jesus’ sacrificial bloazllcl have designated the admittance of
the non-Jews into Jewish covenantal ancestry. Qoesely, then, Jesus’ “sacrifice” may
have invalidated Jews’ racial privileges such ascumcision, boastfulness and self-
righteousness that founded on their meritorioushaeisms.

Furthermore, it is important to note that | havelega three-pronged rhetorical
models that took into deliberations the socialimalt and the religio-political contexts.
The Traditional Rhetorical Criticism enabled meptovide significance to the structure of
Romans 3:25-26, as well as the attention pa@ptmstrophesnabled me to foreground the
interactional dynamic performing in the text. | kaargued thaapostrophen service of
stasis theory necessity several “Jewish” elements reddfingospel, Jew, sacrifice,
“Jewishness,” Abraham, circumcision, God'’s rightemess, boasting, andaotnpiov
itself. Without these redefinitions the notionatiotnpiov could not have been sensible.
| have demonstrated how patron versus client oelakip emerged in the depiction of
1Aootnplov as a gift from God, evidence of his righteousnass, how riposte operated
in dislodging the non-Jews from their social positand relocating them within the nation
of God. It can indeed therefore be said that thiéopmativity of iAagtrpiov happens by

virtue of an intersecting of several underlyingiabmatrices. Finally, in my view, what is
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at stake is also the identification of the implagdlience with the notion ohaotrpiov as
those who benefited. Yet, | have not placed theltggcal issues such as “propitiation,”
“expiation,” and “mercy-seat” on the table for cemplation for an implied audience.

Thus, | will briefly pay attention to them in mystaconcluding chapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSION

5.1 Recapitulation of the Issues ConcerningAaotrpiov

Throughout this dissertation | have examined thestjans of the “what” versus
the “why.” “What is the meaning dfAaotnpiov (hilasteion)” versus “why has the
death of Christ been metaphorised &sxotnpiov.” | have indicated that the
interpretation oiAaotrpiov has reached a relative impasse which can be asktgrthe
imposition of a theological framework using a theof language which restricts to the
meaning of the text, while neglecting its perforivigt. Despite of uniformity among
theologians that the meaning of the text shouldipgcentre space, the enquiries of both
Bible translators and Pauline scholars have vyieldd@terent meanings as far as
1Aaotnplov is concerned.

The argument is that the difficulty concerning i$erpretation often arises in

connection withilaotnpiov itself. Its meaning is clear enough, but its gaitar use in
Romans 3:25 is variously understood with unceryaihthave demonstrated that Bible
translators as well as Pauline scholars (cf. Abt2@00:260; Witherington 2004:108;
Tobin 2004:134-135; Keck 2005:109; Stevenson 2(8@ Hultgren 2011:150, 157,
Kruse 2012:186) have scrutinised and rendered #aning ofidactrpiov differently.
In other words, what Paul means by designatingslasihootnpiov is indeed a subject
of great debate (Moo 1996:231), yet without unatynas to its meaning (Cottrell
2000:260). This has caused much perplexity prorgpsaveral scholars to resort to
different translations and interpretations.

Taking1Aaotnplov as neuter substantive, Pauline scholars have ddcsisarply
on whether iAaotrprov refers to “mercy seat,” “expiation” siiner-ward, or
“propitiation” (God-wargd and they have justified their decisions in difier ways (cf.
Witherington 2004:108; Tobin 2004:134-135; Keck 20M9; Stevenson 2008:89-90;
Hultgren 2011:150, 157). | have argued and inditdteat there are some overlaps
between these three main interpretations and tais e assigned to the notion of

sacrifice that persistently hovers in the backgtbwhenilootnpiov is used. These
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interpretations, with the objective to contribute the meaning of a lexeme such as
1Aaotnplov, have frequently operated from two core assumgptidfirstly, that the
meaning of the textesidesin a word, iAaotnpiov. And secondly, thatAaotnpiov
possesses some kind afre meaning/s, thereby actually decontextualisingdhecept,
allowing it a universal meaning, without ponderitgyaptumwithin a specific rhetorical
situation. It is in this context that this probldmas plunged Pauline scholarship into
divergent inconclusive arguments. Also partly beeatheir approaches did not require
them to pay attention to thevhy” question, their main issueghat Paul'siAootrpiov
means. | have argued that to determine the meaming.ootnpiov distracts from
considering its performativity. As a result, thimidy had the why” as its focus and
sought to give it clarification.

The notion ofidaotnpiov occurs within a configuration of other theologigall
laden concepts, such &scotoobvn andmriotij as well. As much as these concepts are
related tadlootnptlov, less attention was paid to them and moreltartipiov. This is
because firstly, for this enquiijhootrpiov has been the focus and equal attention paid
to other terms within this configuration would hata&en me beyond the scope of this
dissertation. Secondly, sacrifice as the contestiwiwhichilaotnpiov may be more
appropriately interpreted is peculiarly absent agnothmeological interpretations.
Furthermore, | have discovered that from completéfferent angles using dissimilar
approaches, although scholars’ understanding oft whaotnpiov may differ, they
actually agree on the meaning&@koioctvn and miotij. | am reminded again of Bell
(2002) and Bailey (2000) who subscribe to “mercgtsand are opposed to Ziesler's
(1997) “expiation” but do agree oBikaioovvn as a reference to God's salvific
faithfulness. Against thgustitia distributivaview of dtkatoovvn which “propitiation”
supporters (Moo 1996; Stott 1995 and Cottrell 20@®)e advocated. Yet, in respect to
the meaning oftiotij, these very scholars have opted for objectivetiyeniThere are
those who agree on the meaningxd.otnpiov but actually disagree on the meaning of
dikonoovvn and/ormiotij. Examples here include Johnson (1997), Ziesled{1and
Craig (2001) who argue for “expiation,” Ziesler aedsdiikaioovvn here to be referring

to God’s saving faithfulness while Craig understaitdasjustitia distributiva Yet, these
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two scholars prefer an objective genitive afiotij, against Johnson’s (1997) view
which supports a subjective genitive. It has theeefrather clearly emerged that a
problem regarding the meaning Wfo.otnpiov exists among interpretations that incline
towards a more theological interpretative framework

| have problematised “propitiation,” “expiation” @n “mercy-seat” as
interpretational models forhaotnpiov. These models sought their substantiation via
harmonisation by finding other texts of similar lination and tendency, but, such
harmonisation entailed decontextualisation, thatigisoring the contingents of the
rhetorical situation, an exigency or a probleméatsathat was pertinent to the specific
context, particular actors, for instance encodetiraal author, implied and real audience,
author, persuasion and the evocation of a socios@llworld in which those arguments
would emerge reasonable. These theological modéigropitiation,” “expiation,” and
“mercy-seat” which neglected the rhetorical sitoati cannot but lead to a
misunderstanding afAa.otnpiov and a misappreciation of the political effect lo¢ tuse
of this metaphor signified within a paradigm of fpemativity. Consequently, applying
the three-pronged rhetorical approaches to my eéeabled me to move the discussion
away from a purely textual, away from the harmoina of “ideas,” away from a
traditional theological paradigm thinking only ierins of soteriology and the salvific to a
paradigm where the rhetorical, to where the sami#thral and the religio-political
contexts has been taken into consideration.

In this dissertation, | have also identified as ohéhe main problems the fact that
interpreters, in their desire to establish the nmgaof the text, have given preference to
focus on the What' of the text, neglecting attempts to pay attenttonthe fwhy’
question. It was therefore also a constitutive pafrtthe dissertation to consider
methodological issues. The questiavhy’ shifted the project’s focus from the meaning
of the text and the implication éfaotnpiov to the performativity of the text, which
entailed asking different questions. | have fouhdttthe socio-rhetorical approach
complemented by Traditional Rhetorical Criticisfoaled me to locate the interpretation
of Romans 3:25-26, and specificallj)aotnpiov, within an interpretative framework

assisting in responding to the questiorhy.”
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5.2 A Socio-Rhetorical Approach toiAaotnpiov

Part of my problem was to shift the focus from theaning of the text only, that
is, the What' to the performativity of the text, namely the gtien “‘why,” and since the
problem of establishing only the meaning of the tean be seen to operate from a linear
perspective, taking the text as entity operatingoe level only. So it became necessary
not only to integrate insights from Traditional Rivécal Criticism, but also to expand the
analysis to Romans 1-4 in order to situate 3:2%32&n interactional perspective on the
text. That is to say, | opted to approach Romar2s-26, in particular the lexeme
1Aaotnprov, from broad to narrow in two ways: firstly methdalgically by embedding
Socio-Rhetorical Criticism within Traditional Rheiwal Criticism and secondly, by
expanding the analysis from Romans 3:25-26 to Renla#. In addition to Traditional
Rhetorical Criticism, both Robbins (1996a, 1996)ci8-Rhetorical Criticism and
Schissler Fiorenza's (1999) rhetorical model of lymis of a rhetorical situation
spearheaded this rhetorical critical enquiry. Tfeee the aim of this study was to
explore Wwhy socio-rhetorically Paul describes Jesushasrtripiov. Or which rhetorical
situation invited the utterance and the portraydl desus asilaoTtnpiov?
Methodologically |1 have therefore designed a “tenstic screen” allowing me to
demonstrate how the problem Tfaotnpiov's interpretation is intricately interwoven
with the rhetorical interaction peculiar to a rhetal situation. The designed “terministic
screen” allowed the asking and the answering df suestions.

The three different complementing approaches weee for various reasons. The
use of Traditional Rhetorical Criticism allowed fame, a demarcation of a rhetorical
unit; two, the identification of phases in the drétal dispositiq three, the flow of the
argument; and most important four, the recognibbRomans 3:25-26 as almost pivotal
in its summation of the preceding argument andaygicipating in introductory fashion
theexemplunof Romans 4. In addition, the Traditional RhetakiCriticism required that
attention be paid to the notion of the Rhetoricéii&ion with its various constituents,
such as author, encoded author versus implied aceliand audience. | have again
followed the model of Schissler-Fiorenza, the m@aason being that the Rhetorical
Situation necessitated a move away from only sirattelements on the surface of the

text to interactional categories that had to benakto consideration.
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In addition to rhetorical structure, argumentatieehniques and the constituents
of the rhetorical situation, Traditional Rhetoric@lriticism also allowed for the
identification ofapostrophewhich has been significantly useful in exposing degree of
Paul's identification with his non-Jewish impliedidkence and its implications for
1Aaotnplov. | have demonstrated how thapostrophehas aligned the encoded author
and the implied audience on one side watching tim¢est or spectacle of encoded author
in debate with the Jewish interlocutor. In conrmttio apostrophein Romans, | have
argued that the implied audience had directly legaged alongside the encoded Paul to
witness and confirm that the self-righteous Jew hadshield in himself. Through
apostrophethe non-Jewish implied audience realised thaislaad functioned for them
as amAoaotnplov with the purpose of enacting their inclusivitydmbraham'’s dynasty.

It had been made clearer to them that without Jeswsificial death they had no chance
of being incorporated into the nation of the unsarGod. For sure faith had eliminated
bragging as in the case of Abrahaxrempluma paradigmatic ancestral forebedboth
the Jews and the non-Jews.

| have indicated that both Traditional Rhetoricaiti©@sm slanting the argument
towards an identification with a non-Jewish implaaglience, as well as Socio-Rhetorical
Criticism, prompting towards taking particular sdcmatrices as determinative in the
performativity of discourse, require that the damdl context be seen as the source
framework from which the notion aflootnpiov would have made sense. What has
often been deliberately by-passed or treated amphmeal as to the interpretation of
1Aaotnplov has emerged as crucial within the parametersrbgtorical interpretation.
To expose the text's performativity, | attemptedatswer questions such as: what could
be the enactments ohootnpiov in the context of sacrificial brutality of the amtity?
What did the metaphorisation of Jesus’ death aeffid\have argued and retained various
possibilities as far aslaotnpiov’s performativity is concerned. Indeed, one caruarg
that such socio-rhetorical results are importarabee they lead me to the conclusion
that the acceptability of a sacrificial context the implied audience both in terms of a
world where violence was institutionalised, butoails terms of the possibility that they
would have regarded the shameful death of Christoasurable against the background

of the conventional noble death. Additionally, &mrhs of the patron versus client matrix,
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this had even been made more acceptable for thémg begift from God. Finally, it is
also the socio-rhetorical dimension that has detnatesl to what extent politics was here
at the order of the day and that theological imegiions have to take into consideration
the politics of this section (Rm 3:21-31).

5.3 Metaphorisation of Jesus’ Death as a “Sacrifice” ad Performativity of
1AooTnplov

Up to this point | have more or less focused omtie¢hodological but from here |
wish to bring together the lines as fariaaotnpiov’s performativity within the context
of the rhetorical interaction and situation is cemed. The rhetoricalispositiooffered a
tentative demarcation of a working area. The rheabrposition of Romans 3:21-31
within thedispositioand its rhetorical role enabled Paul to identityp$elf with his non-
Jewish audience and to redefine the Jewishness. didueissions of the rhetorical
dispositio have elaborated the ethno-geographical contextiwitvhich iAaotnpiov
amends the Jews’ ethnic privileges with the intantof the “outsiders” becoming
“insiders.” Dispositio has acted as the foreground for impartiality tfeatilitated the
accommodation of the non-Jews in the Abrahamic lfamihich is 1Aaotnpiov’s
performativity. | have also argued thapostrophein service ofstasistheory had
numerous Jewish fundamentals redefined: gospel, skawifice, “Jewishness,” Abraham,
circumcision, God's righteousness, boasting, ahdotnpiov itself. Without these
redefinitions the notion ofilaotnpiov would not have been sensible. | have
demonstrated also how patron versus client relsiisznemerged in the depiction of
1Aaotnplov as a gift from God, evidence of his righteousnass, how riposte operated
in dislodging the non-Jews from their social pasitiand relocating them within the
nation of God. This enabled me to argue that wresdt at stake was the identification of
the implied audience with the notionfo.aotrpiov.

With regards to the performativity, | have maintnthat the presentation of
Jesus asAootnplov performed an act. Jesus’ death was portrayed te keaacted.
Substantially, framing the notion dflasthrion into the context ofapostrophehad
several functions. The metaphorisation of Jesuatidand his portrayal adootrpiov

had a number of tasks. It served in the politiceack of the Jews verses the non-Jews. It
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functioned as a symbol of belief and thus admissibmon-Jews as true offspring of
Abraham. In such a context, faith in Jesusiksthrion served to modify the Jews’
ethnic privileges to facilitate the accommodatiohtiee non-Jews in the family of
Abraham. The interpretation of Jesus as a sacrdivefly sanctioned partnership and
companionship between the non-Jews and the JewgeHAsrmative act, it effected
partnership, it integrated those regarded as “deits? to be “insiders.” Jesus as
1Aaotnpilov effected a social solidarity among the non-Jewd the Jews. It moreover
terminated another ritual, namely the blood of §asmdered the blood of circumcision
fruitless. The blood of Jesus depicted the bloodrelimcision unproductive.

To put it differently, as circumcision was a signrelusivity and manliness so is
the Jesusirootnplov. It stands to reason that if circumcision was akntd absolute
maleness, then the flow of Jesus’ sacrificial blosdto be regarded as ultimate
masculinity. | have argued that as the flow of bheod during circumcision ushered the
Jews into the Jewish family tree, so now the fldwl@sus’ sacrificial blood authorised
the entrance of the non-Jews into Jewish covendinedge. | have argued that Paul
problematised the physical circumcision as critefar exclusion, as he metaphorised the
death of Jesus as.ootnpiov which now signifies inclusion. Ultimatelyilasthrion
brought about a different genealogy into effect rehthe non-Jews now have been
included within the range of God’s righteousnesiisTimplies that they have been
integrated into the nation of God and where algocthcumcised and the non-circumcised
share the same paradigmatic father. This inclusioned exclusivity of the non-Jews
from Abrahamic family into inclusivity and magnifiehonour. It honourably brought
about inclusivity of the “outsiders.” Reciprocaljbraham is the ancestral forebeafr
the Jews and the non-Jews. There are also permdistodgements that resulted to this
inclusivity.

Metaphorising the death of Jesus as “sacrifice”p@&t of an argument of
comparison and that socio-rhetorical criticism ceilggl me to a consideration of the
exchange of values at work in instances of “seififiae” or instances of familial
sacrifices. My methodology elevated the metaphtosaof death as sacrifice as a
rhetorical strategy that would work in a world ofsfitutionalised violence and the
conventions of noble death. | have maintained #aatifices in the antiquity entailed
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comparisons. In accordance with comparison elemegsacrificing in the antiquity, |
have indicated that in Romans 3:25 it was an “dbgdcsuperior quality” that was
sacrificed (Jesus). In that case, the superiofitthe superior object sacrificed was to
show the extreme superiority of the act to bringnlbon-Jews into the fold of a “superior”
nation. If Jesus tremendously had high values, thed sacrificed with the purpose of
ensuring that the non-Jews became part of the Jbaus,extreme value was assigned to
the non-Jews. Logically then the superiority of superior object sacrificed confirmed
the tremendous superiority of the act that brodlgatnon-Jews into the fold of the Israel
nation. It was because God regarded the non-Jews fecious that he is presented to
have sacrificed his valuable son with the aim dégnating them. Considerably, the
portrayal of Jesus ad.aotnpiov served in the ethnic politics, the Jews in comparis
with the non-Jews. | have demonstrated that Je@wegrifice” primarily endorsed
partnership. It functioned in the context of Romangerpersonal politics of relations
between the implied audience, the Jews, the nos;Jéw Christianised non-Jews and
the Christianised Jews. As an aspect of socialatimaion, it functioned to bind them
together (Kruse 2012:193).

To belong to the chosen nation of Israel was chedsideal with privileged
values, the act of purification, rendered via tleef@mativity of sacrifice, restored this
position, thereby introducing both a situation @frmalcy and hierarchy of values. If
these views are conceded, Jesus’ “sacrifice” edtedellowship and companionship
between the non-Jews and the Jews. For the endemseoh social solidarity (Bell
1992:216), the interpretation of Jesus as a seerénacted inclusiveness. Jesus’ death,
taken as the “mode of initiation” (Weiler 2007:49}5inaugurated the membership of
non-Jews with full rights into Jewish community (Mée 2007:40-55). It drew non-Jews
into Jewish family. It integrated those regarded“@stsiders” to be “insiders.” The
interpretation of Jesus as a sacrifice relativibedsuperiority claims of the Jews.

The presenting of Jesus asootnpiov was a rhetorical attempt to establish
communio As a result, | have argued that what was actusllgtake were the political
situations, the conflict between the “insiders” ahe “outsiders,” which necessitated
“purification.” | have displayed that purificatiowas a mechanism to entrench and

empower boundaries between “insiders” and “outsidelt normalised a situation, it
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brought about an alternative situation into exisggrit sanctioned the construction of a
“new and superior race,” it produced inclusivity, endorsed social solidarity, it
functioned to bind individuals together. It integh those regarded as foreigners to be
natives again while at the same time it confirmieel $tatus and power of latter. If this
association and partnership are acknowledgeal®e, ghch a sacrifice entailed elements
of comparison. There is comparison between the d@dsthe non-Jews, the circumcised
and the non-circumcised, between the “insiders” dred“outsiders,” the Christianised
non-Jews and the Christianised Jews, and thatoAlinahamic lineage.

| have stressed thatootnpiov simultaneously evoked shame and honour. | have
argued that to a Roman, crucifixion, Jesus’ sa&jfiwas indeed shameful. Yet, this
“scandalous” event, the portrayal of Jesuslasstrpiov, was infused with honour by
having it redefined as a “gift,” a precious “giffiat brought about their inclusivity into
Abrahamic family. | have argued that the deathesiu3 as sacrifice removed shame from
his death, then catapults him into a superior posibf honour, and then catapults the
non-Jewish audience into an even more superiotipof honour because the sacrifice
of God’s son was on their behalf. Thereby Pauldagid to his non-Jewish implied
audience the qualitative extent of the honour lestb upon them by God’s act,
1Aaotnplov. Otherwise if they were valueless Jesus wouldhawe been sacrificed, but
retained. Since they were regarded of such val@&o he was prepared to sacrifice his
son for the sake of including the non-Jews intas@apérior” nation. In this sense then
Jesus’ death was “noble” because it was a deattaticamplished something.

Relating to its transforming of a shameful deatio ian honourable death, | have
also argued that the “manliness” of Jesus was mdedcwith the idea of noble death
widespread within the Roman Empire during the twhehis letter. Although it was an
act which may be offensive to contemporary sensés owing to the violence attached
to it, but since Jesus’ death was seen as a nelalh.dit was notable that whereas God
refrained Abraham from sacrificing Isaac, he hatsrafvained from doing it himself. He
has sacrificed his son owing to the value attachatie non-Jews. Paul represented it as
a death that Jesus voluntary endured, regardedt ias scandalous but an honourable

deed and it was infused here with the values atthth what was regarded as a noble
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death, that is death that acted, enacted, perforiaezbmplished and that ultimately
normalised a situation in terms of a hierarchyalties.

In this study, | have argued that the presentatiodesus as a sacrifice brought
about an exchange of values within Jews-and-nors-Jenersects. The practice of
sacrifice was a powerful performative event samebby its institutionalisation as ritual.
| have indicated how specific places were allocadad made sacred, how particular
regimes were formulated for the implementation hed sacrificial act, how roles were
assigned, and persons trained to be experts inm togwecisely and accurately enact the
ritual and infusing the normal act of slaughtenmi¢h power, a power to perform. It was
under the ambit of power relations that their dgudad controlled, modelled and
moulded them accordingly.

lllustratively, under ambit of the comparative asistitutive rhetorical component
of depicting Jesus as a sacrifice, | have maintaihat the metaphorisation of Jesus’
death had ultimate value. It was not vegetableisnas or any human beings who were
sacrificed but Jesus, God’s own son, who is unguesbly worth more than all in their
hierarchical society. Indeed if the Son of God, whatures tremendously high, was
sacrificed with the aim of integrating the non-Jemts the Jewish nation, extreme value
was assigned to the non-Jews and Jews also waasdeggmore valuable. To belong to
the chosen nation of Israel was cherished idealpaivileged value. As a result, for a
superior race to be created, they needed a supsaonificial victim, Jesus. The
performativity of Jesus’ sacrifice is that it gestexd a reality where a precise set of
values were given exceptional considerations tordiained rather than the ethnic

privileges like circumcision.

5.4 Point of Departure Regarding Easy Theologising dfAagtnpiov
In this dissertation, however, | have not placesl ttiheological issues concerning

l1Aootnplov such as “propitiation,” “expiation,” or “mercy-s2aon the table for

consideration for an implied audience. Having peatdtised them, | just promised to pay
a brief attention to them in this concluding chapfEhe question is what then can a
theologian make of the problem Gfaotnpiov within theological paradigms. Putting it

differently, does my socio-rhetorical approach hagmething to say for theologians? |
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will only sketch outlines regarding theologicaluss because mine was a socio-rhetorical
approach with different set of questions. | wilk @ able to contextualise “propitiation,”
“expiation,” and “mercy-seat” within the socio-rbetal context, because this was not
my objective. | have left this task to future thegihns to research on. Nevertheless, | will
briefly point to theologians a direction and thepliwation of analysing the meaning of
1Aaotnprov within the socio-rhetorical context. So | will ven to the problematisation,
so as to illustrate how socio-rhetorical context emable a theologian to re-appreciate
the ‘what’ question regardinglootrpiov. As a result, | will be able to demonstrate that
the notion like “propitiation” or “expiation,” whit is a theological category, needs to be
re-appreciated within the context of my socio-rhietd findings.

As already argued, it was impractical for one to g of the notion of a deity
from the context of sacrifice. The power thereahtuout to be vast and legitimate if
external sources, such as ancestors or deitiesysndacrifice (Bell 1992:211). Actually,
a deity’s approval (an ultimate value) of a sacefgave an added effect to the power of
the sacrificial act. The metaphorisation of Jesiesith in the light social principle of a
dwron is applicable. According to Kruse (2012:186), lgrdin (2011:157), Keck
(2005:110, 193), in Romans 3:25-26, God is notpettator” but an “actor.Verse 25
assertson proegeto o geoj ilasthrion. Hereinproegeto seems to suggest thatqgeoj
himself, and for himself, publicly presented Jegsisacrifice. The ventroegeto clarifies
that God is not merely a recipientidfo.otripiov.'?’ He himself is thénitiator, thedoer
and also theeceiverof it, which proves his love for the non-Jew trgmessors (Kruse
2012:186), but most importantly demonstrates tortbe-Jewish implied audience how
powerful this act ofAaogtnpiov was. It makes an appeal to the highest value.

God is agent, the sacrifice of his son, agencyutfinovhich something had to be

performed. He is the offerer of Jesus as a saelifgift. He is active decision-maker. He

120 The Greek ternproegeto here is an aorist tense verb which is in middleeoDana and Mantey
(1994:156-157) lead us to believe that “it is imgibke to describe adequately or accurately” a \iarb
middle voice. They contend that English knows nprapimate parallel to express exactly the Greek
middle voice. It is, then, a little wonder that Qabrell (1992:30) regardgroegeto in Romans 3:25a as
“another lexical problem.” While the active voicenghasises thaction the middle voice stresses the
subject The subject, in the middle voice, is botkl@erand always aeceiverof the results of the action
(Dana & Mantey 1994:157, 158).

Witherington states: “But unless Christ’s deathtba cross is both the one necessary and also the
sufficient sacrifice for the sins of the world, th&od is no sense a loving God” (2004:113).
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publicly exposed Jesus adaotnpiov. Twice he is said to demonstratikaiosunhj
autou. In his forbearance he overlooked previous trassgon. And him being the just
and the justifier, he justifies the one who haghfaf Jesus. All actions, as well as
thoughts, flow from himt?* So, in my view, we are here concerned wRhuls
presentation, his rhetoric and he is using Godhadder, theagent in order to empower
his argument. As argued, the deityrépresentechere as giving the endorsement to the
sacrifice adds effect to the power of the sacHfieict.

Since it is impractical for one to throw away thatian of a deity from the context
of this sacrifice, | have maintained that the funéatal role to the slaying of the Jesus as
a sacrificial victim served as the intermediary.clsua “sacrifice” operated as “an
intermediary” link between God and non-Jews, theasgted spheres of “sacred and
profane” (Vernant 1991:292). And by so doing, @sitbrought about agreement, contract
and alliance. Sacrificing Jesus, thus, was meandréov non-Jews near to God, as
sacrifices did in the antiquity (Burkert 1983:2y. dther words, it was intended to put
“transgressors” in the right relationship with thierld yonder (Vernant 1991:282; Kruse
2012:186):%? Thus, Romans 3:25-26 does present Jesus as theyagerough whom
such alliance has been accomplished. It is thralegtus that the non-Jew transgressors
(the needy clients) can now access the Abrahamdyfaand the “partnership with God”
(a patron). But, socio-rhetorically, this partnepshith the deity or God stands in service
of the rhetorical interaction.

In Romans 3:25c the demonstration focuses on hewportrayal of Jesus as a
sacrifice enabled God tmaintain his righteous characten postponing punishment of
“sins,” and v26b shows how it ultimatelyreserved his righteous character as the

justifier of those who are of faith. Meaning that, the necessitguch ademonstration

121 God’s namefeoj, appears twice in Romans 3:25a, 26a. However r dérens that refer to Him
therein includeautou (twice), auton, dikaion and dikaiounta. geoj is the most repeated word, not only
in our text but also in this epistle. It appearfRiomans 153 times, averagely once in every 46 wgafds
Morris 1988:20; MacArthur 1994:xi-xii). This frequey points out that in Romans one great thengeois
Johnson (1997:51) concludes that the Good newsithés not simply a message from God but a message
about God’s work in the world.” Romans is a bookuwyeoj. Romans 3:21-26 is also all abdbéod and
what God haslonein order to be true to his promise to Abraham allo® non-Jews (Stowers 1994:225).

12210 my view, they were transgressors by virtue @ifig “outsiders,” because being outside the nation
of God constituted ongso factoa sinner whatever s/he has done or not done.habrréason, the phrase
“because in his divine forbearance he had passedformer sins” could mean “because in his forbeeea
he had passed over outsider group transgression.”
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arose with the impression that God condoned trassgn in his forbearance, the delay
and restraint in the execution of his wrath. Wittie parameters of my argument, “sins”
here actually refer to not being a Jew; that isypdy by being an “outsider” constituted
one as “dirt,” as “transgressor.” From a socio-ohetl perspective, “sin” implies a
skewed relationship with God, in the case of the-dews, actually no relationship with
God. This situation has been mended from God’s&tnre to sacrifice his son Jesus. So,
by the presenting of Jesus (a man) as sacrifidentonstrated that God is the ultimate
justman®who was under compulsion to exercise justr&ss.

Consequently, the demonstration of righteousnes3ebys’ death at the close of
the long economy of transgressitwierated founded the new epoch, and with the
possibility of pardon established the principle tbe radical renewal of humanity.
Furthermore, if the ultimatgist man is portrayed to be willing to sacrifice hisiso as
to enact a normalisation of a situation of “injastl then, the notion of justice
(righteousness) appears in the backgrourida&trpiov. The text clearly indicates that
1Aaotnplov is an act performed by God, but an act to prow ke is just, and that
“justness” of God is immediately related “who hagH in Jesus” that is in this sacrifice.

Additionally, in the light of my discussions, thatbnement” connotation could have

12 The use of “man,” “maleness,” or “manliness” (at&m, him, his, he, himself) as reference to God
or Jesus is deliberate here (and elsewhere withiilas contexts) because the non-Jewish Roman aacdie
was not gender sensitive and thought in mascudimag, that they thought of God in the values anthge
that were familiar to them which indeed means tfetvould have been for them an emblem of the “just
man.” | am quite aware of the fact that modern eeadmay take offense but | am here describing
antiquity’s perceptions.

124 God is portrayed by Paul as the ultimate “just rhamthropological terminology is used to
describe God evoking from a non-Jewish implied encé identification with one of the cherished
masculine values of Roman society. The focus i§&od, theautoj dikaioj (v26). This God is portrayed
has being under an obligation to his own systelugifce to exert justices. In addition to couragesdom
and manliness, justice was one of the main masuwliiues in the Roman Empire. In other words, dhisr
a strong inclination to link God withutoj dikaioj who was seen to be the epitome of masculinity el w
as justness. This rendargjeoj in absolute self-control, manliness. It is wortmtite that what would have
been ultimate values for an implied Roman audiésdere projected on to the level of God, anthrogyl
determines theology. As a result the crucified desunother man, becomes a manifestation of God’s
justness. Since victorious manliness for a Roméneti was extremely important, and crucifixion was
matter of shame and scandal, it explains why Fght from the beginning of this letter quite outntly
puts his perspective that the gospel is no maftehame (1:16-17). In others words, Paul is heoditably
persuading a Roman audience of the superiorithefust God he is proclaiming, despite the dishonour
that may be associated with crucifixion. Him bethg just and the justifier, he justifies the oneowtas
faith of Jesus. Also, justice in antiquity was uoighably linked with brutality. Justice and violencéen
worked jointly. Meaning that, there was a link beém sacrifice, aggression, justness and “the jast’'m
who was under the obligation to exert justice.
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been a component of sacrifice, but in some wayerther, that is not what is exploited
here by Paul. Paul again brings the sacrifice atationship with the integration into the

covenant of God. As a result, the notion of aton@meeds not be rejected, but it is kept
in ambiguity.

It stands to reason that the notionidfiotnpilov to a certain extent leaves the
question wvhat’ open and/or ambiguous. Tmeeaningof i1Aa.otnpiov appears to be not
retrievable, but its performativity on the one haugigests a conciliatory act that entailed
conciliation between God and the non-Jews. On therdand, this performs to integrate
the non-Jews into the nation of Israel, but evethér to perform also in the interaction
between Paul and his implied audience. Thus, eshéfd) yet another opportunity for
their identification with the message he was todptio the non-Jews. My appeal is that
theologians who are interested in tim@aningof 1Aaogtnpiov ought to contextualise
“propitiation,” “expiation,” or “mercy-seat” as iatpretational models falaotnpiov
within a socio-rhetorical context. Although mulgpinterpretations ofAacgtrpiov will
always remain, in the light of a socio-rhetoricglpenisal, these theologians are
“challenged” to contextualise their views.

lllustratively, second thoughts are required abt@xpiation,” because from a
socio-rhetorical perspective this is to perpetula¢e“individual salvation” which was not
at stake in Romans 3:25-26. These theologians dhalsb have second thoughts on
“propitiation.” “Propitiation” constructs a wrathfuvengeful God fully immersed within
the thought patterns of antiquity, because it may bbe applicable here. In my view,
Romans 3:25-26 deals with a completely differentiagion in which violence was
institutionalised and completely accepted, which kesa it impossible just to
decontextualisaAaotnpiov and make it universally applicable. That impliéstt a
theological interpretation will have to acknowledtieat we cannot operate with the
concept ofiAaotnptlov, at least not with one of the meanings suggesyetbhtemporary
research. What should be taken as avenue is itsrpativity. The performativity of
1Aaotnplov suggests conciliation, it suggests a theology petes value on inclusion,
and as a matter of fact, that requires such a tratuaf inclusivity that extremely high
sacrifices should be made in order to achieve that.that reason, those theological

paradigms are problematised when a rhetoricakatipproach is adopted. The task of
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contemporary theologians is not only to echo thev Nestament, as a matter of fact, it
cannot be echoed in the same manner. Rather #s&ithas become to appropriate it in a
different context, contextualisation. Theologicaiterpretations must not downplay
sacrificial dimensions ofAacgtnpiov, a thing that socio-rhetorical interpretation cann
bypass.

In conclusion, following a socio-rhetorical apprbaeny dissertation has
problematised decontextualised theologising, ehsglbgising. Against the background
of my research, one is left enquiring: how legitiem@s the type of theologising that
focuses attention on “propitiation,” “expiation,f tmercy-seat” taking into consideration
how those concepts were permeated by a culturensifutionalised violence. Putting it
in another way, how appropriate to our contempoi@ygtext can a theology be that
perpetuates a discourse in which an extreme, bxutdéént act had the performative
power to persuade of its ethnic integrative caga@aturated with the sentiments of a
culture that found in violence nobility and honotlinat allowed for a positive valorisation
of violent acts, the portrayal and metaphorisatibrdesus’ death as\actrplov, as a
sacrifice by his own father would have been appatgrand hailed as honourable, indeed
a demonstration, a proof of his ultimate manlineddeing an absolutisation of virtue.
And indeed such an act would have been seen aau® the performative power to
transgress historically hardened ethnic boundasiesld likewise have been seen and
accepted as gift, as beneficial.

But that was the first century, what about the eongorary situation where a
theologian’s most prominent forms of accountabilgiiould be to propagate non-
violence? Should it not be the function of conterapp theologians within the Christian
tradition, their obligatory accountability, to caerdn the violence that sprouted a notion
such asidootnpiov? Should they keep on attempting to establish oaityi with
semantic redefinitions of this term? Or should tlogy for a reading against the grain
problematisation of the notion that conflict shob&lresolved by any form of violence?

Consequently, | have maintained that the usetixdotnpiov should be
understood socio-rhetorically. That is, the intéoat between an encoded author and an
implied audience within a setting of a rhetoricduation, which has been embedded

within a social world particular pertaining to thaft the discursive practices concerned
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with sacrifice and its performativity. The approathhave adopted has exposed the
politics involved and that the values used to sdhe politics among early Christians

cannot always be the values that have to solvedligcs of contemporary theologians.

However, | did not intend to pave the way for tlogghns, but my objective was simply

to problematise and to demonstrate that a socim#ical appraisal ofihactnpiov

requires theologians to contextualise and re-cdnddise the categories they operate
with.
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